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

The Calendar Question or the  
Heresy of Ecumenism?  

Part VI

A Critical Review of Three Articles by  
Elder Theokletos of Dionysiou

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

In 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 

“But if you see the true Faith 
suffering harm anywhere, do 
not prefer concord to truth, 
but make a valiant stand 
even unto death. And 
even then, do not be at 
war in soul, or inimical 
in attitude, but fight solely 
over the issues,...without be-
traying the truth under any cir-
cumstances.”

(St. John Chrysostomos, “Homily 
XXII on the Epistle to the Romans,” §3, 
Patrologia Græca, Vol. LX, col. 611)

“But if the topic of conversa-
tion is about the Faith and the 

Traditions of our Church, 
then even the most peace-
able and placid individu-
al must fight in their de-

fense, though not with tu-
mult of heart, but with a 

valiant and steadfast spirit, as 
Joel says: ‘In that case, let the meek 

become a warrior’ (Joel 4:11).”
(St. Nikodemos the Hagiorite, 

Ἀόρατος Πόλεμος [Unseen Warfare], 
Part II, ch. 19, n. 1)



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 Œcumenical 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.” 1

* * *

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”! 2

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 weaknesses3—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” 4 in the realm of the Orthodox Church.

The ecumenists, appropriating the bellicose conservatism, aggres-
sive fanaticism, and bigoted zealotry of fundamentalism,5 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,” 6 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.’ 7

Although the Orthodox ecumenists, as the 
Inter-orthodox Theological Conference in 
Thessaloniki (20-24 September 2004) aptly and 
emphatically pointed out, have assumed a “lead-
ing rôle” in consolidating “this panheresy of ec-
umenism, with its very serious soteriological re-
percussions,” 8 and although they have turned 
the world upside down and scandalized the Or-
thodox peoples, Elder Theokletos the Hesychast 
is not indignant, nor does he any longer defend 
the “little” 9 brothers of Jesus, but derides and 

insults them in a most vulgar way, his brand of invective having now 
become internationally known and proverbial.

‘Oh, their ignorance and impiety,’ said the Holy Fathers 
of the Seventh Œcumenical 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.’10

XIV. Elder Theokletos the Hesychast is a Pro-Ecumenist

THE 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,” 11 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.” 12

* * *

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,” 14 there are two extremes.

■ specifically, this variety of versions, according to Elder The-
okletos, is to be found “in between Orthodox ecumenism and the 
blatantly heretical kind.” 15

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.” 16 

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!) “out-and-
out ecumenists,” 17 what was Elder Theokletos’ attitude towards 
them during his sixty years of contact with them?

■ 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” 18 (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 ‘the 
language of St. Mark of Ephesus.’ 19



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

■ Let us call to mind, for the time being—since we shall return 
to this issue—, that Elder Paisios (†1994), in contrast even to those 
who are viewed as “Orthodox ecumenists,” 20

‘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.”’ 21

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.” 22

XV. The Selective Methodology of Elder Theokletos

tHE 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,”23 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 Œcumenical Patriarchate.”24



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” 25 is the 
1920 Encyclical, and “its basic principles” “have, ever since, consti-
tuted definitive parameters for the harmonious functioning of the 
major inter-Christian organizations.” 26 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.” 27

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

‘Any reflection about 
the importance of the 
Orthodox contribution 
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.’ 28

■ 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 

The front cover and the first page 
 of the 1920 Encyclical



bulwark of dogma has been shaken,” 29 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.

* * *

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

■ 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.” 30 It constitutes one of the “expressions of a farsighted 
ecclesiastical policy” 31 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.” 32

It has repeatedly been observed that the 1920 Encyclical laid the 
foundations for syncretistic and “blatantly heretical” ecumenism.33 

■ 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-
cocted in Constantinople, as 
well as other dangerous inno-
vations, the report of which alarmed the flock of the Ortho-
dox Church, the Patriarch of the Œcumenical Throne was 
the pernicious Meletios Metaxakes, who was influenced 
more by progressive Anglicanism than by the ‘antiquated’ 
dogmas of Orthodoxy.34

2. The 1930s

■ 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” 35 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.” 36

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 

Patriarch Meletios Metaxakes 
 (1871-1935).



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 Ohrid [Saint nikolai 
(Velimirović)—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, 
1923—Ed.] at which our Church 
had representatives, we are com-
pelled to be brutally frank. It is 
well known that the resolutions 
of that assembly, although not ac-
cepted, were regarded as the resolutions of an Œcumenical 
Synod, and this created a kind of schism.’ 37

3. The 1940s

■ 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,38 Pan-Orthodox decision, 
not only does not provoke “uncontrollable indignation” in Elder 
Theokletos,39 but does not even exist in his memory!

St. Nikolai (Velimirović), Bishop of 
Ohrid and Žiča (1880-1956).



Quite to the contrary, the leading 
Serbian dogmatic theologian, the ven-
erable Elder Justin (Popović; †1979) 
regarded participation [by the Ortho-
dox—Trans.] in the WCC as “apoca-
lyptically horrendous,” as an embar-
rassment, as un-Orthodox, as anti-Or-
thodox, as an outrageous humiliation, 
and as an unprecedented betrayal! 40

• Behold, yet another substanti-
ation of hostility towards the Saints 
on the part of the Hesychast Elder 
Theokletos. Whereas, in 1974, he wrote 
a dithyrambic preface to Elder Justin’s 
outstanding book Ἡ ᾿Ορθόδοξος 
᾿Εκκλησία καὶ ὁ Οἰκουμενισμός 
[The Orthodox Church and Ecumen-
ism],41 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,” 42 today this erudite Athonite encourages the ecu-
menists in their sacrilegious work and “justifies” 43 them!

4. The 1950s

■ 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.” 44

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-

The venerable Archimandrite Justin 
(Popović; 1884-1979).



clamation” 45(!) that “our Church” should “participate in the world 
Church Movement.” 46 

This great fall, this outrageous humiliation,47 about which Elder 
Theokletos kept silent at that time and about which he remains out-
rageously silent to this day, took place when the Hierarchs at the Syn-
od proclaimed such wholly un-Orthodox views as the following:

‘it is to the honor of the Orthodox Catholic Church of 
Christ, and her just boast in Christ, that she has, in a time-
ly manner and for some decades, through her first and Ap-
ostolic Œcumenical Throne, grasped the need and put for-
ward the idea that the entire Christian world, as a sin-
gle totality, in a sacred alliance in the name of our lord 
Jesus Christ, should raise the banner of Christ’s Cross in 
the world,’ 48 should form ‘a pan-Christian bloc’ 49 and a 

‘united Christian front,’ 50 should constitute a ‘league of 
Churches,’ ‘in emulation of the “league of nations” [sic] 
that had by then been established’ 51 ‘to resist contempo-
rary anti-Christian currents and assaults,’ 52 since, more-
over, ‘no religion would refuse to coöperate in, and contrib-
ute to, the consolidation of a common front of all religions 
against atheism’(!)53 

The incontrovertibly ecumenist basis of this proposed “United 
Christian Front,” of this “Pan-Christian Bloc,” openly advert to the 
syncretistic foundations of “blatantly heretical” 54 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.(!)55

• 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 error,’ ‘constitutes the over-



turning from its foundations of Orthodox dogmatics and 
ecclesiology, in particular,’ and ‘reeks of execrable religious 
syncretism.’ 56

We would ask Elder Theokletos: Can it be that he concurs with 
these views of his “late friend”? If 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-
ty of spirit” “without unity of faith,” constitutes an overturning from 
its foundations of the one and only Church?

5. The 1960s

■ 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 rôle—
and arbitrarily, at 
that—,57 and by way 
of the Fourth Pan-or-
thodox Consultation 
of Geneva (Chambésy, 
1988).

The first bold steps 
were taken in the con-
text of the so-called 

Jerusalem, 5 January 1964. The meeting of  
Patriarch Athenagoras with Pope Paul VI.



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.58

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”;59

—quite rightly maintained that Athenagoras “abolished the dif-
ference between truth and falsehood”;60

—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”;61

—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”;62

—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”;63

—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”;64

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



cember 1965), and as “quixotically puffed up” over “his most con-
temptible achievement”;65

• At that time, according to Elder Theokletos, the Holy Moun-
tain was undergoing disturbances, which gave rise to a “tectonic 
earthquake”:66

—“only a small number of Athonites have not risen up against 
the unionist tendencies” of Athenagoras;67

—a bold “declaration” was issued (23 January 1964 [New 
Style]),68 signed “by all of the Fathers of two very populous sketes, 
and none was lost, save two or three ‘sons of perdition’”; 69

—“At least 95 percent of the Athonite Fathers disapprove of the 
pro-Papal policy of the Œcumenical Patriarch, whose Polychronion 
they have ceased to chant”;70 

—“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 Œcumenical Patriarch, 
even though there is an increased risk of being formally censured by 
him”;71 

• In spite of this, from that truly tumultuous decade of the 1960s, 
the firstfruits “of the disgraceful Uniatization of the Greek Ortho-
dox,” 72 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,73 

—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—“βράκα ἢ 
φράγκικο;”! (Article II);74

—outrageously forgets the “disgraceful Uniatization,” 75 which 
is escalating today, by means of the “most detestable syncretism, in 
the form of ‘ecumenism,’” 76 and

—has the audacity, the hapless man, to write today that ecumen-
ism consists simply in “relations 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.” 77 

• 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,78

—commemoration of the 
present Patriarch Bartholomew, who is worse than Athenagoras, is 
being implemented throughout Mount Athos (the “sons 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”?79

6. The 1970s

■ 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: Περὶ 
τὴν Κωδικοποίησιν τῶν Ἱερῶν Κανόνων καὶ τῶν Κανονικῶν 
Διατάξεων ἐν τῇ ᾿Ορθοδόξῳ ᾿Εκκλησίᾳ [Concerning the Codi-
fication of the Sacred Canons and Canonical Ordinances in the Or-
thodox Church].80

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.” 81

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.(!)82

• 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,83 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 Œcumenical Synod, which characterizes them 
as “unshakable and unalterable testimonies and statutes of God.” 84 
He wrote, in 1967:

All of the Sacred Canons that restrict the Faithful to 
isolation and aloofness vis-à-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’(!)85 

■ 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.” 86 The contribution of the Orthodox members of the WCC 
to this venture, through their polyheretical presentations, was of de-
cisive significance.

■ Moreover, Elder Theokletos has never mentioned in any way 
the official joint decision regarding interfaith coöperation, made in 
1976 at the First Pre-synodal Consultation (Chambésy, 21-28 No-
vember 1976),87 which was immediately put into effect when, in the 
same year, the dialogue with Judaism began at a preparatory meet-
ing in Geneva,88 and the then Patriarch Demetrios wrote, in his 

“Christmas Message”, that
From this Œcumenical Throne we declare the new year 

of 1977 that is dawning before us to be a year of...coöpera-
tion between all religions for the sake of humanity.(!)89

■ But perhaps Elder Theokletos has mentioned the Thyateira 
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” ?90

The Thyateira Confession contains a “completely heretical, Protes-
tant, or...ecumenical teaching...regarding the [Orthodox] Church,” 91 
as the most saintly Metropolitan Philaret, of the Russian Orthodox 



Church Abroad, quite correctly wrote, on 
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-
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, 
AS ArE AlSO THE MySTErIES 
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.’ 92

• Elder Theokletos was neither bothered, nor perturbed, nor “un-
controllably angered” by the even more shocking fact that the poly-
heretical Thyateira 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 

Front cover (English) and 
title page (Greek) of the 
Thyateira Confession.



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.93

The Synodal endorsement of the Thyateira Confession, in Greek and English.



7. The 1980s

■ In this decade, on 27 october 1986, in Assisi, Italy, the first 
“Meeting of religions for world Peace” took place, under the ægis of 
the Vatican. One hundred fifty representatives of twelve religions 
took part in this meeting—a day of prayer, pilgrimage, and fasting 
for peace.94

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” 95] met together, united in the context of an 
international assembly of prayer for peace, at the initiative 
of Pope John Paul II.96

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.” 97

The significance of 
this historic turning point 
in the development of the 
syncretistic movement, un-
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’; 98 ‘the meeting for 

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



prayer for peace united representatives of diverse faiths and 
inaugurated a new phase in interfaith dialogue.’ 99

• 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 rôle, and he has never become uncontrollably indignant at the 
continuing apostasy of the Assisi variety.

Completely to the contrary! While on 24 January 2002, “yet 
another step towards pernicious syncretism” 100 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,” 101 the 
Athonites—led by Elder Theokletos—were launching an inhuman 
and unfraternal attack against the Old Calendarist Orthodox, who 
do not worship the idol of Papocentric ecumenism!102

■ 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, 

 (“Chronicle of the Eastern Churches,” Eastern Churches 
Journal, Vol. V, No. 2 (Summer 1998), p. 270).

Professor John Zeziou-
las—now Metropolitan 
of Pergamon—on the 
one hand, thinks that 
the Church, encompas-
sing Christians of East 
and West, is “invisibly 
united,” and, on the oth-
er hand, believes in the 
theology of the “two 
lungs.” In his address 
to Pope John Paul II at 
the Patronal Feast of 
Rome in 1998, he em-
phasized the necessi-
ty “of restoring our full 
communion [of Ortho-
dox and Roman Cath-

olics] so that the ap-
proaching third mil-
lennium of the Chris-
tian era may find the 
Church of God visibly 
united as she was be-
fore the Great Schism. 
As Your Holiness apt-
ly put it some years ago, 
East and West are the 
two lungs by which the 
Church breathes; their 
unity is essential to the 
healthy life of the One, 
Holy, Catholic, and 
Apostolic Church”



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; Ioannes 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—1995; 
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—1999103), 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

■ Finally, the Hesychastic “sober inebriation” of Elder Theokle-
tos did not allow him to be overcome by uncontrollable 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 



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 Œcumenical 
Teachers of the Church.105

■ 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 “a new kind 
of Unia,” 106 that is, the Bal-
amand Union,107 whereby 
the “disgraceful Uniatization 
of the Orthodox” 108 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 

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]“ 
(Ἐκκλησιαστικὴ ᾿Αλήθεια [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.”



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.109

■ 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.(!)110 

■ 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.(!)111 

■ 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.’(!)112

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’; ‘[y]ou 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.’ 113 

* * *

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 tragedy 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.

To 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 nAïVE?

And yet, if some Old Calendarist or Zealot says one 
word that deviates from Orthodoxy, he is a heretic!114

Through this paradoxical strategy of his, Elder Theokletos over-
looks St. Gregory the Theologian, who wrote that when an “earth-
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.115

‘The task of a monk’ declared St. Theodore the Studite, 
‘is 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 
for their perdition.’ 116

■ Four years ago, the Orthodox ecumenists, “on the centenni-
al of the promulgation of the Patriarchal and Synodal Encyclical of 
1902 by Œcumenical Patriarch Joachim III,” 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 

‘inspired the Patriarchal Encyclical of 
1920, which is rightly considered the 
official Orthodox proposal for an ecu-
menical movement.’ 117

—And whereas, somewhat earlier, the 
1902 Encyclical was characterized as a “pre-
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;118

—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 autobiog-
raphy,119 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 en bloc, by way of his error-ridden articles in the 
press120 and of a special book,121 both of which leave him complete-
ly exposed shortly before he crosses the threshold of life and appears 
before the dread Judgment Seat....

Patriarch Joachim III of 
Constantinople (1878-1884, 
1901-1912). Through the 1902 
Encyclical, in which, inter 
alia, he characterized Papism 
and Protestantism as “great 
branches of Christianity,” he 
paved the way for the 1920 
Encyclical.



* * * 

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 VEry ACT 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.122

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 Patristic 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 OF ECUMEnISM—BOTH InTEr-
CHrISTIAn And InTErFAITH—, THE OBlIGA-
TOry SAlVIFIC, CAnOnICAl, And PATrISTIC 
COUrSE FOr THE FAITHFUl, ClErGy, And lA-
ITy, IS ABSTInEnCE FrOM COMMUnIOn, THAT 
IS, CEASInG TO COMMEMOrATE BISHOPS wHO 
SHArE rESPOnSIBIlITy FOr, And COMMUnE 
wITH, HErESy And ErrOr.123

(to be continued)
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65.   Idem, “Ἀφορισμοὶ καὶ Ἀφωρισμένοι” [“Excommunications and Excommu-
nicates”], Τύπος Ἑλληνικὸς-᾿Ορθόδοξος, No. 59 (January 1966), p. 1.

66.  Idem, Ὁ Φώτης Κόντογλου, p. 76. 
67.   Idem, “᾿Τὰ 95% τῶν Ἁγιορειτῶν Πατέρων ἀποδοκιμάζουν...” [“95% of 

the Hagiorite Fathers disapprove...”], Τύπος Ἑλληνικὸς-᾿Ορθόδοξος, No. 40 
(May 1964), pp. 1, 3.

68.   “Προκήρυξις Ἁγιορειτῶν Πατέρων πρὸς τὸν ᾿Ορθόδοξον Ἑλληνικὸν 
Λαόν” [“Proclamation of Hagiorite Fathers to the Greek Orthodox People”], 
Τύπος Ἑλληνικὸς-᾿Ορθόδοξος, No. 38 (March 1964), p. 1. See also Monk 



(now Hieromonk) Theodoretos Hagioreites, Μοναχισμὸς καὶ Αἵρεσις [Mo-
nasticism and Heresy] (Athens: 1977), pp. 140-141.

  ■ At this juncture, it is worth noting another collective and momentous 
Athonite document, lengthy and detailed, which was published six years af-
ter the “Proclamation” and was anti-ecumenist in nature: “Ὑπόμνημα 
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