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“For it is a commandment of the Lord not to be si-

lent at a time when the Faith is in jeopardy. Speak, Scrip-
ture says, and hold not thy peace.... For this reason, 1, the

wretched one, fearing the Tribunal, also speak.”

(St. Theodore the Studite, Patrologia Graca, Vol. xcx, col. 1321) )
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The Censure of Error and the
Confession of Orthodox Truth in
Relation to Contemporary Ecumenism*

1 Bishop Klemes of Gardikion
Secretary of the Holy Synod in Resistance

Your Grace, Bishop Cyprian of Oreoi, Acting President of our Holy Synod;
Right Reverend Brother Hierarchs;

Reverend Fathers and Mothers;

beloved brothers and sisters in Christ:

May the blessing of our Most Reverend Father, who is ailing, be with us!
Part I
al. An example: St. Nicodemos and the Latins

St. Nicodemos the Hagiorite, the bicentennial of whose holy repose
(July 14, 1809) we celebrated last year, was distinguished for his pro-

* Presentation at the 2010 celebration of the Sunday of Orthodoxy by the Holy Synod
in Resistance, at the Annunciation of the 7heotokos Spiritual Center in Kolonos, Athens.
The text is printed in its entirety, with improvements and footnotes.
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found knowledge of the sacred Canons and dogmas, and also for his
uncompromising defense of the authority of the Holy Fathers and the
preéminence of the Holy Tradition of our Orthodox Faith. Aside from
the multitude of his writings, which refute error and heresy, the oral tra-
dition of the Holy Mountain preserves an otherwise unknown incident
from his life.

On one occasion, some Latin emissaries came to the Holy Mountain
for dialogue on matters of faith. The Holy Community then summoned
Father Nicodemos, who was renowned for his holiness and erudition.
He came out of obedience, clad in rags and disheveled. The eminent vis-
itors were displeased by his unkempt appearance, but to set their minds
at rest it was explained to them that the Saint lived ascetically in soli-
tude and the utmost poverty, and did not have any better clothing avail-
able. However, when the dialogue commenced, to their astonishment
the Latin interlocutors discerned his shining intellect and his invinci-
ble dialectical ingenuity. Without especial difficulty, the Saint disposed
of the heretical beliefs of his opponents steadfastly and gently, decisively
and courageously. The Papists, reduced to an embarrassed silence, were
obliged to beat a disorderly retreat, particularly after being assured that
there was an innumerable multitude like the Saint and that the Saint, as
he himself told them, was the least of all' The confutation of Latin error
and the confession of Orthodox Truth shone forth yet again.

a2. Censure in the Church

In Holy Scripture, and especially in the New Testament, there are
repeated exhortations regarding the censure of deviations from the Law
and the Will of God.! But who is to do the censuring, and how is it to
be done?

Censure may be undertaken by any member of the Church who is
distinguished for his conscientiousness, for his practical observance of
God’s commandments, for his purity and sincerity, and for his objectiv-

1 See, for example, St. Matthew 18:15; 1 St. Timothy s:20; 11 St. Timothy 4:2; St. Titus
2:5.



ity and dispassion. It is, of course, first and foremost a duty of the cler-
gy of the Church, those who have been appointed “watchmen” and
who, in addition to the “0il” of compassion and love, also with discre-
tion and charity use the “wine” of severity and strictness, when neces-
sary. In particular, those who deviate publicly are to be publicly rebuked.
For this reason, St. John Chrysostomos, that bold and indomitable strug-
gler, scourges and rebukes errant clergy, rulers, rich people, and in gener-
al all of the faithful who sin persistently and unrepentantly. At the same
time, laypeople are not permitted to judge or rebuke clergy* for their
personal sins. Yet, even a severe rebuke ought to be administered with
understanding, sadness, and love, without fanaticism or bitterness, and
to the end of correcting the sinner and not of harshly judging or con-
demning him.’

As we can appreciate, censure cannot be exercised by everyone with
forcefulness and ease. But when it is a matter of heretics and those of
wrong belief, then things change. All who adulterate the salvific teaching
of the Church pose the greatest danger for the faithful, as subtle and, ini-
tially, internal enemies. Those who are right-minded ought to be “ready
always to give an answer to every man that asketh [them] a reason of the
hope that is in [them]”® and convince those who gainsay “sound doctrine.””
This is to be regarded as a bounden duty especially for clergy. Silence is
reprehensible, culpable, and carries with it a very grave responsibility. One
of the chief tasks of Shepherds of the Church is to refute heresy.®

2 Ezekiel 3:17.
3 See the Parable of the Good Samaritan, St. Luke 10:34.

4 A. Korakides, O &eyyos év 7fj ExxAnoiq kavd tiv Ayiav Ipagiv kai katd tiyv épunveiav kai
épapuoyny avtijs vmo tob i. Xpvooordpov [Censure in the Church according to Holy Scrip-
ture and according to the interpretation and application thereof by St. John Chrysosto-
mos] (Athens: 1965), pp. 63-87.

> St. John Chrysostomos, “Homily xx1t on St. Matthew,” Patrologia Graca, Vol. Lvi,
cols. 308-310.

¢ 1St Peter 3:15.
7 St. Titus :9.
8 Korakides, O &eyyos év 1fj ExxAnoiq, pp. 871t
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For this reason, the Divine Chrysostomos exhorts: “Let us not be si-
lent, let us not bear meekly” with heretical teachings, but “let us confess
the Faith with boldness.”

All of us bear a joint responsibility for the Faith of the Church; God
has entrusted to all of us the treasure of the Truth, and no one is ex-
empt from the resolute defense of Orthodoxy. No one can plead incom-
petence, ignorance, or unworthiness. When the Faith is at issue, as the
great Confessor St. Theodore the Studite very explicitly emphasizes, it is
not possible for anyone to put forward the justification: And who am I?
I am a Priest, a ruler, a soldier, a farmer, or a pauper, and so I have no
part or concern in this matter. “Alas, the stones cry out, and you are si-
lent and unconcerned?”!°

In a period of heretical upheaval, not only those who are eminent in
rank and knowledge, but also those who occupy the “rank of disciple”*
are obligated to struggle for the true Faith.

One might ask: How does the phrase from the Holy Gospel, “judge
not, that ye be not judged,”*? relate to the foregoing? The Divine Chrys-
ostomos has a ready answer: This commandment of the Lord holds good
when the question is one of “life, not of faith”'? (concerns personal sins,
not matters of faith).

It should be emphasized, here, that the struggle against heresy is
directed against falsehood and error, not against the heretic as a man.
Again, the Divine Chrysostomos is very clear: “By my discourse I pur-
sue not the heretic, but the heresy; the man I do not abhor, but I detest
the error.”' “[W]e must anathematize heretical doctrines and refute im-
®  “Encomiastic Homily on the Holy Martyr Loukianos,” Patrologia Greca, Vol. L, col.
526.

10 “Epistle 11.81, “To Pantoleon,” Patrologia Graca, Vol. xcIxX, col. 13214B.

' St. Theodore the Studite, “Epistle 1.2, “To the Monks,” Patrologia Graca, Vol. xc1x,
col. 1120B.

12 St. Matthew 7:1.
13 “Homily xxxtv on Hebrews,” Patrologia Graca, Vol. 1x111, col. 232.

14" “On the Holy Hieromartyr Phocas and Against Heresies,” Patrologia Graca, Vol. L,
col. 7o1.



pious teachings, from whomsoever we have received them, but show all
mercy to the men who advocate them and pray for their salvation.”*>

This is the healthy attitude towards heresy and heretics and the
sound way of dealing with them, without a trace of religious bigotry, fa-
naticism, or misanthropy. No one desires the death of a sinner or his vi-
olent bodily punishment! These have been from of old, and are, unfor-
tunately, even today, methods and practices favored by heretics and their
sympathizers against Orthodox strugglers!

Likewise, we ought to stress that, in the understanding of the Apos-
tles and the Fathers, the endeavor to convert an unrepentant heretic ceas-
es “after the first and second admonition.”'¢ If we have ascertained that
the heretic is incurably ill, we give up the endeavor in order to avoid
fruitless verbiage, since he is henceforth “self-condemned.”

In any case, discussion with heretics ought to be conducted with
an uncontentious spirit of gentleness and peace and be accompanied by
prayer and good deeds.!”

A refutation in defense of the Truth is sure to stir up opposition, es-
pecially when those of wrong belief have worldly means and might at
their disposal. In the face of the possibility even of martyrdom, unshak-
able faith in the power of truth and a spirit of self-sacrifice are required.
In difficulties, when human resources prove ineffective, we seek refuge in

God through prayer that He will act on behalf of His Church and His

servants.!®

15 “That We Should Not Anathematize the Living or the Dead,” Patrologia Greca, Vol.
XLVIIL, col. 952.

16 St. Titus 3:10.

17 Father Demetrios Bathrellos, ZyeSiaoua Aoypatixiic Ocoloyiag Mé Bdon 1o cvyypaucd

épyo o Ayiov Svpewv Ocooalovikng (t1429) [An outline of dogmatic theology based on
the writings of St. Symeon of Thessalonica (f1429)] (Athens: Ekdoseis En plo, 2008), p.
396.
18

Korakides, O &eyyos év 7j ExxAnoia, pp. 106-110.
5



a3. Confession of the Truth

In confronting heresies, aside from refuting error and false belief, we
need to make a good and saving confession of the truth of the Faith.
Moreover, only in the context of confession can a true refutation be un-
dertaken.

At a time of “ecumenical disorder,” when even the leaders of the lo-
cal Churches do not express faith in the Truth, but agree among them-
selves in wrong belief, the Catholicity of the Church is preserved only by
those who uphold the “correct and saving confession.” For this reason, St.
Maximos the Confessor affirms emphatically that “every man is sancti-
fied through the exact confession of the Faith.”?

Confession of the Truth cannot be suppressed in the interest of
achieving peace and harmony with the majority. When those in the right
during controversies over dogmatic issues keep silent out of inertia, cow-
ardice, or intimidation, they are complicit with those in error. “The sup-
pression of speech is the abolition of speech,” declares St. Maximos, for
“speech that is not uttered is not speech at all.”>® Confession of the Truth
cannot be confined solely within the heart of a man; it must without fail
be given outward expression. “God did not restrict salvation entirely to
the heart, for He said, “Whosoever therefore shall confess me before men,
him will I confess also before my Father which is in heaven’ [St. Mat-
thew 10:32]. And the Divine Apostle teaches: ‘For with the heart man be-
lieveth unto righteousness; and with the mouth confession is made unto
salvation [Romans 10:10].”?!

But what if our confession grieves most people? St. Maximos is again
disarming: “I cannot grieve God by keeping silent about those matters

»)D «

of which He has enjoined us to speak and confess. St. Maximos nev-

19 “Second Tome of Our Father Among the Saints Maximos the Confessor, Concern-
ing What Occurred in His First Exile, in Bizya; the Disputation Between Bishop Theo-
dosios of Casarea in Bithynia and Himself,” §28, Patrologia Greca, Vol. xc, col. 165a.

20 Jbid., Patrologia Graca, Vol. xc, col. 165AB.
2L [bid., Patrologia Graca, Vol. xc, col. 165B.

22 “Account of the Proceedings that Took Place Between Abba Maximos and His Com-
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er consented to such (supposed) economy [oikonomia). Economy at the
expense of Church dogma is inconceivable; or rather, it is worthy of

condemnation.”?3?

a4. The excision of the Latins

This unwavering stand pervades all of the glorious and, at the same
time, martyric historical life of the Holy Orthodox Church, which has
been tried, is being tried, and will be tried by heresies, so that “those
who are genuine may become manifest.”?*

In the year 807-808 two Benedictine monks from the West chant-
ed in Jerusalem the Symbol of Faith with the addition of the Filiogue,
that is, the false teaching that the Holy Spirit proceeds eternally not only
from the Father, but also from the Son. In so doing, they immediate-
ly provoked reactions on the part of the monks of the Monastery of St.
Savvas the Sanctified. The Orthodox monks hastened to characterize as
heretics those who had dared to introduce the impious addition. This
reaction, in the form of censure and confession, had a twofold result in
the West: on the one hand, a council in support of the Filiogue was con-
voked by King Charlemagne of the Franks, while on the other hand,
Pope Leo 111 quite correctly condemned the Filioque and, as a reminder
and a precaution, hung two silver plaques in the Church of St. Peter in
Rome. These plaques contained the Symbol of Faith without the innova-
tion, that is, without the addition of the Filioque.?>

We are familiar with the events that led up to the convocation of the
celebrated Great Synod of 879-880 in Constantinople, under St. Photios
panions and the Officials in the Council Chamber,” §9, Patrologia Greca, Vol. xc, col.

124A.

23 Charalambos G. Soteropoulos, O¢uara Soyparixijs Ocoloyiag kal mvevpatikis {wiis katd
iy Si8ackaliav Ma&ipov to5 Opodoynrod [Issues of dogmatic theology and spiritual life

according to the teaching of Maximos the Confessor] (Athens: 2003), p. 20.

24 (f 1 Corinthians 11:19.

25

Archimandrite Spyridon Bilales, ‘H Aipeoig 7o Filioque [The Heresy of the Filioque]
(Athens: Ekdoseis Orthodoxou Typou, 1972), Vol. 1, pp. 119-120.
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the Great, which is regarded by the conscience of the Orthodox Church
as the Eighth (Ecumenical Synod. At this Synod, the Latin cacodoxy of
the Filiogue was condemned, as also was the so-called Primacy of juris-
diction of the Pope of Rome over the entire Church.?

However, the falling away of the Westerners, with the adoption of
the foregoing cacodoxies condemned by the Undivided Church, became
complete in the eleventh century through well-known anathemas. There-
after, the attitude of the Orthodox towards the Westerners, especially fol-
lowing the tragic events of the Crusades, became entrenched: they were
considered heterodox and heretics.

The monks of the Holy Mountain wrote as follows to the Latin-
minded Emperor Michael viir Palaiologos during the second half of the
thirteenth century: “They [the Latins]...have not left untouched or un-
distorted any of the main points of the Faith. For this reason, not only
are they cut off from the Body of Christ, but they are consigned to Satan,
according to the saying of the Apostle Paul: ‘If any man preach any other
gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be accursed [anazh-
ema]’ [Galatians 1:9].... How, therefore, is it lawful...for us to unite with
them...as long as they remain in their heresies? If we accept this, we over-
turn everything at a stroke and abolish Orthodoxy.”?”

St. Meletios of Galesion, the Confessor, whose tongue was cut off by
the Latin-minded, writes aptly and with poetic rhythm:

...For even if some of our Shepherds say, out of ignorance of the Scriptures

or on other grounds, that the errors of the Italians are very slight, that they

are not heretics and have not been cut off from the assembly of the faith-
ful by any of the Saints, and that to commune with them is not a sin and

brings no harm to the soul, they speak falsely, they speak evilly, they are far

from the truth.... The whole choir of the Fathers condemns them and class-
26 Idem, OpBodokia xal Ilamouds [Orthodoxy and Papism] (Athens: Ekdoseis Adelpho-
tetos “Evnikes,” 1988), Vol. 1, pp. 216-217.

27 (f Panagiotes Semates, “Etvax Alpeon 6 TTamopdg; TiAéve Oikovpeviktg Zovodot kal
Iatépeg” [Is Papism a heresy? What do the (Ecumenical Synods and the Fathers say?],
OcoSpoyia, Vol. 1x, No. 2 (April-June 2007), p. 267.
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es them with the heretics, and he who communes with them is separated
from Christ and the Saints.?®

a5. St. Symeon of Thessalonica concerning the heresy of the Latins

Since we have dealt on a different occasion with the stand of St. Gre-
gory Palamas towards the Latins,* in tonight’s presentation we will turn
to another great Patristic figure, St. Symeon, Archbishop of Thessalonica
(t1429), a disciple of St. Gregory, a Hesychast, and an expounder of dog-
matic, liturgical, and mysteriological (sacramental) theology, in order to
observe in brief his attitude towards the Latin heresy, and also towards
the monotheistic religions of Judaism and Islam, and to draw guidance
from it.

St. Symeon fully believes that the Orthodox Church “preserves, ex-
presses, and lives the truth of the ancient, undivided Church. The fun-
damental criterion that determines this truth is (Holy) Scripture and the
decisions of the (Ecumenical Synods. These Synods composed and con-
firmed the Symbol [of Faith], which the Latin Church distorted in add-
ing the Filioque.”>°

And what was the cause of the deviation on the part of the Latins?
Arrogance and conceit, St. Symeon says without qualification.?! The Lat-
ins coveted secular wisdom and considered themselves wiser than their
Eastern brethren. Herein lies the root of all falls and cacodoxies: faith
and confidence in human knowledge, pride, and a dearth of humility
and love.

The false beliefs of the Papists can be summarized, according to St.

28 Jbid., p. 268.

29 See Hieromonk Klemes, “H Aipeoig 100 ITamopod kai 1) ovyxpovy Oikovpeviotikd
Ipootyyiotg Opbodoiwy kai ITamk@v” [The Heresy of Papism and the Contemporary Ec-
umenist Rapprochement Between Orthodox and Papists] (Sunday of Orthodoxy 2003):
<http://www.synodinresistance.org/ Theology_el/3a2031aAiresisPapismour.pdf>; <htep://
www.synodinresistance.org/Theology_el/3a2031bAiresisPapismour.pdf>; <http://www.
synodinresistance.org/ Theology_el/3a2031cAiresisPapismour.pdf>.

30 Bathrellos, Zyediaopa Aoypatikiis Ocodoyiag, p. 373.
3V Dialogue in Christ Against All Heresies, ch. 17, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 89a-D.
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Symeon, in three main categories: (1) dogmatic, (2) liturgical, and (3)
moral.??

e Their dogmatic errors include: the Filioque and the arbitrary ad-
dition thereof to the Symbol of Faith; the Primacy of the Pope; the so-
called Purgatorial Fire; the denial of a distinction between the Essence
and the Energies of God; and also the idea of created Energies in God
with regard to His relationship with the world and with man.

* The liturgical errors include: the performance of the Mystery of
Baptism not through three full immersions, but through affusion; the
separate celebration of Chrismation; not administering Divine Com-
munion to infants; the use of unleavened bread at the Divine Eucharist;
the Consecration of the Holy Gifts at the Divine Liturgy not through
the invocation of the Holy Spirit, but solely through the exclamation of
the Dominical Words of Institution; withholding the Holy Blood from
the faithful; Ordination through anointing; the provision of Unction
only to those at the point of death; the fragmentation of the monastic
schema into many religious orders; and the abrogation of the Wednesday
and Friday fast and the establishment of a Saturday fast.

* The moral errors include: widespread sexual promiscuity among
clergy, monastics, and laity, which they consider almost inculpable and
do not reckon among the impediments to the Priesthood;*? clergy shav-
ing their beards; eating the flesh of strangled animals; boasting about
their prosperity and worldly progress and dominance as a putative indi-
cation of God’s favor for their correctness and piety.

* As well, in the sacred arts of the Church (iconography, architecture,
music, etc.) they have developed a different perspective and practice, one
that is naturalistic, secular, and unspiritual.

32

Bathrellos, ZyeSiaopa Aoyparixijs Ocodoyiag, pp. 375-377-

33 St. Symeon, it should be noted, does admit, in this context, that sexual profligacy is

not unknown among Greek Orthodox clergy, but points out that such conduct is con-
sidered sinful and in need of correction by repentance (Dialogue, ch. 20, Patrologia Gre-
ca, Vol. cLv, col. 1054). [ Trans.]
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a6. St. Symeon of Thessalonica on Papal Primacy

From a purely practical standpoint, owing to lack of time, we will fo-
cus our attention on the burning issue, then as today, of Papal Primacy.

St. Symeon clearly states that “it is not necessary to contradict the
assertion of the Latins that the Bishop of Rome is first [among Bish-
ops®*], since this is not harmful to the Church. Let them merely show
us that he follows the Faith of Peter and the successors of Peter, and then
let him have all of the prerogatives of Peter and let him be first and lead-
er and head of all and supreme Hierarch.”3> If the Pope were to embrace
the Faith of his Orthodox predecessors, “he would be an Apostolic Hi-
erarch and first among all of the others, and we would submit to him....
But if he is not a successor of those Saints in the Faith, he is not succes-
sor to their throne. And not only is he neither Apostolic nor first nor Fa-
ther, but he is at odds with them, a corrupter [of the Faith], and an ad-
versary of the Apostles.”3¢

By contrast, St. Symeon praises the Church of Constantinople, be-
cause her Traditions were ordained not by a single Hierarch, but by a
Synod of Hierarchs from all over the world. This constitutes the true Ap-
ostolic practice, for neither the Apostle Peter nor anyone else made deci-
sions on his own, as is clearly evident in the New Testament, but in con-
cert with the others.?” The Saint also rejects the Latin principle that “the
First See is judged by no one,” since even the Patriarch is judged “by a
major Synod.”*® Supreme authority in the Church belongs to the Synod,
to which even the Patriarch is subject.

The Western dogma of the Infallibility of the Pope, and not simply of
the Roman Church, is a product of the Latin Middle Ages and not of the

34 ‘That is, “primus inter pares” (first among equals). [ 77ans.]
35 Dialogue, ch. 23, Patrologia Greca, Vol. cLv, col. 120B.
36 Ibid., ch. 23, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 120CD.

37 Ibid. (“Concerning the Sacred Liturgy”), ch. 93, Patrologia Greca, Vol. cLv, cols.
277¢-280cC.

38 Responses to Certain Questions Posed to Him by a Hierarch, Qu. 35, Patrologia Graca,
Vol. cLv, col. 884D.
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Undivided Church of the first millennium.?? St. Symeon emphatically af-
firms that the Popes not only are not infallible, but are, in fact, heretics.

St. Symeon, therefore, as an outstanding exponent of Orthodoxy, ac-
cepts one form of Papal Primacy (under no circumstances his Infallibil-
ity!), though interpreted on the basis of Orthodox ecclesiology, that is,
not a primacy of universal jurisdiction, nor one that undermines the Synod-
al nature of the Church.*!

The confutation and confession of St. Symeon have something very
important and sacred in view: the repentance of the Latins! If the Lat-
ins, like Peter, who denied Christ and rectified his denial, repent and re-
turn to the Orthodox Faith, then and only then will they become capa-
ble of strengthening their brethren, first-enthroned thenceforth in honor
and love.*?

In Patristic thought there is no room for any kind of ecumenist
amalgamation, communion, or ceconomy. The salvation of heretics de-
pends upon their return, in repentance, to the Truth of Orthodoxy from
which they have fallen.

a7. St. Symeon of Thessalonica on Judaism and Islam

Now, how does St. Symeon, as an authentic exponent of the spirit of
Orthodoxy, view the two monotheistic religions of Judaism and Islam?

Judaism rejects faith in the Triune God, whereas the Triunity of God
is foreheralded,?? albeit in a somewhat shadowy form,* in the Old Tes-

tament. Herein are prefigured the miracles, the sinlessness, and the Pas-

39 Bathrellos, Zyediaopa Aoyparikijs Ocodoyiag, p. 411, n.

40 Moreover, as is well known, the “Rock” (St. Matthew 16:18) on which the Church is
built is the confession of the Apostle Peter and not his person (see Dialogue, ch. 25, Pa-
trologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 133¢D; Explanation of the Divine and Sacred Symbol of Faith,
Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 796D).

41 Bathrellos, ZyeSiaoua Aoyparikiis Ocoloyiag, p. 412.

42 Dialogue, ch. 19, Patrologia Greca, Vol. crv, col. 100cD.

43 Dialogue, ch. 9, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, cols. s2c-57A.

44 Explanation of the Symbol of Faith, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 793¢D.
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sion of our Lord Jesus Christ, and also all that has occurred in the era of
Grace.® In the life, the worship, and the Mysteries of the Church every-
thing is done in a spiritual way; miracles are performed in the Name of
Christ for the deliverance of men from the domination of sin, the Devil,
and death, and the virtues are practiced by faithful Christians.*¢

St. Symeon distinguishes between Judaism and the Old Testament.
The latter is the Bible of the Church and points towards the New Tes-
tament, the dogma of the Holy Trinity, to the Lord Jesus Christ, etc.
Judaism is not the religion of the Old Testament, but a quasi-religion
founded on an erroneous interpretation of the Old Testament.?” As for
Islam, St. Symeon deals with it at some length.*® He portrays Moham-
med, who is regarded as the great prophet of Islam, in the darkest hues.
Islam, too, denies the dogma of the Holy Trinity. Denial of the Son en-
tails denial of the Father, while denial of the Holy Trinity entails deni-
al of the only true God. Furthermore, in Islam our Lord Jesus Christ is
considered a great prophet, but not God. For this reason, the followers
of Islam are characterized as atheists and “pagans” and are deemed akin
to the Jews in terms of unbelief and theomachy.*?

To the crass and flimsy argument of the Muslims against Christianity,
that if God has a Son He must also have a wife, the Saint replies that it is
invalid, since both the Father and Son are immaterial and incorporeal.>®

The Saint strongly condemns Islamic morality, calling it iniquity
and the “height of lechery.”>! He censures polygamy and other lascivi-
ous practices, and to these he juxtaposes the virginity and monogamy of

45 Dialogue (“Concerning the Holy Church and its Consecration”), ch. 129, Patrologia

Graca, Vol. cLv, cols. 3374B.

46 St. Symeon of Thessalonica, "Epya Ocoloyixd, “Emortol) mpdg [lavrov” [Theological

Works, Epistle to Paul], ed. David Balfour (Analekta Blatadon, Vol. xxx1v; Thessaloni-
ca: Patriarchikon Hidryma Paterikon Meleton, 1981), pp. 140-156.

47 Bathrellos, SyeSiaopa Aoyparixijs Ocoloyiag, p. 338.

4 Ibid., pp. 339ff.

4 Dialogue, ch. 14, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 8oD.

>0 "Epya Ocodoyixd, p. 116.

>V Dialogue, ch. 14, Patrologia Greca, Vol. cLv, col. 77D.
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Christians as proof of the superiority of Christianity. He considers it es-
pecially abhorrent that Islam even imagines Paradise to be a place where
carnal passions will hold sway.>?

He likewise censures the aggressive and bellicose tactics of the follow-
ers of Islam and accuses them of murder, robbery, and abduction, with-
out a trace of pity for their victims or even for their relatives.>® Two of
the most negative aspects of Islam, according to the Saint are the notion
of “holy war” (fihad) and, related to this, the fact that it sanctions the in-
stitution of slavery.

In the face of all this, Christians are called by the Saint not only to
maintain their Faith at all costs and to adhere unswervingly to it, but
also to confess it with boldness, even to the point of self-sacrifice and

martyrdom, if need be.

a8. The religious experiences of others and the evaluation thereof

St. Symeon deals also with the question of the experiences of believ-
ers among other religions. These not only do not appertain to the true
and real Divine experiences in Christianity, but are, in fact, opposed to
them.>* There are no experiences common to Christianity and other reli-
gions. In Islam, in particular, Mohammed was in thrall to demons, while
prayers within Islam constitute defilement and blasphemy, for in reali-
ty its adherents “are not praying, but are at war with God.”>> Between
Christianity and other religions, including the monotheistic ones (Juda-
ism and Islam), there lies a great chasm, even if we can find in them ele-
ments that may be positive.

For this reason, the opinions of the ecumenist Archbishop Anastasios
(Giannoulatos) of Albania and of certain other like-minded Churchmen,
that the question of the attitude of Christianity towards other religions
>2 Bathrellos, ZyeSiaoua Aoyparikiis Ocodoyiag, p. 343.

33 Ibid., p. 344.
> [bid., p. 347.
5 Dialogue, ch. 10, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 65c.
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is a “matter open to theological debate” or that religions are “‘batteries’
charged by rays of the divine truth of the ‘Sun of Righteousness,” with
experience about life...[which] have helped many on their course, pro-
viding them with an imperfect light, or some reflections of light,”>® must
be deemed anti-Patristic and anti-Orthodox. The religions of the world,
however strange this may seem in our days, are expressions and forms
of “atheism.” According to St. Symeon, even the monotheistic religions,
which reject God gua Holy Trinity, are “completely atheistic.”>” Indeed,
“he who does not believe in Christ does not believe in God,”*® as Emper-
or John Cantacouzenos pithily expresses it.

However, none of these disagreeable discoveries should lead us into
any kind of misanthropy, religious bigotry, or xenophobia. St. Symeon
devoutly exhorts his flock: “As for those of other religions, you should
commiserate them; you should, of course, show mercy to them and pray
to God for their conversion; for it is the duty of the pious to pray for
those who persecute and harass them.”® In another context, he stress-
es our obligation to pray for them and to treat them with understand-

ing and love.®°
29. Contemporary anti-Patristic and anti-Orthodox activities

But how far removed this attitude is from the most recent statements
and activities of the ecumenist Patriarch Bartholomew in relation to Jews
and Muslims!

At the end of last October, during an official visit to a Jewish syn-
agogue in New York, Patriarch Bartholomew concluded his address as

56 Bathrellos, ZyeSiaoua Aoyuatixiic Ocodoyiag, p. 348, n. 61; ¢f. “Facing People of Oth-

er Faiths from an Orthodox Point of View,” The Greek Orthodox Theological Review, Vol.
xxxviiL, Nos. 1-4 (1993), p. ISI.

7 Dialogue, ch. 10, Patrologia Greca, Vol. crv, col. 65c.

58

“Third Apology Against the Mohammedans,” §8, Patrologia Greca, Vol. cLiv, col.
516C.

% "Epya Ocodoyikd, p. 131

0 Dialogue, ch. 1, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 378.
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follows: “Let us hold our hands not only in prayer, but also in solidari-
ty with one another. We owe it to our God, to our common patriarchs
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, to each other, and to the world.”®! On the
following day, in a speech at the headquarters of the Coca-Cola Com-
pany, addressing its Muslim President and his wife, he concluded as fol-
lows: “I have a small souvenir—small and great. A souvenir for Defne
and Muhtar. This is the Holy Qur’an, the sacred book of our Muslim
brothers and sisters.”¢*

Was this a matter of simple private politesse, or of public declara-
tions before the entire world, which have absolutely nothing to do with
the Faith and Tradition of the Holy Fathers, and are completely contra-
ry thereto? In truth, the chasm into which the ecumenists are falling is

bottomless!

al0. The Latins are more dangerous than the non-Christians.

Finally, however, to return to St. Symeon, we should be aware that
the Latins, who are regarded as Christian “brethren,” are much more
dangerous than the “atheistic” non-Christians. This is because they give
the illusion that they are very close to us, that they constitute anoth-
er, legitimate version of the Christian Faith, or one that, though differ-
ent, is nonetheless similar to ours, just as valid, and equivalent to it. For
this reason, the Saint correctly observes that, of all those who have act-
ed against the Church, the Latins have caused her the greatest harm.®3
The Saint’s words may seem harsh and extreme, but they have grave ec-
clesiological and soteriological import. For he knew well the desire and
purpose of the Latins and wished to safeguard and protect, and also to
61 “Meeting with the Members Religious and Lay Leaders of the Jewish Community,”
<http://www.patriarchate.org/documents/2009-parkeastsynagogue>.

62 <http://www.youtube.com/user/Patriarchate#p/u/19/boPSYG30BRY>. For the text
of the Patriarch’s speech, see: “At the Dinner In Honor of His All Holiness [sic] at World
of Coca Cola hosted by Muhtar Kent,” <http://www.patriarchate.org/documents/coca-
cola-2009>.

3 Dialogue, ch. 19, Patrologia Graca, Vol. cLv, col. 100D.
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forewarn, the Orthodox, who are usually submissive when they find
themselves in a difficult external situation.

The Latins remain voluntarily in their error, being incurable as a
whole, and their goal is set: they aimed, and aim, at our Uniatization—
of old through violence and deception, but now through a particularly

refined form of deception!

Part I1

bl. The first-fruits of Protestant ecumenism

Exactly a century ago, in 1910, in Edinburgh, Scotland, the founda-
tions for the inauguration of the ecumenical movement, which so char-
acterized the twentieth century, were laid. The nineteenth century was
the century of missionary awakening, during which various Protestant
groups, products of the Reformation and the illegitimate offspring of Pa-
pism, which was itself outside the Church, spread to many parts of the
world in order to Christianize it. However, many problems emerged as
a result of the fragmentation of Christianity and the mutual antagonism
between these groups in the mission field, such that the Gospel that they
were preaching came to lack credibility.

Thus, these Protestant groups recognized the need to find ways of
codperating with each other and of restoring their unity, which they
viewed as the restoration of the unity of the Church. Such an idea was
mooted at this first World Missionary Conference in Edinburgh. How-
ever, at this conference discussions of theological and dogmatic differenc-
es were avoided and appeals were made for the “urgent Christian mission”
of “world-wide evangelism.”%4
64Styliamnpanides, “H’Op0680&n "Exxnoia kai 10 IMaykéopio ZvpPodiio Exxdn-
o1@v. Mia «kowwvia» apotPaiov épmdovtipod otd Spopo t@v avalyrioewy” [The Orthodox
Church and the World Council of Churches: A “fellowship” of mutual enrichment on
the path of searching], in Totopia tijg OpBodoéiag [History of Orthodoxy], Vol. viir (n.p:
Ekdoseis RoaD, n.d. [actual place and date of publication: Athens, 2009]), p. 234.

John Mott, one of the most prominent figures in the nascent ecumenical move-
ment, gave classic expression to this idea in the title of one of his most famous books,
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b2. The entry of the Orthodox into ecumenism

Amid the deliberations of the Protestant world, in the especially con-
fused period of history following the end of the First World War, cer-
tain audacious representatives of Orthodoxy intervened decisively in the
pan-Christian scene in an unprecedented move. Nearly ninety years ago,
in January of 1920, the Patriarchate of Constantinople issued a contro-
versial Encyclical, which from its title alone betrayed its blatantly anti-
Orthodox nature: “To the Churches of Christ Everywhere.” It asked the
so-called “Churches,” which it regarded explicitly, and without any Or-
thodox justification, “as relatives and as being a part of the household of
Christ, and fellow heirs, members of the same body, and partakers of the
promise of God in Christ,”® “to overcome the spirit of distrust and to
show the power of love, by creating a ‘League of Churches’ on the mod-
el of the ‘League of Nations.”®® It observed that “in spite of the existing
dogmatic differences, it is possible for there to be rapprochement and
fellowship between the Churches, and particularly on social and mor-
al issues, ‘in preparation and advancement of that blessed union which
will be completed in the future in accordance with the will of God.”¢77¢8

In this way, the Patriarchate, according to a leading light in the ec-
umenical movement (W.A. Visser 't Hooft), “formulated an important
principle when it said that co6peration between churches on practical is-
sues should not be postponed until full dogmatic agreement is reached,
but that this codperation would prepare the way for such a reunion. This
The Evangelization of the World in This Generation (New York: Student Volunteer Move-
ment for Foreign Missions, 1900). [ 77ans.]

6> “Encyclical of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, 1920,” in The Orthodox Church in the
Ecumenical Movement: Documents and Statements 1902-1975, ed. Constantine G. Patelos
(Geneva: World Council of Churches, 1978), p. 40.

66 Tsompanides, “H Op068o&n "Exxinoia xai 10 ITaykéopo Zvppotdio ExkAnotav,” p.
246.

67 “Encyclical of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, 1920,” in Patelos, 7he Orthodox Church

in the Ecumenical Movement, p. 40.
%8 Tsompanides, “H Op08680&n Exxinoia kai 1o Ilaykéopwo Zvpfovho Exxkinodv,” p.
246.
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principle constituted one of the fundamental presuppositions of the ec-
umenical movement.”®?

The Orthodox ecumenists, totally devoid of any grounding in Or-
thodoxy, believed that this Encyclical was issued from an awareness of
the necessity of “a testimony of faith and love before the world and of
pastoral concern for the needs of suffering humanity.””® To this end
a new “beginning” was laid, which inter alia, according to Germanos
Strenopoulos,”’ “widens the notion of the relationships between the
members of a single church—as members of one body—so as to ap-
ply it to the relationships between several churches.””> How Orthodoxy,
the one and singular Body of Christ, the only True Church, is now pro-
claimed by the ecumenists as one and the same “Body” with heretics of
many kinds, remains a fact difficult, if not impossible to explain. No ex-
planation can be provided, as one might expect, on the basis of Holy
Tradition, for such an explanation is non-existent!

It would not be superfluous to remind you that one of the proposals
of this anti-Orthodox Encyclical of 1920 was the adoption of a “uniform
calendar” by Orthodox and heterodox, the so-called “New Calendar,” so
that they might celebrate Feasts together as a decisive measure towards

mutual rapprochement. Thus, the causal relationship between the calen-

89 Ibid., p. 249.
70 Ibid., p. 251.

71 Metropolitan Germanos of Thyateira (1872-1951), who served as Exarch of the (Ec-
umenical Patriarchate for Western and Central Europe, his see being based in Lon-
don. One of the chief pioneers and architects of the ecumenical movement, he served
as Vice-President of the first and second world conferences on Faith and Order (Laus-
anne 1927 and Edinburgh 1937, respectively) and subsequently as a member of the pro-
visional committee of the World Council of Churches (Dictionary of the Ecumenical
Movement [Geneva: wcc Publications, 1991], s.v. “Germanos [Strenopoulos]”). Accord-
ing to Protopresbyter George Tsetses, Metropolitan Germanos played a pivotal rdle in
the composition of the 1920 Encyclical (Oixovpevicos Opdvog kai Oixovuévy: Ernionua Ila-
tprapyixd Keipeva [The (Ecumenical Throne and the Ecumene: official Patriarchal docu-
ments] [Katerine: Ekdoseis “Tertios,” 1989], pp. 56-57); ¢f- W.A. Visser 't Hooft, Mem-
oirs (London: scum Press, 1973), p. 255. [T