
Making the Tree Good:
Interpreting Mt 12:33 in the Context

of the Eucharistic Meal

By

John Barnet

The Problem

When the Pharisees accuse Jesus of casting out demons by Beelzebul
(Mt 12:24), he rebukes them for their inconsistency, for in the case of their
exorcist sons they have apparently attributed the same activity to the Spirit
of God (12:27). As Jesus insists, “Either make the tree good and its fruit
good or the tree bad and its fruit bad; for the tree is known by its fruit”
(12:33). This interpretation of Mt 12:33, which relies on a figurative sense
of the aorist imperative ÔÈ‹Û·ÙÂ, is succinctly presented by Willoughby
Allen in his paraphrase of the verse: “Be consistent. Either allow My acts
of casting out devils to be good in result, and attribute the power to do
such good acts to the Holy Spirit; or condemn them as evil in result, and
attribute them to Satanic agency.”1

In terms of the tree-fruit imagery, it is clear that Allen interprets the
exorcisms as fruit; less clear, but consistent with his interpretation, is the
understanding of God or Satan as tree. Thus, the charge of inconsistency
is prompted by the Pharisees' failure to attribute to the good tree (God) the
same fruit (exorcism performed by different agents). While it is implied
that the Pharisees have spoken correctly in the case of their sons, they have
not done so in the case of Jesus. Therefore, Jesus rightly demands of them
consistency. Either they are to regard exorcism (the fruit) as good and
attribute it to God (the good tree) regardless of the agent, or they are to
consider exorcism (the fruit) bad and attribute it to Satan (the bad tree).

An alternative reading of Mt 12:33, which relies on a more literal sense
of ÔÈ‹Û·ÙÂ, is to construe the words of Jesus as a command to transform
the tree and its fruit, to make them both good (or bad), which command
expresses a different type of consistency, namely, a consistency between
appearance and reality.2 According to this interpretation, the tree is
considered to be a metaphor referring to the heart. Conceivably, then, the
imperative to make the tree and its fruit good should be understood as a
command to change the heart, to make it good. The question then becomes,
How does one make the heart good? It is here that my proposal –to read
the Gospel in the context of the eucharistic meal– makes its contribution.

The Tree and Its Fruit

The saying “a tree is known by its fruit” (12:33; cf. 7:17-20) is a
metaphorical expression for the correspondence that exists in principle
between a person's outside or actions, which encompass both words and
deeds, and a person's inside or heart, the seat of understanding and
intention. Indeed, so certain is this correspondence in principle that the
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evangelist can say that the outside of a person reveals the inside, that
words and deeds reveal a person's understanding and intention. This
interpretation is supported by the parallel saying of the good/evil man who
brings forth good/evil out of his good/evil treasure (12:35). Although
Matthew does not associate treasure with heart in 12:35, as the evangelist
Luke does in the synoptic parallel (Lk 6:45), the connection is clear from
the preceding verse: “For out of the abundance of the heart the mouth
speaks” (Mt 12:34). Matthew's warning that everyone will be held
accountable at the judgment for “every careless word” (12:36-37) confirms
the principle that words reveal the heart. In like manner, the
correspondence between a person's deeds and heart is confirmed by Jesus
when he warns the crowds and his disciples, using the same tree-fruit
metaphor, to beware of false prophets whose deeds will show them
inwardly to be ravenous wolves (7:15-20). Indeed, so certain is this
correspondence that the evangelist elsewhere is able to define a person's
deeds as the adequate measure of a person's heart, as the sole criterion of
judgment (25:31-46).3

While the correspondence between the outside of a person and the
inside is certain in principle, in the fallen human condition words and deeds
do not always reveal a person's heart. As Matthew warns his readers, not
everyone who calls Jesus “Lord” will enter the kingdom of heaven (7:21-
23). In this example, words alone, even correct words, are not sufficient for
entering the kingdom. But if correct words are not sufficient, then one can
no longer say that words always reveal the heart, that the tree is always
known by its fruit. Indeed, words may actually conceal the heart, as
implied by Jesus' rhetorical question to the Pharisees: “You brood of
vipers! how can you speak good, when you are evil?” (12:34). The
Pharisees, despite having evil hearts, are in fact capable of speaking correct
words, a possibility openly acknowledged by Jesus elsewhere: even though
the Pharisees are “full of hypocrisy and iniquity” within (23:28), they
nevertheless sit on the chair of Moses (23:2).

The possibility that words can in fact conceal the heart suggests that it
is possible for deeds to conceal the heart as well. The apparently good
deeds of the false prophets, who testify before the judge of the mighty
works performed in his name, are rejected as the works of evildoers (7:21-
23). Therefore, as Dan Via concludes, it is impossible “to know whether
acts in any particular situation really reveal or conceal the heart.”4 Ulti-
mately, it is God alone who is able to see the true intention of the heart.
Consequently, “all deeds, even apparently righteous deeds, are subject to
the eschatological judgment, at which time it will be revealed whether the
deeds of righteousness proceeded from a good heart or an evil one,
whether they were truly deeds of righteousness or only apparently so.”5

A Good Heart

A careful reading of the tree-fruit metaphor of 7:15-20 in its context
supports the contention that both correct words and righteous deeds are
necessary for salvation, despite the impossibility of knowing whether any
particular word or deed conceals or reveals the heart. While it is clear that
the metaphor speaks directly of the necessity of good deeds, the good
deeds of the righteous are set within the context of good words: those who
do the Father's will are among those who have spoken correct words, who
have called Jesus “Lord” (7:21).6 One interpretation of the tree-fruit
metaphor of 7:15-20, therefore, “is that good words (7:21) are expected to
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be matched by good deeds, which may (10:1, 8), or may not (7:22-23),
include mighty works.”7 An analysis of authority in the Beelzebul
controversy (12:22-32), on the other hand, which pericope serves as the
context of the tree-fruit metaphor of 12:33-37, suggests an alternative
interpretation, namely, that correct understanding, or a good heart, is the
precondition for good words and good deeds.

Daniel Patte has argued that the Beelzebul controversy is best under-
stood as a portrayal of conflicting views of authority.8 According to the
Pharisaic conception of power and authority that is implicit in this pericope,
“one has power only over those who recognize one's authority.”9 Conse-
quently, Jesus only has power over the demons, it is thought, because they
recognize his authority, an authority that must come from Beelzebul
himself. From the perspective of the Gospel's dominant value system it is
clear that the view of authority implicit in this accusation is to be rejected.
It is surprising, however, especially in light of explicit statements elsewhere
on the necessity of righteous deeds for salvation (6:14-15; 7:21-23; 16:27;
18:35; 25:31-46), that there is no mention of deeds in the Beelzebul
pericope. The absence of any mention of deeds suggests to Patte that the
emphasis in 12:33-37 has been placed on good words as the precondition
for doing good deeds.10 Good words, in this instance, however, must not
be understood merely as correct words, words that may in fact conceal the
heart; rather, good words are “the proper acknowledgment of Jesus'
authority, the conviction that he casts out demons by the Spirit of God
(12:28).”11

To acknowledge the authority of Jesus in such manner – with conviction
– is ultimately to characterize the heart itself as good, and thus to confirm
in fact the correspondence between heart and word. This is because,
according to Patte, it is the view or understanding of Jesus' authority, not
merely correct words, that “causes [the people] to bear good or bad fruit.”12

Unless one is able, therefore, “to discern correctly the source of Jesus' po-
wer, that is, unless the heart as the seat of understanding and intention is
properly constituted, one cannot perform truly good deeds.”13 Because the
Pharisees hold the wrong view of Jesus' authority, their words and deeds,
however good they might appear to be, can only be apparently good, as will
be revealed at the final judgment.

While this interpretation may clarify the relationship between
understanding and action, it does not yet answer the question posed by this
paper, namely, How does one make the tree (or heart) good? One answer
is provided by Dan Via, who explains that “The word of the kingdom and
cross (4:17; 13:19; 16:21; 20:28-34) restores the heart to understanding
(13:11a, 16-17) which in turn produces ethical fruit (13:23).”14 In other
words, if one correctly understands the meaning of Jesus’ teaching,
ministry, and death, then they become the pattern for one’s own life. By
now it should be clear, however, that correct understanding is not to be
viewed simply as a correlative of correct confession. Indeed, the possibility
that words (and deeds) may in fact conceal the heart should warn us that
the transformation of the heart is more likely an ongoing process; certainly,
it is an outcome that cannot be confirmed until the final judgment. My task
for the rest of this paper, therefore, is to explore how the eucharistic meal
–arguably the original (and, for many communities of faith, ongoing)
setting of Matthew's Gospel– might contribute to the transformation of the
believer's heart.

3



The Eucharistic Meal

George Kilpatrick begins his study of Matthew's Gospel by reminding
his readers that “While we may not say that the Gospel was created by a
community, yet it was created in a community and called forth to meet the
needs of a community.”15 Therefore it follows that if one were able to
reconstruct the circumstances of the community, the reconstruction would
offer insight into the meaning of the Gospel for that community. Such a
project raises two difficulties, only one of which is addressed by Kilpatrick
– the problem of sources. Most of the evidence for Kilpatrick's
reconstruction comes from Matthew's Gospel itself, as well as from other
roughly contemporaneous Christian and Jewish literature.16 The second
problem is related to the challenge of extracting contextual history from a
narrative. For, as Norman Petersen has observed, the narrative creates its
own world, a world that does not “directly represent history as it
happened.”17 Rather, it offers a secondary source for the reconstruction of
an historical world. This warning applies to all sources for the project of
reconstruction. A related problem is due to the nature of the Gospel itself:
the narrative world of the Gospel serves explicitly as a secondary source
for the referential world of the historical Jesus and implicitly as a secondary
source for the contextual world of Matthew's community. A careful
presentation would require a methodology for sorting the implicit from the
explicit, a methodology that would account for the differing perspectives of
the unknowing disciple of the narrative world and the knowing
reader/believer of Matthew's community.18 For purposes of this paper,
however, I shall assume an “implied believer,” one who correctly
appropriates the Gospel in the context of the Matthean community.

Kilpatrick's analysis of the Gospel leads him to conclude that
documentary criticism has failed to explain the source of much in
Matthew's Gospel.19 Among its failures he includes: 1) the nativity stories;
2) certain Petrine stories; 3) certain passion and resurrection stories; and
4) OT quotations. Therefore, he proposes that besides the written sources
Mark, Q, and M, the evangelist “was acquainted with a number of
traditions existing only orally, until they were incorporated in the Gospel.”20

The occasion for incorporating these oral traditions, Kilpatrick argues, was
the community's liturgical practice. By combining the conclusions of
documentary criticism with the supposed liturgical practice of the
community, Kilpatrick proposes the following reconstruction:

Let us assume that the Church in which [Matthew] was composed had long read
Mark, Q, and M in public worship.... At the end of this period Matthew was
written as a kind of revised gospel book, conveniently incorporating into one
volume the three documents Mark, Q, and M. It was natural that, in a revised
gospel book produced for the worship of the Church, the needs and convenience
of liturgical practice should be consulted. This was necessary since Mark, for
example, for all its excellences, is not an ideal book for liturgical use.21

Criticism of Kilpatrick's hypothesis would appear to be directed
primarily at his understanding of “liturgical use,” rather than at other
aspects of his reconstruction. For example, Krister Stendahl objects to
Kilpatrick's hypothesis because 1) liturgical recitation of gospel material
cannot be assumed from synagogue recitation of Scriptures; and 2) as a
whole, Matthew's “gospel lacks the character of a liturgical text.”22 Against
Kilpatrick, Stendahl cites the work of Oscar Cullmann, who challenges the
view that there was a word service apart from the eucharist.23 Apparently,
Stendahl believes that it would be necessary to prove such a service in
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order for Kilpatrick to argue convincingly his case for gospel dependence
on synagogue recitation. Stendahl's criticism, however, is not significant, at
least for purposes of this paper, since it appears to be based on a rather
limited understanding of “liturgical use,” as I shall argue below.

Stendahl's second objection is even less convincing: apart from his
above-quoted comment that the Gospel lacks a liturgical character, Stendahl
notes only that “the structure of the five parts, with its systematic aims,
points rather to a milieu other than the homiletic or liturgical one.”24

Instead of examining Kilpatrick's argument in favor of a liturgical milieu,
Stendahl only tests Kilpatrick's analysis of the didactic or catechetical
alternative to his liturgical hypothesis. Although he accuses Kilpatrick of
over-simplifying the alternative between the liturgical and the catechetical,
Stendahl in the end concurs with Kilpatrick's assessment of the catechetical:
“Even if freed from the limitations of the definitions ‘pre-baptismal’ and
‘ethical instruction,’ the term ‘catechetical’ falls short of a definition of the
Sitz im Leben of the First Gospel.”25 Then having concluded that the Gospel
is a type of handbook, Stendahl criticizes the liturgical hypothesis on
similar grounds: “A handbook might hardly have been the ideal of those
who intended to render the gospel more suitable for liturgical use.”26 The
conclusion that the Gospel seems more like a handbook than a liturgical
text leads Stendahl to propose “study and instruction” as the most
convincing setting for the Gospel.

Although Stendahl's criticism does not really address the substance of
Kilpatrick's liturgical hypothesis, it does raise the question, Has Kilpatrick
sufficiently incorporated the catechetical into his understanding of a
liturgical milieu? On the other hand, it seems that Stendahl's proposal –
that the Gospel was a manual for teaching and church administration– fails
to account for the liturgical features identified by Kilpatrick. I propose that
the dichotomy between these alternative hypotheses can be overcome if one
defines “liturgical use” more broadly than do either Kilpatrick or Stendahl,
both of whom seem to take this to mean that the text was in some sense
the liturgy itself. The broader definition that I propose places more
emphasis on the setting in which the text would have been used rather than
on the text itself. It is with regard to setting that Cullmann's work offers
important insight.

Oscar Cullmann has argued that “the basis and goal of every [Christian]
gathering” was the eucharistic meal.27 For it is at the eucharistic meal that
the risen Christ again meets the gathered community. According to
Cullmann, Luke 24:30, 24:36, John 21:12-14, and Acts 1:4 preserve the
tradition that “the first appearances of the risen Christ took place during
meals.”28 This would appear to be contradicted by accounts of post-
resurrection appearances that took place apart from meals, namely, Mt
28:9-10 (cf. Mk 16:9; John 20:11-18) and Mt 28:16-20.29 Nevertheless, one
can still argue that the explicit passages preserve at least a tradition that
links the appearances of the risen Christ with the common meal.
Consequently, as Cullmann concludes, it is at this meal that the risen Christ
is “effectively present in the ... Spirit.”30

Although the eucharistic meal was the “basis and goal” of every Chri-
stian gathering, it was not the sole content of the gathering. Instruction,
preaching, and prayer were also foundational elements of Christian
worship (Acts 2:42-47; 20:7-11).31 While Cullmann cautions against
insisting that all of these elements were present at each gathering, he rejects
attempts “to distinguish sharply between gatherings for the proclamation
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of the Word and gatherings for the Lord's Supper.”32 The evidence for two
separate services is adduced from silence33 and the problematic letter of
Pliny.34 On the other hand, Cullmann sees in the account of the midnight
meal preserved in Acts 20:7-11 evidence supporting his view that a non-
eucharistic gathering was unthinkable.35

Thus it follows that the expected context for every gathering of the
Christian community was the eucharistic meal. This means that all of the
various elements of Christian worship –instruction, preaching, prayer, etc.
– were referred to the risen Christ who is made present at the eucharistic
meal. The aim of these gatherings, however, was not simply to make
present the risen Christ. As we know from Mt 25:31-46, there are
consequences for those who do not respond to his presence as they should.
Therefore, the aim of these gatherings, according to Cullmann, was “the
‘building up’ of the community as the Body of Christ, the spiritual body
of the risen Lord.”  In other words, the aim of these gatherings was for the
community to show itself to be the body of Christ. Every element of these
gatherings served this “building up” by seeking to rid the community of
everything that was incompatible with the purified body of Christ. The
Gospel of Matthew, therefore, was neither the worship service itself nor a
teacher's handbook. Rather, I propose, it was instruction, preaching,
exhortation in the context of the eucharistic meal.

Making the Tree Good

Dan Via reminds us that the parable of the last judgment (25:31-46)
“reveals the inseparable unity of the commands to love God with one's
whole being (or minister to the Son of Man) –the religious requirement–
and to love the neighbor as one's self (22:34-40) (or minister to the brothers
and sisters of the Son of Man) –the ethical requirement.”37 Although the
parable depicts the judgment as an eschatological event, when the intention
of hearts will finally be revealed, it is important to recognize that certain
elements of the parable are similar to characteristics of Matthew's liturgical
setting. First, there is an emphasis on the presence of the risen Christ in
both the parable and the eucharistic assembly. Second, the religious
requirement of the parable arguably corresponds to the religious
requirement of Matthew's community, which includes the right profession
of faith (28:18-20). And third, the ethical requirement of the parable, which
threatens eternal punishment for those who fail to minister to the needy,
finds an analogous expression at the eucharistic assembly, where exclusion
from the meal is the norm for those who have not been reconciled with
other members of the community. This third point, which I shall develop
below, is one of the important implications of Cullmann's assertion that the
risen Christ is made present at the eucharistic meal.

The Apostle Paul's warning to the Corinthians not to partake of the
eucharist in an unworthy manner (1 Cor 11:27) sets the ethical requirement
in the context of the assembly. The occasion for this admonition is the
failure of the Corinthians to express their love for one another during the
eucharistic meal: “For in eating, each one goes ahead with his own meal,
and one is hungry and another is drunk” (1 Cor 11:21). Ironically, the
Corinthians fail to “discern” the very body for which they assemble, which
body, according to Paul, refers not only to the eucharistic bread but also to
the members of Christ's body, the Church. For the Corinthians who neglect
to fulfill the ethical requirement, the eucharist no longer represents a joyful
opportunity to meet the risen Christ (cf. 1 Thess 4:16-18) but becomes a
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moment of judgment that anticipates the everlasting punishment of those
who do not do the Father's will. Indeed, even the consequences of their
ethical failure, which consequences are to be fully revealed only at the final
judgment, are said to be foreshadowed in the experiences of the Corinthian
community: “For any one who eats and drinks without discerning the
body eats and drinks judgment upon himself. That is why many of you
are weak and ill, and some have died” (1 Cor 11:29-30).

Although Matthew's Gospel does not establish a clear expectation for
fulfilling the ethical requirement in the context of the eucharistic meal, it
does require that believers fulfill their ethical responsibility before
completing the religious requirement, before gathering at the eucharistic
meal: “So if you are offering your gift at the altar, and there remember
that your brother has something against you, leave your gift there before
the altar and go; first be reconciled to your brother, and then come and
offer your gift” (Mt 5:23-24). Regarding this passage, E. P. Sanders has
observed that it follows a long tradition recognizing the relationship
between justice and sacrifice.38 Particularly interesting is Lev 6:1- 7, which
specifies both the form of restitution and the type of sacrifice:

The LORD said to Moses, “If any one sins and commits a breach of faith against
the LORD by deceiving his neighbor in a matter of deposit or security, or
through robbery, or if he has oppressed his neighbor or has found what was
lost and lied about it, swearing falsely – in any of all the things which men do
and sin therein, when one has sinned and become guilty, he shall restore what
he took by robbery, or what he got by oppression, or the deposit which was
committed to him, or the lost thing which he found, or anything about which
he has sworn falsely; he shall restore it in full, and shall add a fifth to it, and
give it to him to whom it belongs, on the day of his guilt offering. And he shall
bring to the priest his guilt offering to the LORD, a ram without blemish out of
the flock, valued by you at the price for a guilt offering; and the priest shall
make atonement for him before the LORD, and he shall be forgiven for any of
the things which one may do and thereby become guilty.”

In this case, it is also clear that the one who wrongs another person is
the one who is to seek forgiveness.

In the case of Mt 5:23-24, however, it is not clear who is expected to
make reconciliation, “whether it is the offender (as in 5:24-26) or the
offended (cf. 6:14-15).”39 Davies and Allison make two points in favor of
the interpretation that it is the offender who must seek reconciliation. First,
the authors cite the idiom “have (something) against” as it is used in Rev
2:4, where Christ “has against” the Ephesians that they abandoned the
love they had at first, a failing of the Ephesians that casts them in the role
of “offender.” The second point is based on the synthetic parallelism of the
two illustrations in Mt 5:27-30. It follows, according to Davies and Allison,
that the illustrations in 5:21-26 would also be in synthetic parallelism. And
since the second illustration in 5:21-26 is directed toward the offender, the
first illustration must also be so directed.

On the other hand, a similar text from the Didache suggests that the
alternative interpretation –that the offended is to make reconciliation– is
also possible: “And let no one who has a quarrel (ö¯ˆÓ ÙcÓ àÌÊÈ‚ÔÏ›·Ó)
with his friend join you until they are reconciled, lest your sacrifice be
profaned” (Did 14:2). Although, as Davies and Allison note, this text does
not show clear dependence on Mt 5:23-24, they nevertheless believe that
the author of the Didache was familiar with Matthew.40 If Did 14:2 can be
interpreted to mean that even the one offended is to be excluded until there
is a reconciliation, then it is possible that this may also have been the
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Matthean community's interpretation of Mt 5:23-24. In support of this
suggestion is the context of 5:23-24: arguably, Jesus' interpretation of the
Law in 5:21-48 represents a radicalizing of the Law. And, as Davies and
Allison have noted, the interpretation of 5:23-24 that requires the one
offended to make reconciliation “would certainly surpass traditional Jewish
teaching.”41 The ambiguity of these verses leaves open the possibility, of
course, that both the offender and the offended are to seek reconciliation.
But it can also be argued that the interpretation that places the burden of
reconciliation on the innocent party better reflects the pattern of Jesus' life
and death, the life and death of the innocent one, which pattern believers
are called to actualize in their own lives.

The evidence of Did 14:2 clearly establishes the ethical requirement as
the precondition for participation in the eucharistic assembly, a
precondition that is consonant with the command of Mt 5:23-24 to seek
brotherly reconciliation, leaving one's gift at the altar if necessary. The
implication of this requirement in the eucharistic setting is that the presence
of the risen Christ challenges the believer to actualize the pattern of Jesus'
life in the believer's own life, a pattern for which he or she will be held
accountable at the last judgment (25:31-46). Indeed, the presence of the
risen Christ at the eucharistic meal confronts the believer with the
eschatological demand for the unified response of profession (implied by
the believer's presence in the community of faith) and reconciliation, neither
of which is possible without the correct understanding of who Jesus is and
what he expects.

On the other hand, those who do not actualize the pattern of Jesus' life
in their own lives are confronted each week by their failure when they are
excluded from the presence of the risen Christ at the eucharistic meal,
foreshadowing the everlasting exclusion in store for those who do not do
the Father's will (7:21-23; 25:41-45). The only hope for such as these is
that as they are confronted by the word of the Gospel, as the hidden
intention of their hearts is revealed, their hearts would be transformed by
this new understanding, enabling them at last to fulfill the ethical
requirement, enabling them to produce the fruit that corresponds to the
good tree.
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¶ÂÚ›ÏË„Ë

«¶ÔÈ‹Û·ÙÂ Ùe ‰¤Ó‰ÚÔÓ Î·ÏfiÓ».

^∂ÚÌËÓÂ‡ÔÓÙ·˜ Ùfi ªÙ. 12,33 ÛÙ‹ Û˘Ó¿ÊÂÈ·

ÙÔÜ Âé¯·ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÎÔÜ ‰Â›ÓÔ˘

^√ ÛÎÔe˜ ·éÙÉ˜ ÙÉ˜ âÚÁ·Û›·˜ ÂrÓ·È Óa âÚÂ˘Ó‹ÛÂÈ Ùc Û¯¤ÛË Ôf ñ¿Ú-

¯ÂÈ ÌÂÙ·Íf ëÓe˜ ÁÏˆÛÛÈÎÔÜ ÏÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁÈÎÔÜ Ï·ÈÛ›Ô˘ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÌÂÙ·ÊÔÚÄ˜ ÙÔÜ

‰¤Ó‰ÚÔ˘ Î·d ÙÔÜ Î·ÚÔÜ ÙÔ˘ ÛÙe Î·Ùa ª·Ùı·ÖÔÓ ∂é·ÁÁ¤ÏÈÔ. ∫·ıg˜ ≤Ó·

‰¤Ó‰ÚÔ àÓ·ÁÓˆÚ›˙ÂÙ·È àe ÙeÓ Î·Úfi ÙÔ˘, öÙÛÈ Î·d ì Î·Ú‰Èa ëÓe˜ àÓıÚÒ-

Ô˘, ¬Ô˘ ë‰Ú¿˙Ô˘Ó ì Î·Ù·ÓfiËÛË Î·d ì ÚfiıÂÛË, Á›ÓÂÙ·È ÁÓˆÛÙc Î·Ùa

Î‡ÚÈÔ ÏfiÁÔ àe Ùa ÏfiÁÈ· Î·d Ùa öÚÁ· ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘. ™ÙcÓ ÌÂÙ·ÙˆÙÈÎc

¬Ìˆ˜ Î·Ù¿ÛÙ·ÛË Ùa ÏfiÁÈ· Î·d Ùa öÚÁ· ëÓe˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ ‰bÓ àÔÎ·Ï‡ÙÔ˘Ó

¿ÓÙÔÙÂ ÙcÓ Î·Ú‰Èa ëÓe˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘. \∞ÓÙ›ıÂÙ·, úÛˆ˜ Î·d Óa ÙcÓ àÔÎÚ‡-

ÙÔ˘Ó. ™˘ÓÂá˜, ¬Ï· Ùa ÏfiÁÈ· Î·d Ùa öÚÁ·, Î·d ·éÙa Ôf ÂrÓ·È Û·Êá˜

âÓ¿ÚÂÙ·, ñfiÎÂÈÓÙ·È ÛÙcÓ ÙÂÏÈÎc ÎÚ›ÛË. °Èa Ùe ÏfiÁÔ ·éÙfi, ÌÔÚÂÖ Î·ÓÂd˜

Óa ÂÖ ¬ÙÈ ì ÛˆÙËÚ›· àÓÙÈÚÔÛˆÂ‡ÂÈ ≤Ó·Ó Ù‡Ô ÙÉ˜ ïÏfiÙËÙ·˜, ¬Ô˘ Ùe

âÍˆÙÂÚÈÎe ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ àÓÙ·ÔÎÚ›ÓÂÙ·È ÔéÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎa ÛÙe âÛˆÙÂÚÈÎfi ÙÔ˘,

¬Ô˘ Ùa àÏËıÈÓa àÁ·ıa ÏfiÁÈ· Î·d Ôî Ú¿ÍÂÈ˜ ÂrÓ·È âÎÂÖÓ· Ôf âÎÔÚÂ‡Ô-

ÓÙ·È àe Ì›· àÁ·ıc Î·Ú‰È¿.

^∏ âÓÙÔÏc ÙÔÜ \πËÛÔÜ Óa ÔÈ‹ÛÔ˘ÌÂ Î·d Ùe ‰¤Ó‰ÚÔ Î·d ÙeÓ Î·Úe ÙÔ˘

àÁ·ıe (ª·Ùı. 12,33) ÌÔÚÂÖ öÙÛÈ Óa ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ıÂÖ ó˜ Ì›· âÓÙÔÏc Óa àÓ·Î·-

Ù·ÛÎÂ˘¿ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ÙcÓ Î·Ú‰Èa ëÓe˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘. ∞éÙc ì ÌÂÙ·‚ÔÏc Û˘ÓÙÂÏÂÖÙ·È,

Û‡ÌÊˆÓ· Ìb ÙcÓ ÚfiÙ·Û‹ ÌÔ˘, ÛÙe Âé¯·ÚÈÛÙÈ·Îe ‰ÂÖÓÔ, ¬Ô˘ Î·Ùa Ùe

Î·Ùa ª·Ùı·ÖÔÓ ∂é·ÁÁ¤ÏÈÔ ï àÓ·ÛÙËıÂ›˜ ÃÚÈÛÙe˜ Î¿ÓÂÈ ÁÓˆÛÙc ÙcÓ ·-

ÚÔ˘Û›· ΔÔ˘. ^∏ ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙÔÜ àÓ·ÛÙËı¤ÓÙÔ˜ ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ ÚÔÎ·ÏÂÖ ÙÔf˜ È-

ÛÙÔf˜ Óa Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÔÔÈ‹ÛÔ˘Ó Ùe ÚfiÙ˘Ô ÙÉ˜ ˙ˆÉ˜ ΔÔ˘ ÛÙd˜ ‰ÈÎ¤˜ ÙÔ˘˜

˙ˆ¤˜, ≤Ó· ÚfiÙ˘Ô ÁÈa Ùe ïÔÖÔ ıa àÔ‰ÒÛÔ˘Ó ÏfiÁÔ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ÙÂÏÈÎc

ÎÚ›ÛË. \∞e ÙcÓ ôÏÏË ÌÂÚÈ¿, ¬ÛÔÈ ‰bÓ Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÒÓÔ˘Ó ÛÙc ˙ˆ‹ ÙÔ˘˜ Ùe Úfi-

Ù˘Ô ˙ˆÉ˜ Ôf ÚÔÙÂ›ÓÂÈ ï \πËÛÔÜ˜, öÚ¯ÔÓÙ·È àÓÙÈÌ¤ÙˆÔÈ Î¿ıÂ ë‚‰ÔÌ¿‰·

Ìb ÙcÓ àÔÙ˘¯›·, Î·ıg˜ âÍ·ÈÚÔÜÓ ë·˘ÙeÓ àe ÙcÓ ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙÔ˘ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ

£Â›· ∂é¯·ÚÈÛÙ›·, ÚÔÔÈˆÓ›˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÙcÓ ·åÒÓÈ· âÍ·›ÚÂÛË ÁÈa âÎÂ›ÓÔ˘˜ Ôf

‰bÓ àÎÔÏÔ˘ıÔÜÓ Ùe ı¤ÏËÌ· ÙÔÜ ¶·ÙÚfi˜.
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