B There is no “inhuman schism,” but, rather, resistance against inhuman heresy

The Calendar Question or the
Heresy of Ecumenism?

Part VI

A Ciitical Review of Three Articles by
Elder Theokletos of Dionysiou

“But if you see the true Faith “But if the topic of conversa-
suffering harm anywhere, do tion is about the Faith and the
not prefer concord to truth, =S Traditions of our Church,
but make a valiant stand then even the most peace-
even unto death. And able and placid individu-
even then, do not be at al must fight in their de-
war in soul, or inimical fense, though not with tu-
in attitude, but fight solely mult of heart, but with a

over the issues,...without be- valiant and steadfast spirit, as
traying the truth under any cir- Joel says: ‘In that case, let the meek
cumstances.” become a warrior’ (Joel 4:11).”
(St. John Chrysostomos, “Homily (St. Nikodemos the Hagiorite,
XXII on the Epistle to the Romans,” §3, Adparog I1o)euog [Unseen Warfare],
Patrologia Graca, Vol. LX, col. 611) Part I, ch. 19, n. 1)

XIII. He Fights Against the Saints, Against the Church, and
Against God

N OUR PREVIOUS article, we proved, with full documenta-
tion, that the learned Athonite Hesychast Elder Theokletos of Di-
onysiou, in the texts under consideration, succumbs to such serious
absurdities that he gives the impression of being a split personality,
and one which does not merely contradict itself and contribute to
its own undoing, but is being led, unfortunately, even to the point
of fighting against the Saints.
No matter how hyperbolic this conclusion might sound, it does,
nonetheless, correspond fully to reality, as we will demonstrate in



what follows. Indeed, Elder Theokletos is being led, precisely by
virtue of his warfare against the Saints, directly into warfare both
against the Church and against God.

Elder Theokletos, by obfuscating—as we will show in the pres-
ent article—the existence of the dreadful heresy of ecumenism, by
suppressing manifest historical truth, by covering up heresy and in-
novation, by justifying heretics and modernists, and, at the same
time, by pouring scorn on the views, and setting aside the guidance,
not only of Elder Philotheos (Zervakos), but also of several other
contemporary holy persons, is beyond question not simply an ad-
versary of the Saints, but also an adversary of the Church and an ad-
versary of God.

Let us bear in mind, while we are on the subject, that the Sev-
enth (Ecumenical Synod, in its Divinely inspired dogmatic decree,
condemns both heretics and anyone who justifies and vindicates
them, whether they be alive or reposed: “If anyone justifies one who
either belongs to a Christ-reviling heresy or has died therein, let him
be anathema.”’

X kX

IN THE PERSON of Elder Theokletos the Hesychast there
is proof that inhuman Athonite mean-spiritedness knows no limits,
since this hapless man, deeply alienated by the corrosive influence
of the many years he has spent in communion with heresy, today re-
gards anti-ecumenist Orthodox as a common herd, unscrupulous, op-
portunists, ungodly, charlatans, deceivers and deceived, etc., whereas,
in 1957, he declared them to be “an example worthy of emulation for
the Greek Orthodox Church,” and ‘a multitude of people who keep
watch over Orthodoxy and are ready to sacrifice themselves for her
glory and good’!?

Since the death of Patriarch Athenagoras in 1972, Elder Theokle-
tos has been the best ally of the innovating ecumenists, since he not
only justifies, vindicates, and defends them, but at the same time
condemns and insults in an unbrotherly manner those Orthodox
who—notwithstanding their weaknesses’>—lawfully, rightly, and
with self-sacrifice engage in resistance against the heresy that was in-



troduced in 1924, and which provoked a veritable “transmutation of
all things into ungodliness”* in the realm of the Orthodox Church.

The ecumenists, appropriating the bellicose conservatism, aggres-
sive fanaticism, and bigoted zealotry of fundamentalism,’ insult, in
season and out of season, and denigrate in an un-Christian way
those who criticize all of their anti-Orthodox actions and proclama-
tions. But Elder Theokletos the Hesychast, “loving all the words of
engulfing ruin and a deceitful tongue,”® outdoes, outstrips, and sur-
passes them by a long chalk, while his God-fighting attitude places
him squarely with those of heterodox views, who have no concern
for love or brotherly affection, as St. Ignatios the God-Bearer of An-
tioch says:

‘Consider,” writes the Saint to the Faithful in Smyrna,
those who hold heterodox views concerning the Grace of Je-
sus Christ which has come to us, how contrary they are to

the mind of God. They have no regard for

love.””
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Although the Orthodox ecumenists, as the
Inter-Orthodox Theological Conference in
Thessaloniki (20-24 September 2004) aptly and
emphatically pointed out, have assumed a “Yead-
ing réle” in consolidating ‘this panbheresy of ec-
umenism, with its very serious soteriological re-
percussions,”® and although they have turned
— the world upside down and scandalized the Or-
sais. P cthodox peoples, Elder Theokletos the Hesychast

Oikovpeviopog §

cmemesaess g s not indignant, nor does he any longer defend
the “little”® brothers of Jesus, but derides and
insults them in a most vulgar way, his brand of invective having now
become internationally known and proverbial.

‘Ob, their ignorance and impiety,’ said the Holy Fathers
of the Seventh (Ecumenical Synod about those who vio-
lated the Traditions of the Church. If they only realized
that to scandalize one of these little ones who believe in
Christ incurs uncontainable indignation; how much more



indignation do they arouse by turning the world upside
down.”1°

X1V, Elder Theokletos the Hesychast is a Pro-Ecumenist

HE ERUDITE Athonite Elder Theokletos, in the three articles

under consideration, shows that he has a selective memory; that
is, he remembers from the past, and particularly the more remote
past, only what is convenient for him, and this, in a deficient and
distorted form, in order to hurt the Old Calendarist Orthodox in
every way possible.

This selectivity on the part of Father Theokletos indicates either
a lack of objectivity and sincerity, or an inability to acquire a criti-
cal grasp of a whole range of historical and theological issues, or it
shows that he does not possess the courage to confront and accept the
stark historical reality that is so threatening to him.

The mere fact that he constantly harks back to, and dwells on,
the 1960s (did history perhaps come to a standstill at that point?),
when he allegedly met the ever-memorable Metropolitan Chrysos-
tomos (Kabourides) of Florina in Athens (Article II), would be suf-
ficient to refute the credibility of his selective memory, since the saint-
ly Hierarch had already reposed in the Lord in 1955!

Nevertheless, we will endeavor, in what follows, to awaken the
memory of Elder Theokletos, so that he might keep in mind the
major issues touching on the truth of the Faith, to which he ought
to have been especially attentive, that they might be deeply engraved
in his memory and give rise in him to a sense of “uncontrollable in-
dignation,” "' and also fear for his own salvation and that of those
who trust in his erudition, because ecumenism is not only escalating,
but also has “very serious soteriological repercussions.” '

* % %

IN THE FIRST place, we deem it expedient to set forth, as
a sure foundation for all of our ensuing comments, the following
noteworthy opinion of Elder Theokletos, which he expressed at an
unsuspected time.



In 1974, in a article that he addressed to the Sacred Communi-
ty of the Holy Mountain “on the long-standing schism of the Zeal-
ots,”13 he states his conviction that within the contemporary cur-
rent of ecumenism, which is supposedly ‘developing into a variety
of versions,” '* there are two extremes.

B Specifically, this variety of versions, according to Elder The-
okletos, is to be found “in between Orthodox ecumenism and the
blatantly heretical kind.” >

Nevertheless, in speaking about “blatantly heretical” ecumen-
ism, Elder Theokletos, strangely enough, does not undertake, as he
should have done, to describe its characteristic traits, nor does he
name its exponents and embodiers, who—as he subsequently dem-
onstrates— ‘are in danger of falling” into ‘the pit of heresy.” ¢

Quite to the contrary, when it comes to the “Zealots” and “Old
Calendarists,” he is, as usual, indefatigable, mobilizing, moreover,
the psychoanalytic method that is so dear to him!

In any case, if there do exist (and there certainly do!) ‘ouz-and-
out ecumenists,”'” what was Elder Theokletos’ attitude towards
them during his sixty years of contact with them?

B If, for example, joint prayers with heretics and adherents of
other faiths, especially at an official level, constitute one of the chief
hallmarks of “blatantly heretical ecumenism”'® (or perhaps not?),
how was Elder Theokletos disposed, at the very least, towards the
Hierarchs of the Phanar, who now invariably pray with heterodox
and those of other religions?

Elder Theokletos, as a veritable pro-ecumenist, systematically
avoids answering questions of this kind, since he is in a very difficult
position: as one who wars against the Saints, he despises the views
of, and disregards the guidance of, his saintly contemporaries, while
at the same time he justifies the ecumenists, adopting their excus-
es in sins,

as proclaiming'—so he alleges— the good news of Or-
thodoxy,” as displaying tendencies towards a broader dis-
semination of Orthodoxy or of a dialogue with the whole

world’ and as supposedly emulating the tactics and %he
language of St. Mark of Ephesus.”*®



Such, unfortunately, is the lamentable fall of an erudite Athonite
Hesychast!

B Let us call to mind, for the time being—since we shall return
to this issue—, that Elder Paisios (f1994), in contrast even to those
who are viewed as “Orthodox ecumenists,” *°

fought against ecumenism’ and ‘would not consent to
joint prayers or fellowship with persons who were not Or-
thodox. He would emphasize: “In order for us to pray with
someone, we must agree in faith.”’*!

Likewise, in contrast to the manifestly pro-ecumenist Elder The-
okletos,

“HE BROKE OFF RELATIONS WITH, OR AVOID-
ED SEEING, CLERGY WHO TOOK PART IN JOINT
PRAYERS WITH THE HETERODOX.”**

XV, The Selective Methodology of Elder Theokletos

HE NOTION OF the learned Hesychast Elder Theokletos that

there are two kinds of ecumenism, the one Orthodox and the
other heretical, aside from being erroneous—since it confuses heret-
ical ecumenism with Orthodox ecumenicity—, is truly misleading.

The Old Calendarist Orthodox anti-ecumenists are possessed of
the conviction that

ecumenism, of whatever shape or form, has ever been,
and continues to be, alien to our Synodal and Patristic
Tradition, in that it unites its followers in the so-called
“broad ecumenical world family,”?? within which there is
an ongoing, de facto syncretistic process that is energet-
ically evolving at many simultaneously interdependent
levels (theology, worship, service, witness, education, di-
alogues, conferences, consultations, publications, etc.),
always on the basis—as the ecumenists take delight in
proclaiming—of the “pioneering and dynamic 1920 En-
cyclical of the (Ecumenical Patriarchate.”?*



There does not exist another ecumenism, distinct from that
which was inaugurated by the cacodox 1920 Encyclical; the ‘found-
ing charter of the contemporary ecumenical movements”* is the
1920 Encyclical, and “Uts basic principles” “have, ever since, consti-
tuted definitive parameters for the harmonious functioning of the
major inter-Christian organizations.”? At the so-called First Pan-
Orthodox Consultation (Rhodes, 1961), there was talk of ‘the pres-
ence and participation of the Orthodox Church in the ecumenical
movement in the spirit of the Patriarchal Encyclical of 1920.”%

The comments made by
the then General Secretary of -
the WCC, Dr. Konrad Rais- i
er, in his lecture at the “In-
ternational Academic Sym-
posium” in Thessaloniki (1-3
June 2003) are extremely sig-
nificant:

Any reflection about i
the importance 0f the The front cover and the first page
Orthodox  contribution of the 1920 Encyclical
to the WCC must begin
with the fundamental decision on the part of the Ortho-
dox churches to assume a leading role in giving shape to
the modern ecumenical movement’; ‘the encyclical’ of 1920
‘has indeed remained one of the foundational documents
of the ecumenical movement and of the World Council of
Churches in particular, because it was here that the propos-
al to establish a “league (fellowship) between the churches”
was formulated for the first time.”*®

B One is unpleasantly astonished when he realizes that Elder
Theokletos’ selective memory does not appear to be in the least both-
ered by the frequency and gravity of those declarations and events
that consolidated the syncretistic process inaugurated by the sin-
gular and heretical ecumenism of the 1920 Encyclical and fully de-
fined the identity of the ecumenical movement, whereby ‘“every
landmark of the Fathers has been moved; every foundation, every




bulwark of dogma has been shaken,”*® as St. Basil the Great would
again say today.

By contrast, Elder Theokletos is vexed and agitated about cer-
tain secondary events which supposedly occurred during the 1960s
(whereas, in fact, they took place in the 1950s!), with a view to im-
pugning the credibility of the arguments put forward by anti-ecu-
menists and deflecting attention, in a truly crude fashion, from the
colossal issue of ecumenism to the weaknesses of Old Calendarist

Orthodox.

X kX

NEVERTHELESS, in order to diagnose the identity of ecu-
menism correctly, the Hesychast Elder Theokletos ought to have
had recourse to the past and to have recalled anew and studied more
holistically the crucial events that signalled the inception of a new
and tragic period for Orthodoxy worldwide.

We will gladly assist him in this truly poignant retrospection in
a brotherly endeavor to draw his attention at long last away from
the insignificant events of the 1960s (the twentieth century did have
other decades!), and to persuade him to adopt an entirely new point
of view.

1. The 1920s

B In this decade, the 1920 Encyclical was unleashed. Ridden
with theological errors, it was a “definitive expression of Orthodox
ecumenism, and also a milestone in the history of the ecumenical
movement.”3° It constitutes one of the ‘expressions of a farsighted
ecclesiastical policy”3' and “Is a product of the long-standing ecclesi-
astical policy of the Phanar and a direct consequence of the famous
correspondence between Joachim III and the Primates of the auto-
cephalous local Churches during the years 1902-1904.” 3>

It has repeatedly been observed that the 1920 Encyclical laid the
foundations for syncretistic and “blatantly heretical” ecumenism.?3

B In this decade, the so-called Pan-Orthodox Congress of 1923
(Constantinople, 10 May-8 June 1923) convened and, functioning



within the framework of a syncre-
tistic and “blatantly heretical” ec-
umenism, promoted the same, a
fact of which Elder Theokletos is
surely not unaware, since in 1957
he emphasized the relationship be-
tween the calendar question, the
rules concerning Pascha, innova-
tion, and Meletios Metaxakes:

Let us not forget, more-
over, that when the changes
in the calendar and the rules :
for Pascha were being con- Patriarch Meletios Metaxakes
cocted in Constantinople, as (1871-1935).
well as other dangerous inno-
vations, the report of which alarmed the flock of the Ortho-
dox Church, the Patriarch of the (Ecumenical Throne was
the pernicious Meletios Metaxakes, who was influenced
more by progressive Anglicanism than by the ‘antiquated’
dogmas of Orthodoxy.>*

2. The 1930s

B In this decade, the Inter-Orthodox Preparatory Commission,
which convened on the Holy Mountain in 1930, as a sequel to the so-
called Pan-Orthodox Congress of 1923, advanced still further the
goals of syncretistic and “blatantly heretical”>> ecumenism, since it
prepared the ground for the so-called Pan-Orthodox Consultations
(Rhodes, 1961, etc.), in anticipation, to be sure, of the transparently
ecumenist “Holy and Great Synod.”3°

Elder Theokletos is certainly not unaware of the importance of
the Commission that met on the Holy Mountain, since in 1957,
with reference to the desiderata of the Commission, he wrote the
following sound remarks:

The Inter-Orthodox Commission that met on the Holy
Mountain was more audacious in promoting the issues than



the Pre-Synod under consideration, on these two counts:
‘Revision and Codification of the Sacred Canons’ and also
The Calendar and the Paschalion.” These issues were ac-
cepted by the Commission for discussion at the Pre-Synod.
Only the word ‘revision’ was contested, by [Bishop] Alex-
ey of Grodno, a representative of
the Polish Church, as having the
potential to scandalize the con-
sciences of the Faithful. For, what
conceivable revision of the Sa-
cred Canons could there be? The
Bishop of Obrid [Saint Nikolai
(Velimirovié)—Trans.] expressed
his very grave disquiet, which
he articulated as follows: ‘Giv- |
en our bitter experience of anoth- |
er consultation [the Pan-Ortho- | ‘
dox Congress of Constantinople, B\ :
1923—Ed.] at which our Church IR F 45 A%

had representatives, we are com- l 4% | I. Y

4 elled 0 be brutally ﬁ ank. I_t lS t. Nikolai (° Ve/l'mz'rzzic), Bishop of
well known that the resolutions Obrid and Zica (1880-1956).
of that assembly, although not ac-

cepted, were regarded as the resolutions of an (Ecumenical

Synod, and this created a kind of schism.”>”
3. The 1940s

B In this decade, in 1948, the most fundamental proposal of the
1920 Encyclical—and the one most destructive for Orthodoxy—,
that is, the institutionalization of the ecumenical movement through
the founding of the so-called World Council of Churches, was im-
plemented in Amsterdam, Holland (22 August-4 September 1948).

The participation, at a gradual pace, of all the local Orthodox
Churches in this unprecedented inter-Christian federation, which is
the consequence of a repeatedly renewed,?® Pan-Orthodox decision,
not only does not provoke ‘uncontrollable indignation” in Elder
Theokletos,?® but does not even exist in his memory!



Quite to the contrary, the leading
Serbian dogmatic theologian, the ven-
erable Elder Justin (Popovié; f1979)
regarded participation [by the Ortho-
dox—Trans.] in the WCC as “apoca-
bptically horrendous,” as an embar-
rassment, as un-Orthodox, as anti-Or-
thodox, as an outrageous humiliation,
and as an unprecedented betrayal!*°

* Behold, yet another substanti-
ation of hostility towards the Saints
on the part of the Hesychast Elder
Theokletos. Whereas, in1974, hewrote
a dithyrambic preface to Elder Justin’s
outstanding book H 0VpBodosog
Exxinoio xoi 0 Oixovueviouog
[The Orthodox Church and Ecumen-
ism],%! in which he quite correctly
noted ‘the holy indignation of Father Justin against various forms
of humanism and ecumenism, as contributing to the desecration of
the God-Man,”** today this erudite Athonite encourages the ecu-
menists in their sacrilegious work and “justifies”*3 them!

The venerable Archimandyrite Justin
(Popovié; 1884-1979).

4. The 1950s

B In this decade, on 1 November 1958, the regular Synod of
the Church of Greece (Twenty-Fifth Hierarchy) convened, under
the presidency of Archbishop Theokletos II of Athens, which had
as the eighth item on its agenda the problem of “Relations of the
Church of Greece Towards Other Orthodox Churches and Hetero-
dox Churches, and Towards the World Council of Churches.”**

Following three reports, by Metropolitans Chrysostomos of
Philippi, Irenaios of Samos, and Panteleimon of Thessaloniki,
lengthy discussion, and repeated and effusive references to the syn-
cretistic 1920 Encyclical, it was finally decided, “by unanimous ac-



clamation” (") that “our Church” should “participate in the World
Church Movement.” 46

This great fall, this outrageous humiliation,”” about which Elder
Theokletos kept silent at that time and about which he remains ouz-
rageously silent to this day, took place when the Hierarchs at the Syn-
od proclaimed such wholly un-Orthodox views as the following:

Gt is to the honor of the Orthodox Catholic Church of
Christ, and her just boast in Christ, that she has, in a time-
by manner and for some decades, through her first and Ap-
ostolic (Ecumenical Throne, grasped the need and put for-
ward the idea that the entire Christian world, as a sin-
gle rotality, in a sacred alliance in the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ, should raise the banner of Christ’s Cross in
the world,”*® should form @ pan-Christian bloc’*® and a
united Christian front,”>° should constitute a ‘League of
Churches,” ‘in emulation of the “League of Nations” [sic]
that had by then been established’>' ‘to resist contempo-
rary anti-Christian currents and assaults,”>* since, more-
over, no religion would refuse to cooperate in, and contrib-
ute to, the consolidation of a common front of all religions
against atheism’(!)>3

The incontrovertibly ecumenist basis of this proposed “United
Christian Front,” of this “Pan-Christian Bloc,” openly advert to the
syncretistic foundations of “blatantly heretical”>* ecumenism and,
in particular, of the 1920 Encyclical, since it was clearly and frankly
asserted during that Synod that

even without unity of faith, and without one faith—
using the term with canonical exactitude—, unity in spirit
in the same faith, with regard to the fundamental dogmas
of Christianity, is possible.(!)>>
* A reminder to Elder Theokletos: his “late friend, Father Epi-
phanios Theodoropoulos” (Articles II and III), as he habitually calls
him, expressed the unshakable belief that

mere discussion concerning a common celebration of
Pascha or any other Feast together with the heterodox,’ ‘as
long as they remain in their errov,” constitutes the over-



turning from its foundations of Orthodox dogmatics and
ecclesiology, in particular,” and ‘reeks of execrable religious
syncretism.’>®

We would ask Elder Theokletos: Can it be that he concurs with
these views of his “late friend’? 1f he answers “Yes,” then is it not per-
haps the case that not merely the discussion, but also the establish-
ment, by Orthodox and heretics, of a “United Christian Front,” of
a “Pan-Christian Bloc,” of a “League of Churches,” of a “World Coun-
cil of Churches,” in which, strangely enough, there would exist “uni-
1y of spirit” “without unity of faith,” constitutes an overturning from
its foundations of the One and Only Church?

5. The 1960s

B This decade represents a milestone in relations between East-
ern and Western ecumenists, because it was then that the Orthodox
reciprocated the collective overture of the Papists to the East at the
' Second Vatican Coun-
cil (1962-1965), like-
wise collectively, both
by way of the three
Pan-Orthodox Con-
sultations in Rhodes
(1961, 1963, and 1964),
in  which, unfortu-
nately, the Patriarch-
ate of Constantinople
played a leading role—
and  arbitrarily, at
that—,>” and by way
of the Fourth Pan-Or-
thodox Consultation
of Geneva (Chambésy,
1988).

The first bold steps

Jerusalem, 5 January 1964. The meeting of were taken in the con-
Patriarch Athenagoras with Pope Paul VI. text of the so-called




Dialogue of Love, and they provoked unionist euphoria in the ranks
of the pro-unionists and the Latin-minded:

In January of 1964, Patriarch Athenagoras met with Pope Paul
VI in Jerusalem; in December of 1965, the lifting of the anathemas
of 1054 took place; in July of 1967, Pope Paul VI visited the Phanar;
in October of 1967, Patriarch Athenagoras visited the Vatican.>®

There followed a torrent of events, which, in essence, destroyed
de facto the distinction between Orthodoxy and heresy and the
boundaries between truth and error.

* Nevertheless, this decade also constitutes, by common consent,
a milestone in the history of resistance against Papism and ecumen-
ism. It was then that this resistance became widespread and reached
its peak.

During this period, when he was in the front ranks of illustrious
defenders of Orthodoxy, Elder Theokletos

—correctly characterized the ecumenical activities of Patriarch
Athenagoras en bloc as “machinations of the Devil”;>°

—quite rightly maintained that Athenagoras ‘“abolished the dif-
ference between truth and falsehood”;*°

—hit the nail on the head when he proclaimed that “in the name
of the [Athonite] monks, we disapprove of the deranged and treach-
erous conduct of the one who, because of our sins, sits on the Throne
of Photios, Gennadios, and Jeremias Tranos”;*!

—aptly pointed out that what transpired during the meeting
between Pope Paul VI and Patriarch Athenagoras at the Phanar (25
July 1967) “betokens the firstfruits of the disgraceful Uniatization of
the Greek Orthodox”;%?

—spoke openly about the “traitorous intent” of Athenagoras and
affirmed that “we shed tears for the millions of Orthodox in the Di-
aspora who have been delivered, by God’s permission, to wolves”;*3

—wrote very clearly that “Symposia” organized in the context of
the ecumenical movement ‘“are promoting the most detestable syn-
cretism, in the form of ‘ecumenism,” which destroys every conception
of the Church”;%4

—unquestionably regarded Athenagoras as ‘temerarious” for
“having lifted the excommunication imposed on the Latins” (7 De-



cember 1965), and as ‘guixotically puffed up” over “his most con-
temptible achievement”;®

* At that time, according to Elder Theokletos, the Holy Moun-
tain was undergoing disturbances, which gave rise to a ‘tectonic
earthquake”:%°

—“only a small number of Athonites have not risen up against
the unionist tendencies” of Athenagoras;®”

—a bold “Declaration” was issued (23 January 1964 [New
Style]),8 signed “by all of the Fathers of two very populous sketes,
and none was lost, save two or three ‘sons of perdition’; *°

— At least 95 percent of the Athonite Fathers disapprove of the
pro-Papal policy of the (Ecumenical Patriarch, whose Polychronion
they have ceased to chant”;”°

— Already,” wrote Elder Theokletos in August of 1967 “on the
Holy Mountain, the greater portion of the most devout monks and
monasteries are not commemorating the (Ecumenical Patriarch,
even though there is an increased risk of being formally censured by
bim”:71

* In spite of this, from that truly tumultuous decade of the 1960s,
the firstfruits “of the disgraceful Uniatization of the Greek Ortho-
dox,””* which, to be precise, had begun as far back as 1920, when

the Athonite Fathers declared that

we will struggle for Orthodoxy until our last breath,
shedding even this blood of ours, if need be,”>

—Elder Theokletos, oddly enough, today remembers only some
alleged meeting with the ever-memorable Metropolitan Chrysos-
tomos of Florina (Article II), who, however, had already reposed
in 1955(!), and also an amusing incident involving a certain simple-
minded Zealot from Karoulia and a pair of trousers—“Bodxa 1
Poaynx0;”! (Article IT);74

—outrageously forgets the “disgraceful Uniatization,””> which
is escalating today, by means of the “most detestable syncretism, in
the form of ‘ecumenism,”””® and

—has the audacity, the hapless man, to write today that ecumen-
ism consists simply in ‘“velations and encounters of a social nature”
and ‘certain acts of politeness and courtesy towards the heterodox”



(Article I), thereby placing
himself by his own reckon-
ing, among the ‘Sons of per-
dition.””’

¢ In the meantime, where-
as since 1964 we have been
waiting for the Athonite Fa-
thers to shed their blood in con-
[fessing the Faith (forty years of
severely protracted agony!),
in the Year of Salvation 2004,
when the Phanar—in keeping
with its identity—triumphant-
ly, and together with the Vati-
can, celebrated the anniversa-
ry of Athenagoras apostasy,”®
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—commemoration of the
present Patriarch Bartholomew, who is worse than Athenagoras, is
being implemented throughout Mount Athos (the “ons of perdi-
tion” are no longer ‘few in number,” but, unfortunately, “very nu-
merous”),

—and those who commemorate him (the “Sons of perdition,” ac-
cording to Elder Theokletos) are fully prepared to shed the blood of
those “few” Athonites who refuse to commemorate this Uniatized
Patriarch!

* Could it perhaps be that the “Uniatization” of Athos is com-
plete? Perhaps the Athonites are afraid of the truly earthshaking de-
cade of the 1960s and desire to exorcize it from their collective mem-
ory? Does Athonite anti-ecumenism, at least of that period, not be-
long among the noteworthy “struggles of monks for the sake of Or-
thodoxy”?”°

6. The 1970s
B In this decade, in 1970, the doctoral dissertation of the

present Patriarch of Constantinople, Bartholomew (Ch. Archon-
tones), was published. This dissertation, which he wrote in Rome



at the Pontifical Institute of Oriental Studies, bears the title: ITggi
v Koowoxoinow tdv Teodv Kavovov xai tdv Kavovixdv
AwataSeov &v tj] 00000050 Exxinoig [Concerning the Codi-
fication of the Sacred Canons and Canonical Ordinances in the Or-
thodox Church].8°

Patriarch Bartholomew, a fervent supporter and enthusiastic
champion of canonical codification, propounds the method to be
followed in this endeavor and the necessity of modifying certain ex-
isting ordinances, because ‘the Church” supposedly, ‘cannot and
must not live outside space and time.” !

Likewise [he asserts], the ordinances that regulate re-
lations between Orthodox Christians and the HETERO-
DOX and those of OTHER RELIGIONS cannot be ap-
plied today and must be modified. The Church cannot
have ordinances forbidding entrance into the churches of
the heterodox or joint prayer with them, when at the same
time she [the Church], through her representatives, PRAYS
TOGETHER WITH THEM FOR PERFECT UNION
IN FAITH, LOVE, AND HOPE.(!)%

* Elder Theokletos has never mentioned and has never con-
demned this highly official viewpoint, which is truly preposterous
and which fully expresses the ecumenist mentality of the Phanar,
even though, as far back as the 1950s, he was certainly aware of
proposals for revision and codification of the Canons,®* and even
though, since the 1960s, similar views have been articulated in a
markedly official, and also very artless, manner.

For instance, the ecumenist Metropolitan Aimilianos (Timia-
des) of Calabria, a relentless adversary of the Sacred Canons, crudely
despises the Seventh (Ecumenical Synod, which characterizes them
as “unshakable and unalterable testimonies and statutes of God.” 8*
He wrote, in 1967:

All of the Sacred Canons that restrict the Faithful to
isolation and aloofness vis-a-vis non-Christians and non-
Orthodox, are in need of some modification.... In this vein,
the Forty-fifth Canon of the Holy Apostles, being devoid
of love, is completely inapplicable in our age.... The Fifty-



sixth Canon of the Holy Apostles, which forbids entrance
even into a heterodox prayer house or a Jewish synagogue,
is far more outdated.... These and similar Canons are in-
compatible with our era, because we belong to the Church
that prays night and day for the good estate of the holy
Churches of God, and for the union of all’(1)®

B Elder Theokletos, then, has never mentioned, still less pro-
tested, the ecumenist conspiracy of the Phanar to undermine the
unshakable and unalterable testimonies of God, especially those
pertaining to relations with non-Christians.

It was, consequently, to be expected that he would not become
agitated, during this decade, over the openly syncretistic interfaith
ecumenism which the WCC inaugurated in 1971—thereby broad-
ening its unionist vision—at the meeting of its Central Commit-
tee in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia (10-21 January 1971), the main theme
of which was: “Dialogue with People of Other Religious Convic-
tions.” 8¢ The contribution of the Orthodox members of the WCC
to this venture, through their polyheretical presentations, was of de-
cisive significance.

B Moreover, Elder Theokletos has never mentioned in any way
the official joint decision regarding interfaith codperation, made in
1976 at the First Pre-Synodal Consultation (Chambésy, 21-28 No-
vember 1976),%” which was immediately put into effect when, in the
same year, the dialogue with Judaism began at a preparatory meet-
ing in Geneva,®® and the then Patriarch Demetrios wrote, in his
“Christmas Message”, that

From this (Ecumenical Throne we declare the new year
of 1977 that is dawning before us to be a year of...coopera-
tion between all religions for the sake of humanity.(1)®°

B But perhaps Elder Theokletos has mentioned the 7hyateira
Confession, published in London in 1975 by Archbishop Athenago-
ras (Kokkinakes) of Thyateira and Great Britain, “‘with the blessing
and authorisation of the Ecumenical Patriarchate”?°°

'The Thyateira Confession contains a ‘completely heretical, Protes-
tant, or...ecumenical teaching...regarding the [Orthodox] Church,”!
as the most saintly Metropolitan Philaret, of the Russian Orthodox



Church Abroad, quite correctly wrote, on H OMOAOTIA
OTYATEIPQN

6/19 December 1975.
‘CHRISTIANS BELIEVE [this

‘Confession’ teaches, among other her-
esies and errors] THAT TRUE OR-
DINATION AND PRIESTHOOD =
ARE POSSESSED AND IMPART- | e
ED BY ORTHODOX BISHOPS,
ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOPS,
COPTO-ARMENIAN AND ETHI-
OPIAN BISHOPS, AND ANGLI-
CAN BISHOPS,” AND FOR THIS
REASON, THE MYSTERIES OF
THE ANGLICANS ARE MYSTER-
IES OF THE ONE, HOLY, CATH-
OLIC, APOSTOLIC CHURCH, Fr.ont cover (English) and
AS ARE ALSO THE MYSTERIES — ‘nl® (Greet) e
yateira Confession.
OF THE ROMAN CATHOLICS’;
‘ORTHODOX CHRISTIANS, RO-
MAN CATHOLICS, ANGLICANS, COPTO-ARME-
NIANS AND ETHIOPIANS, LUTHERANS AND
METHODISTS, AND OTHER PROTESTANTS ARE
CHRISTIANS BAPTIZED IN THE NAME OF THE
FATHER, AND OF THE SON, AND OF THE HOLY
SPIRIT’; ALL OF US CHRISTIANS HAVE, BY THE
SAME BAPTISM, BECOME MEMBERS OF THE
BODY OF CHRIST, WHICH IS THE CHURCH. ®?

* Elder Theokletos was neither bothered, nor perturbed, nor “un-
controllably angered” by the even more shocking fact that the poly-
heretical 7hyateira Confession did not represent simply the person-
al convictions of its author; unfortunately

ON [THIS] WORK THERE RESTS THE SEAL OF
APPROVAL OF THE WHOLE CHURCH OF CON-
STANTINOPLE IN THE PERSON OF PATRIARCH
DEMETRIUS AND HIS SYNOD. In a special Patriar-
chal Protocol addressed to Metropolitan [sic] Athenagoras

By His
Athenagoras Kokkinakis
Avchiashis of Thpatirs aret Gt rtsin
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The Synodal endorsement of the Thyateira Confession, in Greek and English.

it is stated that his work was examined by a special Syn-
odical Committee. After approval of it by this Committee,
the Patriarch, in accordance with the decree of the Syn-
od, gave his blessing for the publication of ‘this excellent
work,” as he writes. THEREFORE, THE RESPONSI-
BILITY FOR THIS WORK IS TRANSFERRED FROM
METROPOLITAN ATHENAGORAS NOW TO THE
WHOLE HIERARCHY OF CONSTANTINOPLE??




7. The 1980s

B In this decade, on 277 October 1986, in Assisi, Italy, the first
“Meeting of Religions for World Peace” took place, under the zgis of
the Vatican. One hundred fifty representatives of twelve religions
took part in this meeting—a day of prayer, pilgrimage, and fasting

for peace.®*

It was a landmark event in the interfaith movement, since

in Assisi, for the first time, almost all the religions of the
world [‘there were thirty-seven persons from non-Chris-
tian religions” > ] met together, united in the context of an
international assembly of prayer for peace, at the initiative

of Pope John Paul I1.°°

Christians of almost
all confessions were rep-
resented, and delegates
from almost all of the lo-
cal Orthodox Churches
were in attendance. Their
“decision to participate in
the meeting in question
contributed greatly to its
realization.”®’

The significance of
this historic turning point
in the development of the
syncretistic movement, un-

Joint prayer in front of the Basilica of Santa Maria
degli Angeli, Assisi, 27 October 1986.

der the leadership of the Pope and always according to the agenda of
so-called Roman ecumenism, was underscored with particular clar-

ity and emphasis.

The Papists boast that one of the “achievements” of the meeting

in Assisi was

the awakening of interfaith dialogue. The events in As-
sisi challenged Christians to meet with other religions, in
conformity with the spirit of Vatican II’; °® ‘the meeting for



Professor John Zeziou-  olics] so that the ap-
las—now Metropolitan  proaching third mil-
of Pergamon—on the  lennium of the Chris-
one hand, thinks that tian era may find the
the Church, encompas-  Church of God visibly
sing Christians of East ~ united as she was be-
and West, is “invisibly ~ fore the Great Schism.
united,” and, on the oth- As Your Holiness apt-
er hand, believes in the  ly put it some years ago,
theology of the “two East and West are the
lungs.” In his address two lungs by which the
to Pope John Paul Il at  Church breathes; their
the Patronal Feast of unity is essential to the
Rome in 1998, he em- healthy life of the One,
phasized the necessi- Holy, Catholic, and

ty “of restoring our full  Apostolic Church”

communion [of Ortho-
dox and Roman Cath-  (“Chronicle of the Eastern Churches,” Eastern Churches

Journal, Vol. V, No. 2 (Summer 1998), p. 270).

prayer for peace united representatives of diverse faiths and
inaugurated a new phase in interfaith dialogue.”®®

* Elder Theokletos has never mentioned this sensational event,
the starting-point for a plethora of other such events, in which Or-
thodox ecumenists took part and the Phanar played a leading and
active role, and he has never become uncontrollably indignant at the
continuing apostasy of the Assisi variety.

Completely to the contrary! While on 24 January 2002, “er
another step towards pernicious syncretism”'°° was taken, that is,
the extraordinary meeting in Assisi, with unprecedented participa-
tion by religious leaders (two hundred or more) and many promi-
nent Orthodox ecumenists under the leadership of Patriarch Bar-
tholomew, for the purpose of praying “in the spirit of Assisi,” *°! the
Athonites—Iled by Elder Theokletos—were launching an inhuman
and unfraternal attack against the Old Calendarist Orthodox, who
do not worship the idol of Papocentric ecumenism!*°?

B Likewise, during that crucial decade of the 1980s, the selec-
tive memory of Elder Theokletos did not, strangely enough, advert
to Baptismal Theology, an ecclesiology of Protestant provenance,



which was set forth in detail and with absolute clarity in 1985 by
Professor John Zezioulas, now Metropolitan of Pergamon.

To be sure, there had previously been other official exponents of
this patently ecumenist theology, which unquestionably constitutes
another form of the Protestant Branch Theory (e.g., Anton Karta-
shev—prior to 1960; loannes Karmires—1973; Patriarch Demetri-
os of Constantinople—1974; the Synod of the Patriarchate of Con-
stantinople—1975; other official expressions of this theology were
to follow: e.g., Patriarch Ignatios of Antioch—1987; the Balamand
Agreement—1993; Patriarch Bartholomew of Constantinople—199s;
Metropolitan Maximos of Pittsburgh—1995; the Synod of the Mos-
cow Patriarchate—1997; the Conference of European Churches,
Graz, Austria—1997; the Standing Conference of Orthodox Bish-

ops in the Americas—1999'%%), but John Zezioulas was more sys-
tematic in setting forth his views.
On the basis of his theories,

Baptism does create a limit to the Church’; Baptism,
Orthodox or not, supposedly defines the ‘Church,” which
includes Orthodox and heterodox; there are, supposedly,
‘baptismal limits of the Church’ and ‘outside baptism there
is no Church’; on the contrary, within baptism, even if
there is a break, a division, a schism, you can still speak of

the Church.’ 104

* When certain Old Calendarists express extremist views, Elder
Theokletos veers into a lamentable display of invective; but when
the ecumenists of the Phanar totally subvert the traditional Faith,
Elder Theokletos maintains his Hesychastic poise and excuses them
on the ground that they are allegedly performing ‘certain acts of po-
liteness and courtesy towards the heterodox” (Article I)!

8. The 1990s

B Finally, the Hesychastic “sober inebriation” of Elder Theokle-
tos did not allow him to be overcome by wuncontrollable indigna-
tion when dogmatic lapses were detected in the dialogue with the
Non-Chalcedonian Monophysites, something which led the Sacred

Community of the Holy Mountain to observe that the conclusions
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During the visit of Pope Paul VI to the
Phanar, 25 July 1967, Patriarch Athenagoras pre-
sented “the Primate of Rome, as a token of rec-
ognition of his Apostolic Succession” with “the
official Hierarchical insignia of Orthodox Bish-
ops [the Enkolpion and the Omophorion/“
(ExxAnotaotixn AAnOeio [Athens], No. 18 [1
July 1977], p. 8).

Translation of document: “In commemo-
ration of this blessed visit of Your Holiness
to our Church, please accept this sacred vest-
ment, Brother in Christ, as a declaration that
we have in common the treasure of Apostol-
ic Priesthood, and that we are persevering to-
gether in love, prayer, and supplication in
preparation for our Communion at the Lord’s
Table. 25 July 1967. + Athenagoras of Con-
stantinople.”

of the Joint Commission of
the Dialogue, on the basis of
its Joint Statements, in particu-
lar (1989, 1990, and 1993)

[s]trike a  mortal
blow against the nature
of the Orthodox Church
as the One, Holy, Catho-
lic and Apostolic Church;
and, secondly, the Chris-
tology of the Joint State-
ments is radically at vari-
ance with the Christolog-
ical teaching of the great
Fathers and (Ecumenical
Teachers of the Church.*%>

B Nor was Elder Theokle-
tos perturbed and agitated
when, in 1993, the Joint Com-
mission of the Orthodox-Ro-
man Catholic Dialogue (Sev-
enth Plenary Session, Bala-
mand, Lebanon, 17-24 June
1993) endorsed ‘@ new kind
of Unia,”'%¢ that is, the Bal-
amand Union,'?”  whereby
the ‘disgraceful Uniatization
of the Orthodox”'°® was con-
summated, in that

[o]n each side it is
recognized  that what
Christ has entrusted to
His  Church—profession
of apostolic faith, partic-
ipation in the same sacra-
ments, above all the one



priesthood celebrating the one sacrifice of Christ, the apos-
tolic succession of bishops—cannot be considered the exclu-
sive property of one of our Churches [Orthodox or Roman

Catholic]. In this context it is clear that rebaptism must be
avoided.*®

B But in 1992, too, he did not show any indignation when the
Orthodox ecumenists, as members of the Conference of European
Churches, endorsed, in the “Message” of the Tenth General Assem-
bly (Prague, 1992), the absurd notion that

it is necessary for us to recognize our common heritage
in these two streams of tradition [the ‘ecclesiastical tradi-
tions of East and West]. It is necessary for us to transcend
stereotypes. Only in this way will we be able to rediscover
unity in diversity through a process of reconciliation.(!)''°

B It was, therefore, natural that, after such a lengthy and ex-
emplary display of equanimity, Elder Theokletos should not have
been bothered even when Patriarch Bartholomew made the follow-
ing unprecedented proclamation at the World Conference on Reli-
gion and Peace (Riva del Garda, Italy, 4 November 1994):

Roman Catholics and Orthodox, Protestants and Jews,
Muslims and Hindus, Buddhists and Confucians: the time
has come not only for rapprochement, but also for AN AL-
LIANCE AND JOINT EFFORT. ()

M And, last of all, to cut a long story short, Elder Theokletos did
not feel uncontrollable indignation when Patriarch Bartholomew, in
1995, co-signed with Pope John Paul II a Joint Communiqué, plain-
ly a statement of faith, in which the following declarations among
others, in obvious agreement with those of the Balamand Union
(1993), were made:

‘We exhort our faithful, Catholic and Orthodox, to
strengthen the spirit of brotherhood, which DERIVES
FROM A SINGLE BAPTISM AND PARTICIPATION
IN THE SACRAMENTAL LIFE...’; “They [the Pope and
the Patriarch] included in their prayers all those INCOR-
PORATED INTO CHRIST ON THE BASIS OF THEIR
BAPTISM...; ‘OUR CHURCHES RECOGNIZE ONE



ANOTHER AS SISTER CHURCHES, RESPONSI-
BLE TOGETHER FOR SAFEGUARDING THE ONE
CHURCH OF GOD.’()''>

However, Elder Theokletos was also not perturbed when Patri-
arch Bartholomew spoke, on 27 June 1995, in Rome, before count-
less young Roman Catholics, praying with them and saying the fol-
lowing, inter alia:

‘Children of the Church blessed and beloved in the Lord,’
‘We, the East and the West, are concelebrating; it is a gift of
God’; {W]E ARE CELEBRATING, BECAUSE WE ARE
THE COMMUNION OF SAINTS JOURNEYING ON
EARTH; ‘the feast of the Church is fulfilled when the
youth are present and celebrating together’; ‘[yJou have re-
ceived the gifts of the Holy Spirit through Holy Baptism
and Chrismation; you bear in your souls and on your fore-

heads the signs of the Kingdom of God.”*'3

* % %

THERE ARE innumerable other things, at a theoretical and a
practical level, which Elder Theokletos ought to have mentioned
and scrutinized objectively, from a Patristic standpoint, from a ca-
nonical standpoint, theologically, and with sobriety, since they con-
stitute a veritable #ragedy for Orthodoxy, the Immaculate Bride of
Christ.

The realization of this tragedy, to which he had drawn attention
in part, with God-pleasing zeal and in a powerful way, during the
1960s, ought to have impelled Elder Theokletos to repeat his lau-
datory references of 1957 to the Old Calendar Orthodox, who have
been fully justified for their discernment, their correct diagnosis of
heresy, and their Patristic stand against it, in spite of their deficien-
cies and excesses.

Paradoxically, the reverse has occurred: Elder Theokletos, de-
spising the Saints and Tradition on this count, too, has proved, and
continues to prove, lenient and indulgent towards ecumenists, but
severe and aggressive towards anti-ecumenists.



* In this regard, the following in-house and ad hoc critique of the
truly paradoxical strategy of the Athonite Hesychast is very telling:

The issue of Old Calendarism can never be placed on a se-
cure footing, UNLESS WE FIRST EXAMINE WHETH-
ER OR NOT, AND TO WHAT EXTENT, OUR OWN
SIDE [THAT OF THE NEW CALENDARISTS] HAS
BEEN CORRODED BY HERESY!

Nor is it possible for us to say that the heretical teach-
ings which this or that Patriarch, Archbishop, or Bishop
proclaims are his personal opinions and do not affect the
Church.

10 the extent that the rest of the Bishops, the rest of the
clergy and monastics, and the laity do not protest against
such heretical ideas, WE ARE ALL EQUALLY CULPA-
BLE!

We [the New Calendarists] watch to see whether one
in a hundred words that a Patriarch or Archbishop utters
is Orthodox. And if there is one, we celebrate his ‘Ortho-
doxy’!

BUT DO PEOPLE REALLY THINK THAT WE
ARE SO NAIVE?

And yet, if some Old Calendarist or Zealot says one
word that deviates from Orthodoxy, be is a heretic!''4

Through this paradoxical strategy of his, Elder Theokletos over-
looks St. Gregory the Theologian, who wrote that when an ‘earzh-
quake” occurs in a time of heresy, even those who, in other circum-
stances of life are ‘peaceable” and “moderate”—especially monas-
tics—

cannot bear to be so meek as to betray God by keeping
quiet; in fact, on this point they are both extremely com-
bative and hard to fight against; such is the ardor of their
zeal.'1

The task of a monk’ declared St. Theodore the Studite,
s not to tolerate even the slightest innovation in the Gospel,

lest, by providing the laity an example of heresy and com-



munion with heretics, he should have to give an account
Sfor their perdition.”*'°

B Four years ago, the Orthodox ecumenists, “on the centenni-
al of the promulgation of the Patriarchal and Synodal Encyclical of
1902 by (Ecumenical Patriarch Joachim II1,” extolled with a special
Academic Symposium” (Chambésy, Gene-
va, 15-16 November 2002) the pioneering
and ‘decisive contribution of the Patriar-
chal and Synodal Encyclicals (1902, 1904,
and 1920)” ‘to the birth of the contempo-
rary ecumenical movement,” emphasizing
that the 1902 Encyclical, in particular,

was the foundational principle of
the contemporary ecumenical move-
ment for the unity of Christians’ and
€Ce . . .
inspired the Patriarchal Encyclical o
Constantinople (1878-1884, P hich is riehtl ?1’ J /ﬂf
1901-1912). Through the 1902 1920 which is rightly considered the

Encyclical, in which, inter  official Orthodox proposal for an ecu-
alia, he characterized Papism  menical movement.,” 17
and Protestantism as ‘great

Patriarch Joachim III of

branches of Christianizy” he —And whereas, somewhat earlier, the
paved the way for the 1920 1902 Encyclical was characterized as a pre-
Eneyclical cursor, as it were, of the contemporary ecu-

menical movement,” and it was stated that
‘the ecumenical movement owes its origin primarily to” the Encycli-
cals of 1902-1904;!18

—whereas any pious believer would expect that, on this ill-
starred centennial, Elder Theokletos would produce a full and sys-
tematic book against syncretistic ecumenism;

—all of a sudden, the erudite Hesychast publishes his auzobiog-
raphy,'*® in which he shows very clearly that he is obsessed with his
posthumous reputation (the presence of the self-referential “I”is, as
always, inordinate...), and then vehemently rounds on the zealous
anti-ecumenists ez bloc, by way of his error-ridden articles in the
press'?? and of a special book,'?! both of which leave him complete-
ly exposed shortly before he crosses the threshold of life and appears
before the dread Judgment Seat....
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IN CONCLUSION, neither his opinions nor his stand to-
wards syncretistic ecumenism bring any credit to Elder Theokle-
tos, a veteran Athonite Hesychast, especially when one takes into
account that what we have been waiting to hear from the erudite
Elder was proclaimed at the recent “Inter-Orthodox Theological
Conference” (Thessaloniki, 20-24 September 2004), namely, the re-
ally tragic truth that

THE VERYACT OF PARTICIPATION in the ‘World
Council of Churches’ and in theological dialogues with he-
retical Papists, Protestants, and Monophysites CONSTI-
TUTES A DENIAL OF THE UNIQUENESS OF THE
CHURCH and an adequation of the One, Holy, Catholic,
and Apostolic Church with heresies and schisms. It is, as
has been said, THE GREATEST ECCLESIOLOGICAL
HERESY IN THE HISTORY OF THE CHURCH."*?

Elder Theokletos, in the past, was a severe critic of the Unia-
tized Patriarch Athenagoras. Thus, one would expect, today, to hear
him, of all people, uttering in a stentorian voice, not a lamentable
barrage of insults against those who, since 1924, have paid even with
their blood for their adherence to the Patristic and Synodal Tradi-
tions of Orthodoxy, but the following bold Pazristic clarion call from
the “Inter-Orthodox Theological Conference” of Thessaloniki:

THAT IT BE MADE CLEAR TO CHURCH LEAD-
ERS THAT IN THE EVENT THAT THEY CONTIN-
UE TO PARTICIPATE IN, AND LEND SUPPORT TO,
THE PANHERESY OFECUMENISM—BOTHINTER-
CHRISTIAN AND INTERFAITH—, THE OBLIGA-
TORY SALVIFIC, CANONICAL, AND PATRISTIC
COURSE FOR THE FAITHFUL, CLERGY, AND LA-
ITY, IS ABSTINENCE FROM COMMUNION, THAT
1S, CEASING TO COMMEMORATE BISHOPS WHO
SHARE RESPONSIBILITY FOR, AND COMMUNE
WITH, HERESY AND ERROR.'*3

(to be continued)
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The fact that the recent work by the Fathers of Gregoriou, Oi Aydves tav
Movaydv vmeo tijs ‘Opbodoias [ The Struggles of Monks on Behalf of Ortho-
doxy] (Holy Mountain: Ekdosis Hieras Mones Hosiou Gregoriou, 2003), does
not mention #he heresy of the twentieth century, namely, the panheresy of ecu-
menism, nor, in consequence, the struggles at least of Athonite monks against
it, especially during the 1960s, is symptomatic and raises legitimate questions.
® [nstead of offering our own commentary on this curious issue, we will cite the
extremely apt observation of Father Dionysios Tatses:

Meetings between Orthodox and Papist clergy are very frequent
in our days. And the double sin of joint prayer is also common.
No one dares—or rather, few dare—to protest and reprove the
guilty parties. EVEN THOSE WHO HAVE TRADITIONAL-
LY REACTED AGAINST THE EXTRAVAGANZAS OF THE
ECUMENISTS ARE NOW KEEPING A PRUDENT AND
DISCREET SILENCE. THEY ARE INTIMIDATED AND
FAINTHEARTED. SOMETHING ELSE THAT IS REPRE-
HENSIBLE ALSO HAPPENS. THEY SPEAK AND WRITE
AGAINST PAPISM, BUT THEY LACK THE COURAGE TO
SPEAK ABOUT THE ‘WORKS AND DAYS’ OF THE OR-
THODOX WHO HAVE BECOME ECUMENISTS. THE
SCANDAL CAUSED TO THE FAITHFUL PEOPLE BY
THE JOINT PRAYERS OF THE ECUMENISTS IS VERY
GRAVE.

(Protopresbyter Dionysios Tatses, “Zvpmoooevyn petd tdv ‘EtepodoEwmv.
To duthotv Gudotnua” [“Joint Prayer with the Heterodox: The Twofold
Sin”], '0p0ddo&og Tomog, No. 1577 [17 December 2004], p. 6.)

m See also the following article on the same subject: Hieromonk Theodore-
tos Hagioreites, “Edv 10 Ghag pmeavof év tive dotudnoetay,” [“If the
Salt Have Lost Its Savor, Wherewith Shall It Be Seasoned?”], ExxAnoiaotixn
Iaoddoous, No. 131 (July-August 2003), pp. 28-31.

Archimandrite Bartholomaios Ch. Archontones, ITegi v Kwdwomoinow
v Teodv Kavovav xal tdv Kavovixdv AwatdEewv év 1f ‘000006Ew
‘Exxinotg [Concerning the Codification of the Sacred Canons and Canoni-
cal Ordinances in the Orthodox Church] (Thessaloniki: Patriarchikon Hidry-
ma Paterikon Meleton, 1970).

1bid., p. 73.

1bid.

m The following comment by Protopresbyter Basileios Bouloudakes in this re-
gard is both timely and noteworthy:

What sober man can expect to benefit from a Patriarchate which
has essentially caused Orthodoxy to disappear from Europe,
America, Australia, and elsewhere? Anyone who cannot see that
our faithful are suffering wherever the Patriarchate has jurisdic-
tion and are searching with the lantern of Diogenes because they
cannot find a Church and Priests that are even remotely Ortho-
dox must be living on Mars.... What I know is what I wrote in
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1993 about the book by the present Patriarch, Concerning the
Codification of the Sacred Canons and Canonical Ordinances
in the Orthodox Church, namely, that it is ‘a threat to Ortho-
doxy.” Many things have now begun to come true....

(“Atdhoyog S v mogeiav  TtoD «O.T.» Aevtegoloyion TOD
ToWTOTEEOGVTEQOV Baotheiov Bovhovddxn” [“Dialogue on the Course of
‘O.T’: A Rejoinder by Protopresbyter Basileios Bouloudakes™], ‘Op8ddo&og
TVmog, No. 1552 [28 May 2004].)

For the critical report by Elder Theokletos on the agenda of the Preparatory
Commission on the Holy Mountain, 1930, see note 37.

Seventh (Ecumenical Synod, First Canon. “Testimonies” (Magtdoia): “at-
test and reveal” to clergymen “how they ought to conduct themselves.” “Stat-
utes” (KatooBaouoara): when observed by clergymen, “establish and direct
their lives.”

m “Observe, here,” says St. Nikodemos the Hagiorite, “how venerable and august
the Divine Canons are; for this Holy Synod dignifies the Divine Canons with the
same titles and names with which Divinely inspired and Holy Scripture is digni-
fied, calling them ‘testimonies,” statutes,” and the like” (ITndcdAwov [The Rudder],
p. 322, n. 1).

[Metropolitan] Aimilianos of Calabria, “Ev 0eL tijg Zvvodov” [“In Antici-
pation of the Synod”], ExxAnaia (15 July 1967), pp. 400-401.

* It should be noted that Metropolitan Aimilianos bases these views of his, as
he admits, on the “memorable initiative of the renowned Patriarchal Encyclical
of 1920.”

* Although the ecumenist character of the Phanariot Metropolitan Aimilia-
nos (Timiades) of Calabria (now of Selybria) was certainly familiar from oth-
er accounts, a recent article has nonetheless reminded us in a very powerful
way of the identity of Metropolitan Aimilianos, and also of those who, unfor-
tunately, support and promote him in Greece: see loannes Kornarakes (Pro-
fessor Emeritus at the University of Athens), “«’Op0000&0c» "Enionomog—
Zroatevpévog Otrovpeviotis!” [“An ‘Orthodox’ Bishop—a Militant Ecu-
menist!”], Op00do&og TVmog, No. 1579 (7 January 2005), pp. L, 7.

e After roughly twenty-five years, the corrosive effect of ecumenism has ad-
vanced to such a degree that the Synod of the Romanian Church, in the con-
text of the Orthodox-Monophysite Dialogue, has passed the following blasphe-

mous resolution:

«>

“[The Holy Synod] considers that the imposition of anathemas
against heretics by the (Ecumenical Synods was due to a lack
of love, whereas today, since there is love, unity is being accom-

plished”!

This constitutes ‘@ very grave insult to the Holy Spirit, by Whose inspiration such
decisions were made,” as the Athonite Fathers correctly observe in their denun-
ciation of this resolution, and also ‘%o the sacred memory of the Holy Fathers,
whom the Church calls God-bearers, mouthpieces of the Word, harps of the Spir-
it, etc.” (“Ymopvnua tig Tepds Kowvotnrog 1ot ‘Ayiov "Ogovg megl tod
Awahdyov "000000EWY xai Avtiyoixndovimv, 14/27.5.1995” [“Memoran-



86.

87.

88.

89.
90.

91.

92.
93.
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95.
96.
97.
98.
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100.

dum of the Sacred Community of the Holy Mountain Concerning the Dia-
logue Between Orthodox and Non-Chalcedonians, 14/27 May 1995,” in Elvau
ol Avtyyaixndovior ‘0906d0ot; [Are the Non-Chalcedonians Orthodox?]
[Holy Mountain: Hiera Mone Hagiou Gregoriou, 1995], p. 51).

See Metropolitan Cyprian of Oropos and Fili, 7he World Council of Church-
es and the Interfaith Movement, Vol. 1 in Contributions to a Theology of Anti-
Ecumenism (Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox Studies, 1997),
pp- 19-20; Archimandrite Cyprian and Hieromonk Klemes Agiokyprianitai,
Oixovuevixny Kivnoig xai ‘0000do&os Avti-owxovueviouoc—H xolowog
avumapabeois évog ai@vog [ The Ecumenical Movement and Orthodox Anti-
Ecumenism: A Century of Critical Confrontation], Vol. VII in Zvufolin otnv
Avti-oovueviotixn Oeoloyia (Athens: Hiera Synodos ton Enistamenon,
2001), pp. 59-62.

Hieromonk Klemes Agiokyprianites, 7he Contribution of the Orthodox Ecu-
menists to the Interfaith Venture and Their Responsibility for It, Vol. V in Contri-
butions to a Theology of Anti-Ecumenism (Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist
Orthodox Studies, 2000), pp. 24-34; Archimandrite Cyprian and Hieromonk
Klemes, Oixovuevinny Kivnows xai ‘00060050 Avti-ouovueviouog, p. 6o,
n. 4.

The First Academic Meeting took place in 1977 (Lucerne, Switzerland), the
Second Academic Meeting in 1979 (Bucharest, Romania).

® The dialogue with Islam was inaugurated in 1986.

Enioxeyis (special issue) (25 December 1976), p. 4.

Archbishop Athenagoras (Kokkinakes) of Thyateira and Great Britain, 7he
Thyateira Confession: The Faith and Prayer of the People of Godlin English and
Greek/Published with the blessing and authorisation of the Ecumenical Patri-
archate of Constantinople (London: The Faith Press, 1975) (English text: pp. 1-
151; Greek text: pp. 153-286).

m The Greek original and an English translation of the Patriarchal letter of au-
thorization appear on pp. 4-5.

Metropolitan Philaret, “The Thyateira Confession: An Appeal to the Primates
of the Holy Churches of God, and Their Eminences the Orthodox Hierarchs,”
The Orthodox Word, Vol. X11, No. 1 (January-February 1976), p. 10.
Archbishop Athenagoras, The Thyateira Confession, pp. 203, 159, 204.
Metropolitan Philaret, “The Thyateira Confession,” pp. 7-8.

See Pontifical Commission “Justitia et Pax,” Assisi-World Day of Prayer for
Peace—27 October 1986 (Vatican City: Vatican Polyglot Press, 1987), pp. 5-202.
KaBoluxrj, No. 2408 (18 November 1986), p. 1.

KaBoluxrj, No. 2409 (25 November 1986), p. 4.

See note 96.

KaBoluxrj, No. 2408 (18 November 1986), p. 4.

KaBolwxrj, No. 2413 (23 December 1986), p. 8.

Nikolaos P. Basileiades, ITavOpeioxeiaxog Oixovueviouos: ‘H véa ameidn
[Pan-Religious Ecumenism: The New Threat] (Athens: Ekdoseis “Ho Soter,”

2002), pp. 6, 33.



101. Cardinal Roger Etchegaray, “H ’Acci(Cn otiv z00did to0 Twdvvov ITaviov
B [“Assisi in the Heart of John Paul II”], Ka@oAux1, No. 2498 (12 February
2002), p. 4.

102. Hieromonk Klemes Agiokyprianites, “T0 «IIvebuo tfig ‘Acoitne»—H
Alpeoig oD Otrovpeviopot xai 6 [Taoxreviounog Oixovpeviopds ” [“The
‘Spirit of Assisi’: The Heresy of Ecumenism and Papocentric Ecumenism”],
"0pb0660E0g Eviuéowats, No. 38 (September 2002), pp. 161-162 (see also
Metropolitan Cyprian of Oropos and Fili, H atepuen S1dowg évavte tod
AtaBonoxeiaxot Svyxontiouoti—TIegog Xovaoorouos xai Tovdaiot [The
Patristic Stand Towards Interfaith Syncretism: St. John Chrysostomos and the
Jews], Vol. IX in Zvufoln oty Avti-owmovueviotixny Ocoloyia [Athens:
Hiera Synodos ton Enistamenon, 2004], pp. 145-150).

103. In 1999, the North American Orthodox-Catholic Theological Consultation,
sponsored by the Standing Conference of Canonical Orthodox Bishops in the
Americas (SCOBA), the Bishops Committee for Ecumenical and Interreli-
gious Affairs of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops (NCCB), and the
Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops (CCCB), issued an Agreed State-
ment on “Baptism and ‘Sacramental Economy’” (for a critical analysis of this
Statement, see “When is a Chrismation Not a Chrismation?” Orthodox Tradi-
tion, Vol. XVI, Nos. 3-4 [1999], pp. 71-77)— Trans.

104. Professor John Zizioulas, “Orthodox Theology and the Ecumenical Move-
ment,” Sourozh, No. 21 (August 1985), p. 23.
® For a critical analysis of these theories, see our article: “Ecumenism and ‘Bap-
tismal Theology’: The Protestant ‘Branch Theory’ of the Church in a New Form,”
Orthodox Tradition, Vol. XVII, No. 1 (2000), pp. 2-11 (see also htep://www.syn-
odinresistance.org/Theo_en/ E3araoo3Baptismatike TheologiaOEM26-29.pdf);
see also Andreas Theodorou, “Bamtiopatizy Ogoloyio” [“Baptismal Theol-
ogy”’], ‘0060660&n Magtvpia (Cyprus), No. st (Winter 1997), pp. 11-15, and
No. 69 (Winter 2003), pp. 98-102; Georgios I. Mantzarides, “H &vtagn otmv
Exxhnoto 4o 600000EN dmoyn” [“Incorporation in the Church from an
Orthodox Standpoint”], ZYva&n, No. 67 (July-September 2002), pp. 112-122;
Metropolitan Hierotheos of Navpaktos and Hagios Blasios, “Baptismal Theol-
ogy,” Orthodox Tradition, Vol. XX, No. 2 (2003), pp. 42-45 (see also http://www.
synodinresistance.org/ Theo_en/E3f2005dBapTheol-3.pdf).
® Let us recall, at this juncture, in view of the obvious Anglican influence on
Baptismal Theology, and also in order to corroborate its historical origins, that
both in 1918—when [Patriarch Meletios] Metaxakes, [Archimandrite, lat-
er Archbishop Chrysostomos] Papodopoulos, and [Hamilkas] Alivizatos held
unofficial theological conversations with Episcopalians and Anglicans in New
York, Oxford, and London, “the Orthodox stated that they accepted the valid-
ity of Anglican Baptism,” and in 1920—when a delegation from the Phanar at-
tended the Sixth Lambeth Conference, “the Orthodox delegation accepted the
validity of Anglican Baptism” (see Basileios T. Stavrides, “Op0000Eia »ai
Ayyhroviopnos” [“Orthodoxy and Anglicanism”], ©eoloyia, Vol. IIT [July-
September 1961], pp. 419, 425).

105. Sacred Community of the Holy Mountain, [Tagatnonoes meol 100
Ocoloyixot Awadoyov ‘000006 wv xal Avtyalxndoviov [Observations
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Concerning the Theological Dialogue Between Orthodox and Non-Chalcedo-

nians] (Holy Mountain: 1996), p. 12.

m These Observations were preceded by the following events:

(1) an article was published by Metropolitan Damaskenos of Switzer-
land (Co-President of the Joint Theological Commission for Dialogue),
“O Oeohoyrog Awdhoyos Tl '000000Eov *Exxinolog »ai tdV
Avatolx@v "000000Ewv Exxinow@dv” [“The Theological Dialogue
Between the Orthodox Church and the Oriental Orthodox Churches’],
‘Entioxeyis, No. 516 (31 March 1995), pp. 11-22.

(2) the Sacred Community of the Holy Mountain undertook a critique of
this article and denounced the deviations of the Dialogue in its docu-
ment: “Yropvnpa tiig ‘Tepds Kowvdtntog 100 ‘Ayiov “Ogovg megl tob
Awahdyou *0g0000EMY xai Aviyaixndoviov, 14/27.5.1995” [“Memo-
randum of the Sacred Community of the Holy Mountain Concerning the
Dialogue Between Orthodox and Non-Chalcedonians, 14/27 May 1995,” in
Elvau oi Avtiygadxnddvior 000600&ot; [Are the Non-Chalcedonians Or-
thodox?] [Holy Mountain: Hiera Mone Hagiou Gregoriou, 1995], pp. 41-
53).

(3) Metropolitan Damaskenos published a “Response” to the “Memorandum”
of the Sacred Community in Emioxeiig, No. s21 (31 August 1995), pp. 7-
18.

(4) the Sacred Community responded to the critique by Metropolitan Dam-
askenos in its Observations (20 February 1996).

Inter-Orthodox Theological Conference, “I. Findings—II. Proposals,”

"0p00d0&og Tomog, No. 1577 (17 December 2004), p. sb, $A2 (“O dudhoyog

ue tovg Poparorabolxovg dvogerog xai émlnuog” [“The Dialogue

with the Roman Catholics is Unprofitable and Harmful”]); lHagaxataBisxy,

No. 38 (September-October 2004), p. 4b.

For a detailed presentation of this very serious issue, see 7he Balamand Union:

A Victory of Vatican Diplomacy (Etna, CA: Center for Traditionalist Orthodox

Studies, 1993).

See note 62.

“The Balamand Statement,” S13, Eastern Churches Journal, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Win-

ter 1993-1994), p. 19.

Stavrides and Barella, Totogia tijg Oixovuevixijc Kiwijoewg, p. 559.

‘Entioxeyis, No. st (30 November 1994), p. 28; Opfodo&ia (Constantinople)

(October-December 1994), pp. 745-754 (the speech was delivered in English).

“Emtionpn émioreypn 1ot Olrvovpevivod [Matoidoyov oty Exxdnoia tiig

Poung” [“Official Visit of the (Ecumenical Patriarch to the Church of Rome”],

‘Enioxeyis, No. s20 (31 July 1995), pp. 19, 20, 5, 6.

® Through this dreadful fall, Patriarch Bartholomew identified himself fully

with his predecessors and emphatically underscored the destructive dynamic of

the ecumenist policies pursued by the Phanar, since “Orthodoxy [read: the Or-
thodox ecumenists] has, through the mouth of (Ecumenical Patriarchs Athe-
nagoras and Demetrios, repeatedly recognized the validity of Roman Catholic

sacraments” (Barella, Atop@0do&or xai Oixovuevixal Syéoeis, p. 217).

See note 112.
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LA., 00066005 Tvmog, No. 1559 (16 July 2004), pp. 1, 2.

St. Gregory the Theologian, “Homily XXI, ‘On St. Athanasios the Great, Bish-
op of Alexandria, 25, Patrologia Graca, Vol. XXXV, cols. 1109D-1112A.

St. Theodore the Studite, “Epistle 1.39, “To Theophilos the Abbot,” Patrologia
Graca, Vol. XCIX, col. 1049D.

“Emotnpovix0d Zupmooto £l Tf) CUUTANQMOEL EXOTOVTAETIOS ATTO THG
g€amohvoewg Tiig Moatouagyriic »ol Zvvodxiic Eyxvxhiov tod &toug
1902 V7o ol Olrvovuevivod IMatoidoyov Twaxeipn tod I [“‘Academic
Symposium on the Occasion of the Centennial of the Promulgation of the
Patriarchal and Synodal Encyclical of the Year 1902 by (Ecumenical Patriarch
Joachim III”], Enioxeypis, No. 615 (30 November 2002), pp. 7-15.

Karmires, Ta Aoyuatixa xal Zvuporiea Mvnueia, Vol. 11, pp. 946a, 946¢.
m Other authoritative students of the ecumenical movement acknowledge that
the 1902 Encyclical “Is directly related to this movement” (Stavrides, 1964) and

“is one of the bistoric milestones of Orthodox participation in the ecumenical move-

ment” (Yannaras, 1977); that ‘these two Patriarchal Encyclical letters, which are
basically one” (Matsoukas, 1986) and ‘constitute a single whole,” are ‘the first
statement, in the twentieth century, by the (Ecumenical Patriarchate in favor of
the rapprochement of the Churches and the promotion of Christian unity” (Tset-
ses, 1988, 1989), and finally, that ‘%he letters of Joachim III” constitute ‘pioneer-
ing documents of the primary coordinates of the presence of our Church in the wid-
er Christian world” (Barella, 1994).
See also Thomas Fitzgerald, “Encyclicals, Orthodox,” in Dictionary of the Ecu-
menical Movement, 2nd ed. (Geneva: WCC Publications, 2002), p. 391.
* For a pointed critical analysis of the Encyclicals of 1902-1904, which argues
that the reprehensible ‘participation of the Orthodox in the Protestant ecumeni-
cal movement” was thereby inaugurated, see A.D. Delembases, H Alpcois o0
Oixovueviouot [The Heresy of Ecumenism] (Athens: 1972), pp. 227fL.
Monk Theokletos Dionysiates, Ao v Noega [lgooevyn o¢ Xoiwotoxev-
towes Eumeiples [From Noetic Prayer to Christocentric Experiences] (Ath-
ens: Ekdoseis “Speliote,” 2002).
‘Opbod0Eos Tvmog, No. 1494 (28 February 2003), p. 3; Xotoriavixi, No. 658
(971) (15 May 2003), p. 8, and No. 659 (972) (29 May 2003), p. 10; Xotottavixy,
No. 663 (976) (24 July 2003), pp. 9-10.
Monk Theokletos Dionysiates, AQwvixca AvOn, T. I, Amoxalvrtixa Ztoyeio
tijc Tevéoews xai Eedifews tot Talaonuegoroytionot-Zniotionotd
[Athonite Flowers, Vol. X: Revealing Evidence Concerning the Origin and
Development of Old Calendarism and Zealotry] (Athens: Ekdoseis “Speliote,”
2004).
m To date, the following two critical reviews of this book have been published:
(1) Hieromonk Theodoretos Hagioreites, “ABwvixc "AvOn topog dénatoc—
“Otov 1] O*OTULUOTNTA, 1] AYVOLAL, 1) OLALOTQOPT %Ol 1] EUTTABELA YivEVToL
avOodéopn...” [“Athonite Flowers Vol. X—When Expediency, Igno-
rance, Distortion, and Bitterness Become a Bouquet...”], ExxAnowaotixn
ITapadoots, No. 136 (May-June 2004), pp. 41-49.
(2) LA.,0000660&0¢ Tvmog, No. 1559 (16 July 2004), pp. 1, 2.
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Inter-Orthodox  Theological ~Conference, “I.  Findings-II.  Propos-
als,” "0p6odo&os Tvmos, No. 1577 (17 December 2004), p. sb, SA2 (“O¢
006l AduEVOL Aby ol Tiig ovuueToyiic Tdv 000086Ewv S&v elvar AnbOeis
xal Eyovv dwapevodi]” [“The reasons put forward for the participation are not
valid and have been belied”]); laoaxarabixn, No. 38 (September-October
2004), p. 4b.

Inter-Orthodox Theological Conference, “II. Proposals, §8” ‘Ogp8odo&og
TVmog, No. 1577 (17 December 2004), p. se; Hapaxatadixy, No. 38 (Sep-
tember-October 2004), p. 12a.



