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

The Calendar Question or the Heresy of 
Ecumenism?*

PART III

Ecumenism “assaults fundamental matters of Faith, and is truly a panheresy. 
The Phanar, unfortunately, is its leading exponent”; “The heroic Great  
Church of Constantinople, imprisoned in the Phanar, has been, for a  

century now, in a new captivity following that of the  
Turkish Yoke—the captivity of ecumenism.”

(Protopresbyter Theodore Zissis,  
Professor at the University of Thessaloniki)1

V. Ecumenism and Anti-Ecumenism: “Soteriological Consequences”

We continue, by the Grace of God, 
our critical report on three articles by 
Elder Theokletos of Dionysiou, in an 
endeavor to substantiate fully our thesis 
that the calendar question is indis-
solubly bound up with the ecumenical 
movement.

It is not possible, from an eccle-
siastical standpoint, for the calendar 
question to be examined in isolation 
and by itself; the reform of 1924 must 
always be considered and examined 
along with the ecumenical movement, 
as a child in relation to its mother.

There exists such a direct con-
nection, a causal connection, between 
ecumenism and the calendar that, ever since 1924, there have not, in essence, been 

“New Calendarists” and “Old Calendarists,” but ecumenists and anti-ecumenists; and, 
for this reason, there is no “inhuman schism,” as Elder Theokletos contends (Article 
II), but, rather, Orthodox resistance against the inhuman and misanthropic heresy of 
syncretistic ecumenism.

* * *

This truth, that is, of the existence of ecumenism and anti-ecumenism and of the 
conflict between heresy and truth, is of such very great importance that it unquestion-
ably has soteriological repercussions—and hence, the responsibility of those who over-
look it, gloss over it, or distort it is enormous.

 The visit/pilgrimage of Pope John Paul II 
to Athens (4-5 May 2001), with the consent and 
the active participation of the innovationist 
New Calendar Church, left “the door” wide 
open “ to the poison of heresy, syncretism, and 
ecumenism.” However, that door had already 
been opened in 1924.



Elder Theokletos, we are sorry to write, on account of his lack of brotherly love 
and the dense cloud of narcissistic self-references in his works, is incapable of under-
standing that ecumenism really is a “sickness unto death.”2 He regards it as consisting, 
supposedly, in “relations and encounters of a social nature” and “certain acts of polite-
ness and courtesy towards the heterodox” [!] (Article I).

On the contrary, however, Father Theodore Zissis very correctly diagnoses and 
proclaims, in an entirely Patristic spirit, that

by means of the ‘poison of heresy, syncretism, and ecumenism,’ ‘the spiritual 
atmosphere of the Orthodox Church has truly been polluted in a hazardous way; 
the ecclesiastical climate has altered; adulterated spiritual products are in circu-
lation, even in the realm of Orthodox monasticism. This is the real ecological 
problem with which the leaders of the Church ought to be dealing. But instead of 
taking urgent measures against this spiritual pollution and destruction, which has 
soteriological consequences, they increase the pollution and continue boldly on 
their ecumenist course, with the spurious argument that they are witnessing to the 
Orthodox Faith and showing love for the heterodox.’3

The contrast between these views of Elder Theokletos and Father Theodore 
Zissis is so glaring that we would not hesitate to exclaim, along with St. Gregory the 
Theologian, who observed something similar in his own era:

“O, what Jeremiah will bewail our confusion and spiritual blindness? He alone 
knew how to utter lamentations befitting our misfortunes!”4

• Furthermore, to paraphrase St. Gregory a bit, we have found that Elder Theokletos, 
regrettably, debases the authentic language of the Patristic and monastic Tradition, 
which was always “unpretentious and gentlemanly”: “unpretentious and gentlemanly 
language was reckoned to be a hallmark of piety.”5 Monks, and especially Hesychasts, 
ought to be articulate in their speech, standing “within [their] proper bounds.”6

Unfortunately, Elder Theokletos, as can be demonstrated—and this will become 
clearer in the course of our argument—,“by throwing off the rider, reason, and spurn-
ing reverence, which keeps us within due limits,”7 does not follow these limits handed 
down by the Fathers and does not distinguish between language which is “alien” to us 
and language which is “proper” to us, either in matters of brotherly love or in matters 
of Faith.

VI. The 1923 Congress, Ecumenism, and the Calendar

Evidence for the direct connection between ecumenism and the calendar is also 
provided, after the 1920 Encyclical, by the “Pan-Orthodox Congress” of 1923, which 
met in Constantinople (10 May–8 June 1923) and which had an ecumenist agenda. It 
was on the basis of this agenda that the congress occupied itself with reforming the 
Church Calendar and ultimately decided that the reform should be implemented.

On 3 February 1923, Meletios Metaxakis, as Patriarch, invited representatives 
of the Orthodox Churches to Constantinople to take part in a pan-Orthodox congress, 
which would reach a decision on reforming the calendar “for the furtherance,” as he 
wrote, “of pan-Christian unity”8

The congress was indeed convened, and it hammered out the final step towards 
the calendar innovation, because by means of this innovation the “rapprochement of the 
two Christian worlds of East and West in the celebration of the great Christian feasts”9 
would, allegedly, be achieved.

Patriarch Meletios, who presided over this congress, stated that the participants 



would deal with “issues pertaining to the union of all the Churches”10 and expressed 
the belief that “the time has come for the restoration of Christian unity, at least on this 
point.”11

Likewise, the members of the congress made it clear that they were concerned with 
the issue of the calendar “as members of the pan-Christian brotherhood.”12

Moreover, very symptomatic of the ecumenist agenda of the self-styled “Pan-
Orthodox Congress” was the presence, at its fifth session (Wednesday, 28 May 1923), 
of the former Anglican Bishop of Oxford, Charles Gore, and his companion, the 
Reverend Mr. Buxton.

On that occasion, Patriarch Meletios and Bishop Gore had an illuminating discus-
sion about the union of Orthodoxy and Anglicanism, regarding their “full union” and 
about the “terms of union,” and acknowledged that “the calendar question” represented 
the “second step” “towards union,” “so that we might celebrate together the great 
Christian feasts of the Nativity, the Resurrection, and Pentecost,” and that “it would be 
good to bring about a reform of the calendar, which would be conducive to all of us 
Christians celebrating Holy Pascha at the same time” (Gore).13

* * *

It is, therefore, indisputable that both the Patriarchal Encyclical of 1920 and the 
Pan-Orthodox Congress of 1923 were fully aware that the calendar constituted a suit-
able and necessary tool for the promotion of the ecumenist vision, that is to say, for the 
realization of syncretistic ecumenism, based solely on “a fellowship of love.”14

The “acceptance of a uniform calendar” (Encyclical of 1920) “for the further-
ance of pan-Christian unity” (Congress of 1923), placed in the context of aspirations 
for “rapprochement,” “fellowship,” “contact,” “friendship,” and “coöperation” “of the 
whole Christian body,”15 as foreseen specifically by the “scheme”16 of 1920, lends an 
incontrovertibly ecclesiological character to the calendar reform of 1924.

VII. In Communion with Heretics and Alienated from the Fathers

The fact that the Church of Constantinople, with the coöperation of other Orthodox 
Churches, formulated an unprecedented and totally subversive “principle,”17 which 

“constitutes one of the basic presuppositions of the ecumenical movement,”18 is a cause 
for profound sorrow.

On the basis of this “principle,” the syncretistic “fellowship” and “coöperation” of 
Orthodoxy and heresy, “regarding each other [henceforth] as kith and kin in Christ,” “is 
not precluded by the differences that exist between them” (Encyclical of 1920), but in 
fact, this “coöperation between the Churches would prepare the way” “for full dogmatic 
agreement.”19

After the calendar innovation of 1924 and the implementation of the other ten 
“points”20 of the “scheme,”21 the syncretistic vision was realized, namely, the vision “of 
a common journey of the Orthodox with the rest of the Christian world”22 and of “com-
mon service” of the world, “regardless of the fundamental theological differences”23 
between the Christians who were journeying and serving together.

After eighty years, not only the intentions and pronouncements of the Orthodox ecu-
menists, but also the entrenched practices of their syncretistic “common journey” with 
the whole spectrum of the heterodox, are now so evident that the accusation which 



they direct against the Old Calendarist anti-ecumenists as being, supposedly, “calen-
dar-worshippers” [!], “worshippers of days” [!], and finally, “idolaters” [!]24 is a mark, 
as St. John Chrysostomos would say, “not only of foolishness, but also of the utmost 
madness”!25

In addition, the following joint statement is truly tragic, and also fully confirms our 
thesis about the ecclesiological nature of the 1924 reform:

Undoubtedly, the tendency to indulge in idle talk about concelebration with the het-
erodox began during the twentieth century that has now passed by, when a change 
in the ecclesiological perceptions of the Orthodox not only occurred, but was also 
cultivated, that is, ever since the Orthodox began to relinquish the ecclesiological 
principle, enshrined in the lives of the Saints and the writings of the Fathers, that 
the Orthodox Church constitutes the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Church 
of the holy Symbol of the Faith.26

In truth, the “common journey” of the Orthodox ecumenists with heretics has cor-
roded and corrupted their confession of the Faith in such a way and to such an extent 
that they are, unfortunately, unaware that,

‘there is [already] a clear breach and rupture [on their part] with Tradition,’ and 
that ‘they have cut themselves off from the Church of the Saints who are alive in 
Heaven,’ ‘and, on top of everything else, are becoming enemies of the Saints,’ that 
is, are maintaining ‘an attitude of hostility towards the Saints.’27

* * *

The Orthodox ecumenists prefer this “breach,” this “rupture,” this “cutting-off,” 
and this “hostility towards the Saints”...for the sake of “furthering the pan-Christian 
unity”28 “of the whole Body of the Church”!29

The Old Calendarist Orthodox anti-ecumenists, devoutly following the “glorious 
and venerable rule of our Tradition” (St. Clement of Rome),30 that is, the agreement 
of the Fathers and the Church (consensus Patrum et Ecclesiæ), have always believed 
that rapprochement (and how much more so institutional coöperation, communion, and 
concelebration!) with heretics signifies separation from the Saints; and conversely: 
separation from heretics signifies rapprochement and union with God, the Truth, and 
the Fathers.

St. Athanasios the Great declares, in this connection: “We ought to live according 
to the standard of the Saints and the Fathers, and imitate them, and to know that, if we 
depart from them, we estrange ourselves from their fellowship.”31

And St. Mark of Ephesus complements this when he says:

I am absolutely convinced that the more I distance myself from him [the Patriarch 
and the other pro-Papal unionists] and those like him, the closer I draw to God and 
all the faithful and Holy Fathers; and just as I separate myself from these people, 
even so am I united with the truth and the Holy Fathers and theologians of the 
Church.32

* * *

Although we have by now provided sufficient evidence for the ecclesiological 
character of the anti-Patristic calendar reform of 1924, insofar as the calendar question 
is a legitimate and first-born child of the ecumenical movement, we consider it neces-
sary, in order to dispel all doubts in this regard, to demonstrate the direct connection 



of the innovationist Archbishop Chrysostomos (Papadopoulos) of Athens both with the 
Patriarchal Encyclical of 1920 and, more generally, with ecumenism.

(to be continued)

* Source: ÜAgiow KuprianÒw, No 319 (March-April 2004), pp. 22-25.
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