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The Rev. Dr. Paul Tarazi has served in an amazing manner both his Church and our biblical scholarship. He became faithful to both of them without sacrificing or even compromising the other. I decided to dedicate to his Festschrift a short paper on the biblical foundations of the Christian Mystery, a paper that tries to give merit both to the Church’s authentic mysteriology
 and to the academic biblical scholarship. I will address, in other words, the subject from a biblical and missiological perspective. 
“Word” and “Mystery”
“Some of the beliefs and practices which are preserved in the Church – whether generally accepted or publicly enjoined – are derived from written teaching; others we have received delivered to us ‘in a mystery’ (ἐν μυστηρίῳ) by the tradition of the apostles.”
  With this explicit formulation in his treatise On the Holy Spirit, St. Basil the Great perfectly defined the sources of the Christian faith: Holy Scripture and Worship (Λατρεία), apostolic tradition and the liturgical experience of the Christian consciousness, Gospel and Liturgy – in other words, Word and Mystery.  The first led to the growth of theology and the Church’s devotion to rational faith, and the second to the idea of communion. For the very word λειτουργία (liturgy), widely understood also by the term “mystery”, is normally testified as the work of the people (λεῑτον+ἔργον). 
The Fathers of the Church indulged over the Word of the Gospel with abundant devotion in their effort to interpret objectively and accurately the truth which had been revealed in time (i.e. historically).  Using a “language” of their time – that is, what was current in scientific and philosophical thought – they gave a “reasonable” presentation of that which was beyond reason, the revelation of the “Word of God.”  St. Athanasius the Great, in his treatise Against the Heathen, urges the Christians not to profess that “faith in Christ is unreasonable.”
  And St. Isidore of Pelusium adds: “You ought to interpret the Holy Scripture scientifically, and trace its powers sensibly, not daring to just allow the things of the sacred and ineffable mysteries to fall into unworthy hands.”
  Finally, the St. John Chrysostom states categorically: “for all the inconsistencies must be resolved and made clear, so that from all sides our discourse is clarified and does not remain an excuse for the shameless.”
  It is, therefore, obvious that without the rational and objective criticism of matters related to faith, and without engaging the current thought of the day, the Early Church would not have been able to face the derision of the Greeks and the various mystery cults, nor the Gnostic heresies which twisted Christian teaching due to their lack of historical understanding and objective criticism. 
The “Mystery” as viewed in Modernity
The problem of the relationship between Mystery and Word has its roots in the beginning of modernity.
  In the academic community this relationship was always examined in the framework of a Hegelian (in the wider sense) analysis of history.  According to this view, the history of humanity is nothing but a battlefield for three conflicting conceptions of life and reality in general: magic, religion, and science.  Science testifies to the progressive improvement of the human intellect, while the inferior expressions – that is, magic and religion, which are primarily expressed ritually, and in Christianity through the Church’s Mysteries/Sacraments – fade (according to Hegel and other modernist philosophers, historians of religion and academics) before the superiority of science.  The famous anthropologist Frazer, in his work The Golden Bough,
 formulated the opinion (which, unfortunately, was once predominant in all disciplines of the humanity sciences) that magico-religious and sacramental conceptions and ideas are nothing but erroneous theories, and that cultic rituals constitute hopeless and desperate efforts to provide answers for natural and metaphysical phenomena. Frazer characterized religious rituals as primitive science.
 
As these views became universally accepted in academia, theologians were left trying to find a defensive position. They maintained an apologetic attitude, without being able to formulate a credible, persuasive, and academic alternative.  This was the situation up the end of the 20th century, when Ludwig Wittgenstein, in his study entitled “Remarks on Frazer’s Golden Bough,”
 completely reversed the modernist views on religion and mystery, restoring the ancient importance of ritual and the “expressive” dynamic of all religious rites.  The academic community’s perception that “religious rites are the result of primitive or deficient convictions and beliefs” was thus put into question, and it gradually became accepted that these rites result from the need of the believing community not to explain, but to express something unique – in Christianity to express vividly visible the experience of the Kingdom of God here and now (albeit proleptically).
 
This is the general framework in which Christian mysteriology has been examined until today in the whole Christian world.
The “Mysteriological” Problem in the Christian Church
The intense debate (and, to a large degree, the skepticism and reserve) by a large portion of the world’s intelligentsia which took place in our modern era over the meaning of the mysteries was not something unprecedented. The correct understanding and the profound meaning of the Church’s mysteries was always the touchstone of Christian teaching and life. It has already started in the early Christian community, when the Church contended with an assortment of mystery cults, and continued well into the Middle Ages, when scholastic theology developed (primarily in the West, although not exclusively) a latent sacramentalistic view of the Christian mysteries.  By this term “sacramentalistic” I mean a somewhat magical understanding of the Christian mysteries.  Renowned theologians of the East, up to and including Nicholas Cabasilas, tried in vain to redefine Christian mysteriology along Trinitarian lines – that is, by underlining the significant role of the Holy Spirit in the Divine Economy, in an effort to prevent Christomonistic tendencies (evidenced in such cases as the filioque, the epiclesis, etc.
).  The result was lamentable: a tragic loss of the unity of the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Church with the Great Schism between East and West, and a subsequent split of Western Christianity during and after the Reformation. It is worth remembering that the crux of that theological conflict at that period was the sacramentalistic view of the Holy Eucharist, which tragically ended in the complete departure of later Evangelical theology from the original (and Orthodox) Christian mysteriology. The dialectical antithesis between “sacramentalism” (which dominated in the pre-Vatican II Roman Catholic theology) and “the rejection of mystery” (which evolved in Protestant circles before the ecumenical era) resulted in the secularization of society and the transformation of the Church into a religion – no matter whether  cognitive, missionary or cultic – which was even more tragic.  Unfortunately, the rampant sacramentalism of the medieval West has also influenced Eastern Christianity, if not in theology, at least in popular piety and liturgical practice.

In the contemporary ecumenical dialogue, Orthodoxy to which Fr. Paul Tarazi and myself belong, has used for more than two generations now the authentic Christian mysteriology as its principle weapon. It is quite characteristic that the most substantial and theologically sound responses of the Orthodox Churches to the WCC’s text regarding the understanding of Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (widely known as BEM) underline the necessity of a deeper elaboration of the Christian view of “mystery.” The distinguished British ecclesiologist M.E.Brikman, speaking about Orthodox theology’s contribution to the ecumenical discussion at the General Assembly in Vancouver (1983) and afterwards, asserted that the “sacramental” view of reality is the only solution to the impasses and dilemmas of sacramentalistic theology, as well as the theology of creation.
  Given, in addition, the obvious liturgical perspective of Orthodoxy theology,
 and the adherence of nearly all the Orthodox engaged in the ecumenical dialogue on the significance of the Church’s Mysteries/Sacraments – over and above the significance even of the word of God
 – we believe that the theological understanding of Christian Mysteriology is urgently needed. It was not that long ago, after all, that A. Harnack scornfully characterized the Eastern Christianity as a “sacramentalistic” religion.
 
What we need, therefore, is a precise definition of the nature and character of Christian Mystery.  I will attempt to do this analyzing in a comparative manner the theological understanding of “mystery’ in early Christianity and its contemporary institutions, i.e. the mystery cults.  
The Biblical Understanding of the Term “Mystery” 
in Comparison with the Mystery Cults

The term “μυστήριον”, (mystery) is a clearly religious terminus technicus, which is etymologically derived from the verb “μύειν” (meaning “to close the eyes and mouth”), and not from the verb “μυεῖν” (meaning “to dedicate”).
 In antiquity it is recorded (primarily in the plural) in rituals with secret teachings, both religious and political, and accompanied by a host of exotic activities and customs. These mysteries may have originated in the ritualistic activities of primitive peoples, but they took much of their shape from the Greek world (Dionysiac, Eleusinian, Orphic, etc) and then combined creatively with various Eastern cults before assuming their final form during the Roman (or Greco-Roman) period.  Because Christianity developed during the height of the mystery cults, and because of the notable resemblances between them, the history-of-religions school of thought formulated the theory of reciprocal dependence – and in particular the dependence of Christianity on the mystery cults. 
In biblical (O.T., N.T. even Inter-testamental) literature, as well as in the early post-biblical one, the term “mystery” was always connected with cultic ritual or with the liturgical expression of the people of God (Israel in the O.T., the Church in the N.T.).  In the Septuagint, it appears for the first time in the Hellenistic literature (Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Sirach, Daniel, Maccabees), where it is frequently used pejoratively to describe the ethnic mystery religions (cf. Wisdom of Solomon 14:23: “secret mysteries…[connected with] child sacrifices”), or to imply idolatry.
  In Daniel, the term “mystery” assumes, for the first time, a very significant connotation, that of eschatology and in that meaning it was further developed later.

The only use of the term in the Gospels occurs in the Synoptic tradition, in the famous interpretation of the parables – “the mystery (-ies) of the Kingdom of God (of heaven)” (Mark 4:11 par.).  Here, as well as in the corpus paulinum,
 the term is connected with the kerygma, not with ritual (as in the various mystery cults), and it was very often used in connection with the terms of revelation.
  Generally, in the N.T., mystery is never connected with secret teachings, nor do we encounter any admonitions against defiling the mystery, as in the mystery cults.
The Pauline Contribution

There is ample evidence in the letters of the Apostle Paul that, in certain circles of the Early Church, the significance of the Lord’s Supper, and by extension the profound meaning of the Eucharist, was interpreted in light of the Hellenistic mystery cults’ rituals, and thus the mystery was believed to transmit an irrevocable salvation. Paul attempts to correct this view on the basis of ecclesiological criteria – his teaching on spiritual gifts and the Church as “the body of Christ.”

According to the sacramentalistic view of the mystery cults, the person acquires, via the mysteries, a power of life that is never lost. In the mystery groups and the syncretistic environment of Early Christianity, it was widely believed that the human beings were connected with the deity through the initiation; they could acquire eternal salvation only by participating in the deity’s death and resurrection.
 The Gnostics, being influenced by the mystery cults and adopting a “sacramentalistic” view, even performed baptism for the departed in an attempt to activate this indestructible power over death. The Apostle Paul refutes this magical/sacramentalistic view of baptism in his Epistle to the Romans (Rom 6:3-11).  It is of course true that he interprets baptism in theological terms as participation in Christ’s death on the cross, but at the same time he insists, that this must have consequences in the moral life of the faithful. For this reason, he exhorts the baptized to “walk in newness of life” (6:4) “so that we might no longer be enslaved to sin” (6:6).

Ephesians 3:3-12 is characteristic of the Pauline (and the New Testament in general) understanding of “mystery.” There Paul’s mission to the Gentiles is clearly described as “the plan of the mystery hidden for ages in God who created all things through Jesus Christ; that through the Church the manifold wisdom of God might now be made known to the rulers and authorities in the heavenly places” (3:9-10).  Mystery, therefore, according to the apostle to the Gentiles, is the hidden plan of God for the salvation of the whole world. The Church, then, by extension, is considered a “mystery”, in which the mystery of salvation is accomplished. And because the Church is neither the sum of beliefs of some religious system – that is an ideology (no matter whether “orthodox” or not) – nor a kind of mystery cult, but rather the collective manifestation of the Kingdom of God, the Divine Eucharist was also characterized as a “Mystery”, more precisely the Mystery par excellence.  Until the 4th century AD, the term “Mystery” and its derivatives were not connected in any way with that which later came to be called Sacraments.

The Johannine Contribution
Undoubtedly, the first complete view of the Christian mystery can be found in the Fourth Gospel’s theological interpretation of the Eucharist.
 Given the fact that, in subsequent Christian theology, the Eucharist constitutes not only “the fullness of the mysteries” (Symeon of Thessaloniki), but the expression of the Church (which, according to Cabasilas, “is signified by the mysteries”), and given the general association in our days of St. John the Evangelist with Eastern Orthodox Christianity,
 the Johannine mysteriology is the key for understanding the profound theological significance of the Christian mystery.

Like the Pauline interpretation of baptism – i.e. of the other Christian mystery of initiation, which in the Epistle to the Romans (6:1-11) is interpreted theologically as participation in Christ’s death on the cross – the cryptic Johannine phrase “he who eats my flesh and drinks my blood” (Jn 6:54) formed the basis for every subsequent theological understanding of the Eucharist, both in the Orthodox East and in Western Christianity.

In modern biblical research chapter 6 of the Gospel of John is rightly characterized as a locus classicus of hermeneutical and theological disagreement – the issue being the recognition or denial of its “sacramental” character. The whole subject is part of a more general problem related to the alleged effect of Hellenistic mystery cults on nascent Christianity.
 
Most moderate opinions of academics fluctuated between the following two proposals: They claimed either that the mystery cults began exerting influence at the time of the Apostle Paul, contending that Christianity became occult – or a mystery religion – as it moved from a Jewish to the Greek environment,
 or that the occult degeneration came during the Constantinian period at the apex of Christianity. The latter view is still maintained today, namely that the apostolic Church was distinguished from all the ancient religions surrounding it by the fact that it did not have any magic characteristics, its God was not a deus ex machina, nor was its liturgical practice ex opere operato…until the Church became an ‘occult’ doctrine. This happened from the 4th century AD onwards and since then sacramentality constituted its characteristic expression.
  These opinions, however, are no longer seriously advocated, and this I believe is the result of a more positive assessment of the significance of the Fourth Gospel by contemporary biblical scholars. 
Today it is widely accepted that the theology of the Fourth Gospel cannot be understood apart from its pneumatology, since the “Paraclete, the Holy Spirit” (Jn 14:26) constitutes Christ’s alter ego (“I will ask the Father and He will give you another paraclete, to be with you forever,” Jn 14:16).  This other Paraclete, who “will teach you all things” (Jn 14:26), is “the spirit of truth” (Jn 14:17; 15:26; 16:13), and is, in the final analysis, the one who will “guide you into all truth” (Jn 16:13). Consequently, the person communicates with the way, the truth and the life, which is Christ, only through the Holy Spirit, whom He gives to the world as a gift from God the Father. 
Yet, to the question of how and under what conditions the person becomes a participant and vessel of this Spirit – how, in other words, s/he is saved – the commentators’ answers differ dramatically: in the Church via the mysteries, answer most Catholics, as well as certain conservative evangelical academics; when s/he keeps the word of God and has communion with Christ, the independent liberal position asserts.  Of course, the two opinions converge in the conviction that in John the members of the Christian community are no longer defined by the known primitive Christian predicates (Israel of God, saints, royal priesthood, church, etc.), but by the keeping of Jesus’ word.  John, that is to say, develops the ecumenical character of the Church even further than Paul did in his Epistle to the Romans (ch. 11 ff.). For this reason the faithful are simply called “disciples” (Jn 13:35; 15:8, etc.) or “friends” (15:13 ff.), who are connected with Christ as the branches are with the vine (15:1 ff.). 
In the Fourth Gospel, the Divine Eucharist, the mystery par excellence of the Church, without losing any of its allusions to Jesus’ death on the cross (cf. 19:34), essentially distances itself from it and focuses not on death, but on life (“and the bread that I shall give is My flesh, [which I shall give] for the life of the world” 6:51; cf. also 6:33,58). The juxtaposition between the bread/manna which the Jews ate in the desert and died, and the true bread which leads to life (6:58,33) is equally characteristic. Moreover, John’s use of the term “σάρξ” (flesh) in relation to the Eucharist, combined with a series of axiomatic expression, such as, “he who hears my word and believes him who sent me has eternal life” (5:24; cf. also 3:36, 11:25, 8:12, etc.), leads us to the conclusion that the Johannine understanding of the Eucharist moves away from the sacramentalistic (magic, in the final analysis) and mystical (syncretistic) views of the Hellenistic mystery cults.
 What finally makes it incompatible with the views of the mystery cults is its immediate context: the expression “abides in me and I in him” (Jn 6:56), which suggests an unbreakable relationship – the communion and presence of God.  With this, John not only exceeds the Hellenistic concept of “ecstasy” (a trait common to all the mystery cults), but also the classical Jewish prophetic tradition. With the use of the present tense, the eschatological expectation is changed from a future to a present reality. At the same time, John avoids any suspicion of such pantheistic views as those concerning the “identification” of the initiate with the deity, which was the predominant teaching of the contemporary mystery cults.
If, in addition, one connects this fundamental eucharistic logion of the Gospel of John with its direct context (6:57), one is led to the conclusion that in the Gospel of John we have the beginnings of what later became the predominant position of Christian (primarily Orthodox) theology: In order for one to live authentically and not conventionally – i.e. in order to have eternal life – one must be in communion with Christ. Communion with Christ, however, means participation in the perfect communion which exists between the Father and the Son (“As the living Father sent me, and I live because of the Father, so he who eats me will live because of me” (6:57), and by extension in the Holy Trinity. And this view is essentially parallel to 2 Peter’s classical formulation “partakers of the divine nature” (1:4), which, however, John formulates more vividly and less abstractly.

We can, therefore, argue that the Johannine concept of mystery further extends the traditional interpretation of the Eucharist as the perpetually repeated action of sealing the “new covenant” of God with his new people. This is precisely what is meant by the famous (Synoptic and Pauline) phraseology “this is my blood of the covenant” (Mark 14:24 par. and 1 Cor 11:25), although there the covenantal interpretation was overshadowed by the soteriological formula “which is shed for you” (Luke 22:20 par.).
  

This Johannine understanding of mystery, and more specifically of the Divine Eucharist, promotes the vision (which was at the same time a promise) of the prophet Jeremiah from a marginal element to a dominant one. Just as in the book of Jeremiah, so also in John, the elements of communion and of the church as the people of God play a fundamental role. Note the message of the prophet: “I will give them a heart to know me…and they will be my people” (24:7).

The Ecclesiological Dimension of the Christian Mysteries 
and the Subsequently Acquired Sacramental Elements

What came out of the above analysis is in fact an affirmation of the ecclesiological dimension of the Christian Mysteries; in particular an affirmation of the Eucharist as a communion event, and not a mystery cult-inspired action of individual piety. This communion event is an expression of the Church as the people of God and as the body of Christ mystically united with its head, Christ, and not some sacramentalistic ritual or magical rite. More precisely, the Eucharist in the Gospel of John, i.e. the mystery par excellence of the Church, has no connection with the sacramentalistic practices of the ancient mystery cults. The Eucharist, in other words, did not have originally any sacramentalistic dimension; it rather constitutes an expression of the communion of the people of God – a reflection of the communion of the persons of the Holy Trinity. Just as St. Paul the Apostle refuted the magical/sacramentalistic views on Baptism, so also St. John the Evangelist refutes a parallel magical/sacramentalistic view of the other fundamental Mystery of Initiation into the Church, the Divine Eucharist.  
The major change to this early Christian understanding of the Eucharist, the Mystery par excellence, occurred at the beginning of the 4th century AD, after the acceptance of Christianity as a recognized – and later as the official or even “State”– religion of the Roman Empire. The Church at that time, seeking to attract as many groups as possible in its mission to the world, not only began to adopt sacramental (in the conventional sense) terminology, but also described its ecclesiastical rituals as superior to those of the mystery cults. Her rituals became “mysteries”, and her “presbyters” (and “bishops”) became priests (and archpriests).  In an effort to maintain a sense of holiness amidst the mass conversions to Christianity, the Church began to describe her logike latreia (rational and eucharistic worship) not in logical terms, but in mystical/sacramentalistic ones (awful, awe-inspiring, etc).
 
Some Concluding Remarks
To conclude this brief treatment of the Christian Mysteries, I would like to emphasize once again their distance from the sacramentalistic view of the Hellenistic mystery cults. The critical views regarding the deficit of contemporary Christian theology expressed by Stelios Ramfos, a distinguished Greek philosopher and writer, bears repeating:

Superstition shuts out self-awareness and thus preserves magical concepts of the divine. These concepts have a tranquilizing effect on the souls of timorous individuals. Later, however, they lead, as a pathological consequence, to obsessive disorders, which drastically impede the awakening of thought, the strengthening of self-confidence, and the ability to look clearly at one’s self. In this dearth of self-awareness, fanaticism of every kind (including religious) is able to spread its roots. This fanaticism closes its subject to any kind of difference and thus renders the soul opaque and unaware. The idea of monopolizing God’s Grace is one of the deepest causes of the contemporary ecclesiastical decline. Grace is encountered as supernatural intervention on behalf of any supplicant, and it would be exceptionally productive to understand it as a call of faith toward release from our past and present self, and a life-giving opening to the future.
 
In its struggle against the modern enemies of faith, and in their effort “to give an account for the hope that is in us to anyone who asks for it” (1 Peter 3:15), some traditionalists resort quite often to erroneous accounts or interpretations of the Church’s mysteries. It has become a common place nowadays to use unacceptable methods – either out of ignorance, but many times intentionally – to promote supposedly “sacramental miracles.” These sacramentalistic alchemies, not only weaken the authentic witness of our Christian tradition, but they also directly contradict the Church’s authentic mysteriology.
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�  Basil the Great, On the Holy Spirit, 27:66 (PG 32, 188-9).


� Athanasius of Alexandria, Contra Hellenes, κεφ 1, PG 25, 4.


� Isidore of Pelasium, On the Interpretation of the Holy Scripture, PG 78, 197.


� John Chrysostom, On Fasting, Homely VI 4, PG 49, 319.


� For the relationship between modernity and postmodernity, as well as between Christianity and modernity, see my study Postmodernity and the Church. The Challenge to Orthodoxy, Akritas Publications, Athens 2002 (in Greek).


� The monumental work of James George Frazer, The Golden Bough: A Study in Magic and Religion, was first published in 1922 (New York).


� For an interesting comparison of Frazer’s views versus those of Wittgenstein, see the recent exchange between Wittgensteinians. Brian R. Clark, “Wittgenstein and Magic,” in R.L. Addington-M.Addis (eds.), Wittgenstein and Philosophy of Religion, London 2001, p. 12 ff. and D.Z. Phillips, “Wittgenstein, Wittgensteinianism, and Magic: A Philosophical Tragedy?”, Religious Studies 39 2003, pp. 185-201, and also Clark’s response (“Response to Phillips, Religious Studies 39 2003, pp. 203-209).


� Ludwig Wittgenstein, “Remarks on Frazer’s Golden Bough,” Philosophical Occasions, Cambridge 1992 (edited by James Klagge and Alfred Nordmann), pp. 115-155, and in the monograph Remarks on Frazer’s Golden Bough, Doncaster 1979.


� It is obvious that an expressive understanding of the mysteries, without rejecting their logical structure, puts an emphasis on their doxological nature and ecclesiological (and consequently relational) attributes, with special significance given to communion.


� More in my, Orthodoxy at the Crossroad, Bibliotheca Biblica 4, Pournaras Press, Thessaloniki 1992, p. 33 ff. and 91 ff (in Greek).


� Cf. my book LEX ORANDI. Liturgical Theology and Liturgical Renewal, Indiktos Publications, Athens 2005.


� M.E. Brikman, “Creation and Sacrament,” Exchange 19 (1990), pp. 208-216.


� Cf. G. Florovsky, “Orthodox Worship,” Issues of Orthodox Theology, Greek translation, Athens 1973, pp. 159-173.


� Cf. Th. FitzGerald, “Faith, Sacraments, and the Unity of the Church: The Text and a Response,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 34 (1989), pp. 151-166.


� Cf. A. Harnack, The Eastern Orthodox Church, Greek translation, Athens 1978.


� “They were called mysteries because they close their mouths and nothing is explained to anyone.  And μύειν is the closing of the mouth” (Scholia to Aristophanes, 456).  


� G. Bornkamm, “μυστήριον, μυέω,” Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol. IV, p. 813.


� Ibid., p. 814.


� For more, cf. W. Bauer’s Lexicon of the New Testament.


� For more, cf. G. Bornkamm, “μυστήριον, μυέω,” p. 821 ff.


� Cf. S. Agouridis’s commentary on 1 Corinthians, Chapter 10 (St. Paul’s 1st Epistle to the Corinthians, Hermeneia of the New Testament 7, Pournaras Press, Thessaloniki 1982, pp. 161 ff. in Greek), which he aptly titles: “The mysteries are not a guarantee for the future,” and “Christianity is incompatible with idolatry.”


� E. Lohse, Theology of the New Testament. An Epitome, Greek Translation, Artos Zoes Publications, Athens 1980,  pp. 155ff.


� Cf. G. Bornkamm, “μυστήριον, μυέω,” pp. 823 ff.


� For a detailed analysis of  the Johannine eucharistology in chapter 7 of my book LEX ORANDI.


� Eastern Christianity’s connection with John the Theologian is well known, as is Roman Catholicism’s attachment to the Apostle Peter and the Protestant confessions’ affinity to the Apostle Paul.


� According to D.M. Stanley, “The Bread of Life,” Worship 32 (1958) 477-488, the 6th chapter of John masterfully presents the Christian view of the mystery of the Eucharist.


� For more on this issue cf. the study of J.Z. Smith, Drudgery Divine: On the Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religion of Late Antiquity, 1990.


� K. Lake, Modern Churchman 11 (1921-22), p. 237.  Idem, The Earlier Epistles of S. Paul: The Motive and Origin, 1911, and Landmarks in the History of Early Christianity, 1920.  See also H.A.A. Kennedy, St. Paul and the Mystery Religions, 1913.


� J.A. Faulkner, “Did Mystery Religions Influence the Apostolic Christianity,” MethQuartRev 73 (1924) 387-403, p. 397.  Idem, “Did Ancient Christianity Borrow from the Mystery Religions,” in the same, 266-278, p. 274.


� Cf. also the quite interesting views of G.M. Burge in the relevant chapter of his work, The Anointed Community: The Holy Spirit in the Johannine Tradition, 1989.


� According to L. Bouyer (The Spirituality of the New Testament and the Fathers, 1963), in the 6th chapter of John, the Incarnation is seen as the preparation for the union of the Son with the faithful, which is finally realized through the mysteries – the spiritual dimension of which the person can see only by faith.  It becomes possible, in this way, for humanity to participate in the communion that exists between the Father and the Son (p. 130).


� More on this issue in my Paul. Trajectories into his Theology I, Bibliotheca Biblica 31, Pournaras Press, Thessaloniki 2005, pp. 196 ff (in Greek).


� More in Ch. 2 of my LEX ORANDI. It is not a coincidence that all the reactions to the obvious and necessary steps which the Church of Greece has recently adopted in the area of liturgical renewal actually reflect this kind of sacramentalistic and magical view of the Christian Mysteries (cf. the reactions to the audible reading of some liturgical prayers, to the use understandable language in worship, etc).


� To Vema tes Kyriakes 15.8.04.





9
12

