D. An Ontological Hallmark of Orthodoxy?

HE THIRD of the vehement anti-Old Calendarists, Mr.

Alexandros S. Korakides, concludes his rambling book,
‘000000&ia xai Zon—Ilapamlavioes [Orthodoxy and Life:
Some Misconceptions]! with a special chapter of sixteen pages,
entitled: “Addendum. The Preposterous Schism of the Last Cen-
tury.’?

1. To the attentive reader, it
becomes immediately obvious
that Mr. Korakides’ language
is wholly un-Patristic, because "OpB0d0E o nai Zwm
even when dealing with the Magamhaviioelg
well-known and truly distress-
ing pathology of the Old Calen-
darist community, he is abusive
and arrogant.

2. Although he holds a doc-
torate in theology and has an
abundant literary output to his
credit (beginning in the 1950s),
Mr. Korakides is distinguished,
specifically in this text, by a su-
percilious and extremely rebar-
bative pedantry, which inevita-
bly causes him go off the sub-
Jject, when it comes to both the
calendar and ecumenism.

3. Is Mr. Korakides perhaps aiming, by means of an emo-
tional, vague, generalizing, confused, and theologically errone-
ous exposition, to turn the reader’s attention to his unsubstanti-
ated argument, namely, that the entire calendar issue can be re-
duced to the failure to accept a “change,” since “changes” have
always taken place in the history of the Church?3



1. The Connection Between Ecumenism and the
Calendar Question

HE UNPARDONABLE sloppiness of Mr. Korakides’ pre-

sentation, as well as his evident disregard for, or ignorance(?)
of, the historical and theological context of the origin and devel-
opment of the 1924 reform is fully demonstrated in his conten-
tion that the controversy “about ‘ecumenism,” which has been
invented recently and by hindsight” constitutes a “deception
of the people of God” and an “invalid and inane pretext.”*

1. Although all that we have written so far—albeit concise-
ly—is sufficient to refute this view, we would remind Mr. Ko-
rakides that all of those who reacted against the innovation of
1924, and not only the “Old Calendarists,” noted from the very
outset the direct connection between ecumenism and the calen-
dar reform.

2. Some of the better-known and more distinguished among
these were the following individuals, who viewed “the calendar
question as the starting-point for all of the other revisions”
that were announced and inaugurated by the Patriarchate of Con-
stantinople’s ecumenist Encyclical of 1920 and its natural conse-
quence, the Pan-Orthodox Congress of 1923:

* Elder Daniel of Katounakia (1843-1929). See his memoran-
dum: “@awvy €& Ayiov "Ogovs dwa v meooeys] Otxovuevixny
Svvodov” [“A Voice from the Holy Mountain Concerning the
Forthcoming (Ecumenical Synod”] (6/19 May 1925).

* Archimandrite Philotheos (Zervakos) (1884-1980). See
his article: “H év Ayip “Oper [lpoovvodog. Avaoxevi toD
mooyoduuatos avtiis” [“The Pre-Synodal Conference on the
Holy Mountain: A Refutation of Its Program™] (1926).

* Metropolitan Irenalos of Cassandreia (1864-1945). See
his work: “Yrouvnua i tnv Teoav Zvvodov tijs Tepagyiog tijs
‘EALadog” [“Memorandum to the Holy Synod of the Hierarchy
of Greece”] (1929).

* Bishop Nikolai (Velimirovi¢) of Ohrid (1880-1956). See
his statements to the inter-Orthodox Preparatory Commission
(Holy Mountain, 1930).

* Metropolitan Sophronios of Elevtheroupolis (1875-1960).
See his statements both at the Fourteenth Meeting of the Hierar-
chy of the Church of Greece (1931) and at the Fifteenth Meeting
of the Hierarchy (1933).



* Archbishop Seraphim (Sobolev) of Boguchar (1881-
1950). See his presentation “Concerning the New and the Old
Calendars” at the Congress of Moscow (8-18 July 1948).

I1. The Reformer of 1924: A Pioneering Ecumenist!

ND, MORE importantly, the reformer of 1924, name-

ly, Archbishop Chrysostomos (Papadopoulos) of Athens
(1938), was himself fully aware of the direct connection be-
tween ecumenism and the calendar reform. He was also aware of
the prerequisite for that reform, that is, the 1920 Encyclical, and
consciously and consistently acted in accordance with its agenda,
as proved by the following:

1. As an Archimandrite and university professor, Chrysos-
tomos Papadopoulos took part, as a delegate of the Church of
Greece (along with the ecumenist Hamilkas Alivizatos) and of
Cyprus, in the preliminary meeting of the Pan-Christian Faith
and Order Conference (Geneva, 12-20 August 1920).

2. The eighteen Orthodox delegates at this conference
“set about organizing an agenda for this consulta-
tion ON THE BASIS OF THE PATRIARCHAL EN-
CYCLICAL OF 1920.”5

3. According to Nicholas Zernov,

“The extensive participation of Orthodox” in
this conference “was not unrelated to the Encyclical
which the (Ecumenical Patriarchate had issued sev-
eral months earlier [January of 1920].”6

4. At this conference, Hamilkas Alivizatos “set forth the pro-
gram of the Orthodox,” making the following telltale comments,
among others:

“The proposed program aims, at least for the time
being, at the creation of a League of Churches along
the lines of the League of Nations, which will facili-
tate the ultimate goal of the union of the Churches in
faith and administration.”’

5. This is precisely what the 1920 Encyclical envisioned, and
it was realized in 1948 with the founding of the World Council of
Churches; and thus, Chrysostomos Papadopoulos can be consid-
ered, not only a prime mover in the 1924 reform, but also a pio-
neering ecumenist and one of the founders of this pan-confes-
sional Geneva-based organization.



6. It is extremely significant and noteworthy that the program
of that preliminary meeting of 1920, which had historical signif-
icance for the ecumenical movement,

‘was organized’ ‘with close scrutiny by the dele-
gation of the Church of Greece’ (that is Chrysostomos
Papadopoulos and Hamilkas Alivizatos), ‘was accept-
ed by the other Orthodox delegations,” and, as ‘any-
one could tell from the program that they organized,
its basic principles corresponded to the spirit of the
1920 Encyclical of the (Ecumenical Patriarchate.’8

7. Moreover, the decisive contribution of Chrysostomos Pa-
padopoulos to this notorious program, which attests unqualified-
ly to his ecumenist self-consciousness and to the syncretistic pre-
suppositions of the 1924 reform, is described in the report of the
proceedings compiled by Papadopoulos and Alivizatos and sub-
mitted to the Holy Synod, the President of which—it should be
noted—was Meletios Metaxakes.

® The very interesting “Report on the Preliminary Consul-
tation of the Pan-Christian Conference Convened in Gene-
va (30 July-8 August 1920),” in which is set forth the program
(consisting of two sections: “1. The League of Churches [§§1-
6]” and “2. The Organization of the League of Churches [§§1-
5]”), informed the Synod that

“it was agreed in the consultation, and also in
the preparatory committee of the conference, that
the program proposed by the delegation of the Or-
thodox Church was the most positive and important
point of the effectiveness of this consultation.”

8. Hence, the alleged controversy “about ‘ecumenism,’
which has been invented recently and by hindsight,” not only
does not constitute a “deception of the people of God” and an
“invalid and inane pretext,’!0 as Mr. Korakides contends, but is,
in fact, an unshakably grounded historical truth, which the bona
fide ecumenists of Geneva and Constantinople take pride in pro-
claiming. Yet the true-blue anti-Old Calendarists of Athens sed-
ulously ignore or suppress this; that is, they deliberately conceal
it, in order to deceive the conscience of the Church and, of course,
to their own condemnation.

m Nevertheless, as the Seventh (Ecumenical Synod says
through the mouth of its President, St. Tarasios:

“The truth, when persecuted, is wont to shine
forth more clearly.”!!



9. We think it very edifying, at this juncture, to remind our
readers of the following point: the charge, not simply of silence,
but also of calculated suppression of the truth was confronted by
the Seventh (Ecumenical Synod, during its Fifth Session (4 April
787), when

Theodore, the most venerable Bishop of Myra
in Lycia, said: ‘If this treasure [a comment in favor
of Icons, erased from a certain book by the Icono-
clasts] had been in evidence at that time [at the Icon-
oclast synod of Hiereia, in 754], no one would have
been harmed; but may God RECOMPENSE ON
THE DAY OF JUDGMENT THOSE WHO CON-
CEALED IT’; ‘the Holy Synod said: “WOE TO
THEIR SOULS, BECAUSE THEY CONCEALED
THE TRUTH.”!12

I11. Why Not the “Traditional Calendar”?

R. KORAKIDES appears to be vexed by talk of the “Tra-

ditional Calendar,” as his ironic use of the term in quota-
tion marks makes clear,!? evidently forgetting that before 1924,
the “Julian Calendar, which has prevailed for centuries in
the Orthodox Church,” was favored as “the only one suitable
for the Church,” “because it was HANDED DOWN BY THE
FATHERS and has from the outset been endorsed by the
Church,”1# as stated in the 1902 Encyclical of the Patriarchate
of Constantinople.

1. While we are on the subject, we would remind Mr. Kor-
akides that in the 1904 Encyclical, the sequel to the previous one,
“simply to overleap thirteen days” was viewed by the Synod as
“absurd and pointless,” while the “reform of the Julian Cal-
endar” was held to be “superfluous for the time being,” since
the Orthodox “are in no way obligated, from an ecclesiastical
point of view, to change the Calendar.”!>

2. Similarly, we refer Mr. Korakides, in this regard, to the
holy Meletios Pegas (71601), who condemned what was, at
that time, the “ten-day [now thirteen-day!] monstrosity” from
Rome as a parlous “innovation,” since it was not “a small mat-
ter” to “act arrogantly towards what the FATHERS have
handed down, to despise the Divine commandments; for it
is God Who enjoins: ‘Remove not the eternal boundaries,
which thy FATHERS placed’”’; “we must in every way follow



the FATHERS”; “it is more pious to cleave to what the FA-
THERS have given us” and not “to the precision of diligent
astronomers.”16

IV. The 1920 Encyclical and the Calendar Question

NOTHER peculiarity in Mr. Korakides’ error-ridden text is
the following: he mentions the well-known Pan-Orthodox
Consultations of Rhodes (1961-) in order to prove the full unity
of the Orthodox Churches, regardless of which calendar they em-
ployed, the so-called schismatic “Old Calendarists” excepted.!”

1. However, the most important point about the First Pan-Or-
thodox Consultation of Rhodes (1961), in particular, is not the
one that Mr. Korakides emphasizes, but that which he suppress-
es, passes over in silence, or does not take seriously; namely, that
at this consultation, “‘the presence and participation of the Or-
thodox Church in the Ecumenical Movement, in the spirit of
the Patriarchal Encyclical of 1920,”18 was decided upon at a
pan-Orthodox level.

2. And Mr. Korakides should not have ignored the fact that
the syncretistic 1920 Encyclical, which openly rejected the ex-
clusiveness and primacy of Orthodoxy, and introduced anti-Pa-
tristic ecumenist comprehensiveness into the Orthodox East,
proposed as a first step in the process of Church union

“the acceptance of a uniform calendar for the si-
multaneous celebration of the great Christian Feasts
by all of the Churches.”!°

3. Thus, the calendar question assumes ecclesiological di-
mensions, especially when one takes seriously into account
that—we repeat—the so-called Pan-Orthodox Congress of 1923
viewed the adoption of the New Calendar as

“the FIRST STONE in the edifice of the union of
all the Churches of God.”20

V. A Reckless and Precipitate Rupture

IVEN THE foregoing considerations, then, all of the ideas

that Mr. Korakides attempts to defend in the next section of
his book, “II. The Festal Calendar and Traditions,” are un-theo-
logical inanities, familiar from many quarters since 1924, and
are unquestionably beside the point, for the following two main
reasons:



1. The reform that took place in 1924 was not a smooth devel-
opment or expansion of the calendrical tradition, but a “reckless
alteration of the Calendar,’?! which violently and precipitate-
ly ruptured the unity of the Orthodox in the Festal Calendar for
the sake of a syncretistic union with the heterodox of the West.

2. And mere discussion

‘about the common celebration of Pascha or any
other Feast with the heterodox, ‘as long as the lat-
ter remain in their error, said the late Father Epipha-
nios Theodoropoulos (and not some “Old Calendarist™!),
‘constitutes the overturning from its foundations of
Orthodox dogmatics and ecclesiology, in particular,
and ‘reeks of execrable religious syncretism.’ 22

VI. “The Witness of the Minority”

ONSEQUENTLY, how is it possible, we wonder, for Mr.

Korakides to speak about an alleged “lack of obedience” “to
the valid decisions of the Hierarchy,” “with their pan-Ortho-
dox endorsement,’2? when, since 1920, Orthodox ecclesiology
has been overturned from its foundations and religious syncre-
tism 1s rife?

1. It is obvious that his penchant for supercilious pedantry
does not allow Mr. Korakides to remember certain basic and
vitally important ecclesiological principles, for which reason he
“quibbles” rather than “theologizes,”?4 as St. Basil the Great puts
it.

2. We refer Mr. Korakides to a true theologian, Father
Georges Florovsky:

‘Very often the measure of truth is the witness
of the minority. It may happen that the Catholic
Church will find itself but a “little flock’’; ‘the duty
of obedience ceases when the bishop deviates from
the catholic norm, and the people have the right to
accuse and even to depose him.’25



VII. A Total Depredation of Theology

INALLY, the attempt by Mr. Korakides to exonerate the con-
temporary ecclesiological heresy of ecumenism by presenting
it as, supposedly,
“an elemental hallmark and basic attribute of Or-
thodoxy,” which “flows from the essence and nature
of the Orthodox Catholic Church,’2¢
leads him into a complete depredation of theology!

1. Up until now, the most implacable anti-Old Calendarists
and anti-zealots, when speaking about the Orthodox who ob-
serve the Traditional Calendar, had in mind a polarity: they re-
ferred to what, according to them, were “Two Extremes’”;?7 that is,
to “ecumenism” and “zealotry,” clearly suggesting that ecumen-
ism 1s anything but an ontological hallmark of Orthodox Cath-
olicity.

2. It is extremely significant that the late Father Epiphani-
os Theodoropoulos, the author of Ta Avo Axpa [The Two Ex-
tremes), characterized ecumenism as “accursed,”’ as “the most
execrable syncretism,” as “the worst of all heresies,” and as a
“monstrosity,”?8 and capped these very severe characterizations
with an outburst of veritable maximalism:

“Even the millenarians, who surpass all impiety
and blasphemy, have not come close to the ideas ad-
vocated by ecumenism. Hades has engendered many
monstrosities in our times, but nothing on the scale
of ecumenism!”29

VIII. What Kind of Broader Intercommunion?

IKEWISE, even if, hypothetically, ecumenism were to be in-
terpreted as a kind of broader intercommunion, according to
the bizarre theories of Mr. Korakides—that is, as
“communication solely between the leadership

of the Church (Patriarchs or Archbishops)” “and
representatives of the other dogmas and religions,”

for the purpose of codperation “on global problems of
concern to all of humanity”30—,

yet again the small flock, that is, the Old Calendarist Orthodox
anti-ecumenists, would put forward the following well-founded
objections:



1. Orthodox Catholicity has never accepted even the term
intercommunio, let alone the foregoing interpretation of that term,
because throughout its history it has only known of communion
(communio) and non-communion (excommunicatio), in a narrow
and a broad sense.

® Hence, for example: “If any one shall pray, even in a pri-
vate house [“and not in Church,”’ but “anywhere”’] with an
excommunicated person, let him [“whether he is a Bishop or
a layman”’] be excommunicated.”3!

. way or another, intercommunion, means o e
2. One wa th t b f th
preposition “inter-,” clearly denotes a communion contrary to
nature—contradictory and incongruous; that is, syncretism, inso-
far as the parts that come together remain “within their own dog-
matic boundaries.”32

3. The ecumenical movement, which had its formal begin-
ning in Orthodoxy in 1920, never had such a restricted hori-
zon of communion; that is, only at the level of leadership. This
is demonstrated, moreover, by the agenda of the “eleven-point
plan33 of action for Orthodox and heterodox, that is, the 1920
Encyclical, which foresees syncretistic cooperation at all levels
by all those involved on all sides.

4. The participation of the Orthodox ecumenists in the WCC,
which beyond doubt constitutes
“a flagrant transgression of the God-inspired sa-
cred Canons and fundamental ecclesiological princi-
ples,” through which “the very essence and the gener-
al redemptive course of Orthodoxy is attacked,’3+
has from the outset been conducted collectively, and this at all
levels of representation.

5. This form of collective representation prevails both in
inter-Christian and in interfaith activities and is, indeed, encour-
aged in so-called popular ecumenism, or grass-roots syncretism.

6. Of course, we ought to make it clear that in absolutely no
case should syncretistic hobnobbing be confused with formal re-
lations.

® The former, although previously encountered—
albeit sporadically and occasionally, without ever re-
ceiving legitimation from the Church—, was formally
inaugurated by the 1920 Encyclical and has been inten-
sively cultivated, ever since, by Pan-Orthodox decree(!),



on the basis of a multi-dimensional program of concrete,
completely anti-Patristic measures.

® The latter have always existed, sanctioned out of
necessity, by reason of historical realignments; never-
theless, they entailed only formal relations, based on
strict protocol, between the religious and political ad-
ministrations of a specific geographical region, with-
out, of course, any pretensions to common service(!) to
the world.

7. In any case, all communion or intercommunion between
Orthodox and heterodox and those of other religions, especially
on an institutional level, is absolutely excluded by the Patristic
and Synodal Tradition of Orthodoxy, as is shown by the follow-
ing two striking examples:

m “Let us refuse peace with them [the leaders
of heresies]. For it is clear that, although peace is a
good thing, not all peace is beyond reproach; peace
can often be dangerous and lead us from love for
God; peace with the heterodox is unprofitable.”35

m “Very great are the threats voiced by the Saints
against those who compromise with it/them [heresy/
heretics], even to the point of eating together”; “even
if he [one who appears to be Orthodox] accommo-
dates himself to heretics in food, drink, and friend-
ship, he is guilty; this is the judgment of Chrysosto-
mos and, hence, of every Saint.”36

8. At this juncture, we deem it expedient to make some crit-
ical remarks on what is touted as a strong argument of the ecu-
menists, about the supposed “presence and witness of the Or-
thodox Church in the ecumenical movement.”3’

® The Orthodox ecumenists, let us remember, have officially
expressed their collective self-awareness that

“the participation of the Orthodox in the ecu-
menical movement today” as an “endeavor” “to apply
the Apostolic Faith to new historical circumstanc-
es and existential needs,” “is taking place JOINTLY
with other Christian bodies, with which there is not

full communion”; this “is, in some way, what is new

today.”38

9. The Orthodox anti-ecumenists, who certainly do not con-
stitute “extreme groups and movements” or engage in “hyster-
ical anti-ecumenical ranting,” and certainly do not promulgate



“propaganda”3® (!), voice their objections and pose the follow-
ing well-founded questions:

« If the Apostolic Faith, that is, “what we have been taught
by the Holy Fathers,’40 really ought to be applied to our contem-
porary historical situation, how on earth could this be undertak-
en JOINTLY with those Christian communities that have dread-
fully distorted the Apostolic Faith and have fallen away from the
One and only Church?

* Would this not be completely contrary to the “glorious and
venerable rule of our Tradition,”#! in that it would place the truth
(Orthodoxy) and heresy (heterodoxy) on the same level?

* Does not the opinion, that the syncretistic coexistence
and cooperation of truth and falsehood, of life and death, will
“JOINTLY” give “life and immortality”42 to the world, in fact
constitute a grievous error and a veritable panheresy?

* How, indeed, is it possible for Orthodoxy, in all of its radi-
ance, to evangelize the world “IN CONJUNCTION” with here-
sy, which is spiritual darkness, when—according to our Patristic
and Synodal Tradition—

“falling away from the truth is noetic sightlessness
and blindness”?43

* How can the anti-ecumenists forget the fact that heretics
have undergone a profound change in theology, in spirit and in
heart, not merely moral piety: a change which totally precludes
their witnessing and evangelizing “JOINTLY” with the charis-
matic Body of the Church, since

“falling away from the truth is blindness of mind
and intellect”? “For [the heretics], having departed
from the truth, have been blinded in mind and un-
derstanding” and, “as ones incited by the deceitful
enemy, have departed from correct doctrine.”*4

And consequently, their communities are in need of spiritual and
theological cleansing on the basis of Patristic therapy, after they
have first been reincorporated into Orthodox Catholicity.

10. Given these considerations, it is very clear that partici-
pation in the ecumenical movement and the much-vaunted “wit-
ness” to the heterodox, as a missionary demand, undermines
and refutes itself from the very outset on account of this rotten
foundation: “JOINTLY WITH OTHER CHRISTIAN BOD-
IES.”45

11. It should be noted that the deviation of the ecumenists is
of such a nature, and of such gravity, that they have come to the



point, by virtue of this syncretistic “CONJOINING,” not only
of not giving any “witness,” but also of ~ proclaiming the fol-
lowing incredible ideas, subversive of the Apostolic Faith, which
has always recognized that all who “are outside the truth” (sunt
extra veritatem) “are outside the Church” (sunt extra Ecclesi-
am):46
“[T]loday we Christians [Orthodox and hetero-

dox] cannot live and work, as we did at one time, in

isolation from each other, but on the contrary, we

have ‘mutual responsibility and interdependence in

the Body of Christ.””!47

IX. The “Broad Historical Perspective”

E FEAR VERY much, in conclusion, that his uncritical

and vulgar anti-Old Calendarism has not allowed Mr. Ko-
rakides to recall and apply a fundamental rule of theological in-
quiry:

‘It is imperative, said the true theologian Father

Georges Florovsky, ‘that theologians should be aware

of that wide historical perspective in which matters

of faith and doctrine have been continuously dis-

cussed and comprehended.’ 43

1. We fraternally exhort Mr. Korakides to wake up theolog-
ically and to study attentively and earnestly the relationship be-
tween ecumenism and the calendar question within the wide his-
torical perspective of the past one hundred years; it is not possi-
ble for us to carry on a serious discussion or to have a correct un-
derstanding of this relationship unless we put it in its historical
context, which is delineated, at the very least, by the landmark
events of the anti-ecclesiastical ecumenical movement.

2. In order to show this, we will remind Mr. Alexandros
Korakides of some of these landmarks, which contributed deci-
sively to the consolidation of a syncretistic comprehensiveness
in the domain of the local Orthodox Churches, praying for his
awakening and, moreover, that he might contribute to the demy-
thologization or unmasking of panheretical ecumenism:

* 1902-1904 (the Encyclicals of Patriarch Joachim III);

* 1920 (the Encyclical of the Patriarchate of Constanti-

nople);

* 1923 (the Pan-Orthodox Congress of Constantinople);

* 1948 (the founding of the WCC);



* 1952 (the Encyclical of Patriarch Athenagoras);

* 1958 (the resolution of the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the
Hierarchy of the Church of Greece concerning its par-
ticipation in the WCC);

* 1961 (the First Pan-Orthodox Consultation, Rhodes);

* 1965 (the Lifting of the Anathemas of 1054);

* 1968 (the Fourth Pan-Orthodox Consultation, Cham-
bésy, Geneva);

* 1971 (the shift of the WCC to interfaith syncretism, at
the suggestion of the Orthodox);

* 1975 (the Thyateira Confession [Constantinople));

* 1976 (the First Pre-Synodal Pan-Orthodox Consulta-
tion, Chambésy, Geneva);

* 1985 (Baptismal Theology, articulated by John Ziziou-
las, now Metropolitan of Pergamon);

* 1986 (the Third Pre-Synodal, Pan-Orthodox Consulta-
tion, Chambésy, Geneva);

* 1986 (the Meeting of Religions for World Peace, Assi-
si, Italy);

* 1991 (the Seventh General Assembly of the WCC, Can-
berra, Australia);

* 1993 (the Balamand Union, Lebanon);

* 1989-1990-1993 (dogmatic lapses in the dialogue with
the Non-Chalcedonians [Monophysites));

* 1995 (Joint Communiqué, signed by Pope John Paul 11
and Patriarch Bartholomew);

* 2000 (extra- or a-dogmatic and interfaith memorial
service for the confessors and martyrs of the twenti-
eth century);

* 2001 (Interfaith Prayer Meeting, Assisi, Italy);

* 2005 (the funeral of Pope John Paul II, with pan-Ortho-
dox participation, Rome).
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