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Are the Fasts of the Apostles, the Dormition and Christmas
Obligatory or Voluntary (or Even Prohibited)?
Religious Controversy in Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Byzantium

ABSTRACT: This article seeks to cast light on a debate in eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantium. At that time it was
discussed whether the fasts of the Apostles, the Dormition and Christmas were obligatory or a matter of personal choice. The
champions of the latter view argued that there was no canon requiring their observance. Others accused them of laxity but
found it difficult to argue their case. Since proof texts were few and far between and not as informative as they would have
wished the defenders of the fasts came to quite different conclusions.
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Today the Orthodox Church recognises four periods of extended fasting: the movable Great Lent
before Easter, which lasts seven weeks, the fast preceding the feast of the Holy Apostles on 29
June, which begins after All Saints, the movable Sunday after Pentecost, and varies in length
between eight and forty-two days, the fast of the Dormition, which lasts from 1 to 14 August and
the fast of Christmas, which begins after the feast of St Philip on 14 November and ends on 24
December!. The authors of contemporary fastenspiegel take it for granted that the four fasts have
been observed since time immemorial. Yet this is not the case. Only the fast of the Great Lent goes
back to the early church?. Firm evidence for the fasts of the Apostles and of Christmas is only
found in monastic rules of the tenth century, and the fast of the Dormition was instituted even more
recently: the first attempts to implement it were made in the second half of the eleventh century.
Given that the fast of the Dormition was a new development it comes as no surprise that it was
controversial. It is more striking that it was also questioned whether the two other lesser fasts
should be observed. The participants in the debate seek to support their positions with proof texts
whereas unwritten traditions are rejected as invalid. This is a new trend, which sets the later
eleventh and twelfth centuries apart from earlier periods when such traditions were readily
accepted.

THE FAST OF THE DORMITION

For anyone who wishes to study the fast of the Dormition the first port of call is Venance Grumel’s
article Le jetine de I’Assomption dans 1’Eglise grecque, which came out in 19333, Responding to an
earlier contribution by Karl Holl*, Grumel sought to determine how the custom evolved. His article
is an impressive feat of scholarship. It not only considers almost all the surviving evidence but also

@ Dirk Krausmiiller: Gratian-Marx-Str. 8/25, A-1110 Wien; dkrausmuller@gmail.com
I See e.g. the homepage of the St Peter the Apostle Antiochian Orthodox Church: Feasts and Fasts of the Church 2023/2024
https://stpeterantiochian.org/downloads/2023-2024%20Church%20Y ear.pdf (consulted: 02.01.2024).

2 See R. ARBESMANN, Fasttage, in: RAC VII. Stuttgart 1969, 500-520.

3 V. GRUMEL, Le jetine de I’Assomption dans I’Eglise grecque. EO 32 (1933) 162—183. J. HERBUT, De ieiunio et abstinentia
in ecclesia byzantina ab initiis ad saec. XI. Rome 1968, 75-77, follows Grumel. For a recent summary see B. CASEAU,
Nourritures terrestres, nourritures célestes, la culture alimentaire a Byzance. Paris 2015, 174-177.

K. HoLL, Die Entstehung der vier Fastenzeiten in der griechischen Kirche, in: Gesammelte Aufsdtze zur Kirchen-
geschichte. Tiibingen 1928, 1I.1 155-203.
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contains many pertinent observations. I am greatly indebted to Grumel’s work but will discuss the
sources in a different sequence in order to bring out more clearly the dynamics of the debate.

sksksk

The beginnings of the fast of the Dormition are shrouded in mystery. The first text that appears to
mention it dates to the year 920. It is the so-called Tomus Unionis, which ended the controversy
about the four marriages of Emperor Leo VI5. This text stipulates that those who get married for a
third time are permitted to partake of the Eucharist on the feast of the Dormition because it is
preceded by a fast®. Yet there is no evidence to show that this fast was implemented. Other sources
that seem to date to the same or an even earlier period turn out to be pseudepigrapha’. Indeed, it is
not mentioned in monastic rules of the tenth and early eleventh centuries, our most important
sources for the Byzantine fasting regime?. It first appears in the kanonarion of Nicon, monk of the
Black Mountain in the region of Antioch®. In another of his works, the Pandectes, which he wrote
in the 1060s, Nicon claims that it was endorsed by the patriarchs of Antioch and observed in the
monasteries of Mt Olympus'?. Other evidence, however, suggests that it was unknown in the
Byzantine heartland even after this date. The monks of Mt Athos seem to have become aware of it
only around the year 1100 when they enquired of Patriarch Nicholas III Grammatikos (1084—1111)
whether they should observe it!'!. Indeed, it is not yet mentioned in the Noftificatio perspicua, an
update of Athanasius’ Hypotyposis for Lavra, which was written during the same years by the
protos John Tarchaneiotes'2. The first Constantinopolitan rule to include the fast of the Dormition
is the typikon of the monastery of Phoberos on the Bosphorus, which was composed soon after the
year 111313, Its author, the abbot John, adds it to the text of his model, the Evergetis Typikon,
where it is not mentioned'*. Yet even in the twelfth century references to the fast of the Dormition

5 For the Tetragamy controversy see S. TOUGHER, The Reign of Leo VI (886-912): Politics and People. Berlin — New York
— Cologne 1997, 157-159.

¢ Tomus unionis (ed. L.G. WESTERINK, Nicholas I Patriarch of Constantinople: Miscellaneous Writings. Washington, DC
1981, 66). See V. GRUMEL — J. DARROUZES, Les regestes des actes du patriarcat de Constantinople, I: Les actes des
patriarches, 2—-3: Les regestes de 715 a 1204. Paris 1989, 244-246 (n. 715).
Grumel who seeks to arrange the evidence in chronological order begins with five texts that he dates to the eighth to tenth
centuries: the Stoudite Catechesis chronica, which he considers to be by Theodore the Stoudite (f 826), a canon of
Patriarch Nicephorus I (806-815), a treatise by John of Nicaea, which he dates to the later ninth century and a brief text
that refers to the time of Leo VI. See GRUMEL, Jeline 163—172. Yet these texts must be dated to the eleventh or twelfth
centuries. See below notes 56, 70, 22. Holl claims that the fast was instituted at the initiative of Pope Nicholas I (858-877).
See HOLL, Entstehung 198-200. This argument is highly speculative since Holl only produces circumstantial evidence.
See the Stoudios Hypotyposis, Athanasius’ Hypotyposis for Lavra and the Testament of Paul of Latros, which date to the
tenth century, and the Iviron Hypotyposis, the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius and the lost Typikon of the Panagios
monastery, which date to the first half of the eleventh century. For references see note 37.
® Nicon, Kanonarion (Logos 1) 89 (ed. Chr. HANNICK — P. PLANK — C. LUTZKA — T.I. AFANAS’EVA, Das Taktikon des Nikon
vom Schwarzen Berge: Griechischer Text und kirchenslavische Ubersetzung des 14. Jahrhunderts. Freiburg i. Br. 2014, 1
48-134, esp. 120.19-121.8).
See GRUMEL, Jetine 173. The Greek text has not yet been edited. Grumel refers to a Latin summary of an Arabic translation
in A. MAI, Scriptorum veterum nova collectio e Vaticanis codicibus edita. Rome 1831, IV 162-163. For the date of the
Pandectes see HANNICK — PLANK — LUTZKA — AFANAS’EVA, Taktikon, I xxvii.
' This is pointed out by GRUMEL, Jeline 176.
John Tarchaneiotes, Notificatio perspicua (Eidnoig ebovvontog) (ed. A.A. DMITRIEVSKIJ, Opisanie liturgieskich rukopisej
chranja$¢ichsja v bibliotekach pravoslavnago vostoka, III: Typika. Petrograd 1917, 135-151, esp. 145-150). On this text
see D. KRAUSMULLER, The Athonite monastic tradition during the eleventh and early twelfth centuries, in: Mount Athos
and Byzantine Monasticism, ed. A.A. Bryer — M. Cunningham. Aldershot 1996, 57-65.
13 John, Phoberos Typikon (ed. A. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Noctes Petropolitanae. St Petersburg 1913, 1-87, esp. 50).
14 Timothy, Evergetis Typikon (ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis. REB 45 [1982] 1-101, esp. 43).
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are absent from most rules!’. The only other exception is the Southern Italian Patirion Typikon'®.
Fasting in August appears to have become de rigueur only in the Late Byzantine period!”.

The treatment of the topic in the rules of Nicon and of John of Phoberos is strikingly similar. As
is customary the two authors prescribe a particular diet for the two weeks. Yet this is not their main
concern. The bulk of their chapters is taken up with explanations as to why the fast of the
Dormition should be observed. Nicon and John of Phoberos refer to two texts, the Tomus Unionis,
and an anti-Armenian treatise by a certain John of Nicaea, which lists the fast of the Dormition as
one of the official fasts of the Byzantine church!s. It is evident that these texts are meant to justify
the practice and to persuade those who do not yet recognise its existence.

That this was an up-hill struggle can be seen from Nicon’s Pandectes and from another text
originating in the patriarchate of Antioch, a treatise by Anastasius, bishop of Caesarea, which
postdates the year 10841°, In the Pandectes we read:

We have asked not a few people about such a fast and we have found that for some reason
unknown to us their answers do not match. And some say that the fast is lawful and canonical,
and it is painstakingly kept by them, whereas others confess that it does exist but say that they
do not observe it, and yet again others do not accept it at all but rather denounce those who ob-
serve it?0,

The first group finds Nicon’s reasoning convincing and acts accordingly. By contrast, the
second and the third groups maintain that the fast of the Dormition is without testimony. Nicon
offers no further explanation, but we can reconstruct their argument from other sources. For one
thing, they criticised that the ‘proofs’ produced by Nicon, Anastasius and John of Phoberos were
few in number: despite all their efforts the three authors had only managed to unearth two texts.
(When Anastasius claims that he could have offered more evidence he is being disingenuous.)
Moreover, they did not consider these texts to be authoritative. They pointed out that the Tomus
Unionis was of late date and had no counterpart in earlier canonical literature?!, and they may have
known that the anti-Armenian treatise of ‘John of Nicaea’ was in reality written by the
Constantinopolitan monk Euthymius of Peribleptos in the second quarter of the eleventh century?2.

While the second and third groups agreed in rejecting the evidence they differed in their
responses. The second group was of the opinion that there was no obligation to fast in August but
that everyone was free to do so since the custom had been introduced by pious people. The third

15 Tt is not mentioned in the Kecharitomene Typikon, in the Mamas Typikon, in the Pantokrator Typikon, in the Machairas
Typikon and in the Kosmosoteira Typikon. See GRUMEL, Jetine 186—187.

16 Patirion Typikon (MS Jena, Thiiringer Universitits- und Landesbibliothek, G.B.q.6a, fol. 161189, esp. fol. 163v—164r
[Diktyon 34174]). See D. ARNESANO, La penitenza dei monaci a S. Maria del Patir e a S. Nicola di Casole. REB 72 (2014)
249-273.

17" See GRUMEL, Jetine 178—179.

18 Pseudo-Isaac, Oratio I contra Armenios (PG 132, 1155-1217, esp. 1197A-1204C). See below note 21.

Anastasius of Caesarea, De jejunio ss. Deiparae (ed. G.A. RHALLES — M. POTLES, Syntagma ton theion kai hieron kanonon

ton te hagion kai paneuph€mon apostolon kai ton hieron oikoumenikon kai topikdon synodon kai ton kata meros paterdn.

Athens 1854, IV 585-588). See GRUMEL, Jeline 174; and HOLL, Entstehung 201.

Nicon, Pandectes (excerpt) (589 RHALLES — POTLES): OOk OAiyolg 8¢ mepl TNV To1a0TNV VNoTEioy ENEPMTHCOLEY, KOl 0VK

010’ B¢ ACVLUPHOVOLE EBPOLEV TAC TOVTMV AIOKPIcELC, Kai oi pév Aéyovcty dTt EvBeoudg £0T1, Kol Kovovikt) YoTeia, Kol

v axpiPeig puAdTTETON IO ODTRY, ETEPOL O OPOAOYODGL HEV ATV £lval, AEYOUsL 88 Ut GUAGTTEWY adTAY, BAAOL 88 00SE

OAmg oV TapadEyovTal, GAA Kai Kotnyopodow udAlov Tolg tavtv @uidttovtag. (my translation) It is not entirely

clear whether the passage is by Nicon himself. In the Coislinianus 37, it is identified as oyolov £tépov (scholion by

someone else). See MS Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Coislin 37, fol. 1-367, esp. fol. 324v (Diktyon 49179). A

comparison of the numerous manuscripts is beyond the scope of this article.

See below note 51.

22 See V. GRUMEL, Les invectives du ‘catholicos Isaac’. REB 14 (1956) 179-186, esp. 184-186. GRUMEL, Jefine, 168—169,
still thought that John of Nicaea was a ninth-century figure.
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group was much more aggressive. For them any custom that was not mentioned in the canons was
downright heretical. Anastasius gives us a hint as to how they may have argued their case. He avers
that the fast of the Dormition should be accepted because it was instituted in honour of the Virgin
and not a pagan custom like the artzibourion, the Armenian fast during the second week before
Great Lent when the Byzantines still partook of all types of food?. In treatises against the
artzibourion it was claimed that the Armenians had no proof texts that would justify their custom?*.
This suggests that the third group drew a parallel between the heretical artzibourion and the fast of
the Dormition, which for them was equally undocumented.

Anastasius and Nicon do not name names, which makes it difficult to reconstruct the debate.
Yet it would be wrong to think that the demand for proof texts was a clever strategy devised by
people who wished to shirk a new burden. In fact, their views were shared by none other than the
saintly Patriarch Nicholas. When the Athonite monks asked him about the fast of the Dormition he
responded tersely: ‘One must not ... observe the fast from the beginning of August to its fifteenth
day.’? After the Athonite monks had enquired whether the Tomus Unionis was not valid proof he
qualified his position. He now stated that the fast mentioned in the Tomus Unionis had been
transferred but that ‘many people still fasted in order to purify themselves from illnesses’?¢. The
focus on the health of the body shows clearly that Nicholas did not accord the fast of the Dormition
a religious significance. This is in stark contrast to Nicon and Anastasius who declared that those
who kept the fast honoured the Virgin.

At this point we must ask: why would Nicholas reject the fast of the Dormition? He was
certainly no laxist. He spent much of his time attempting to implement a stricter regime for the two
weekly fast days Wednesday and Friday?’. This does not, however, mean that he was inconsistent.
He, too, believed that a custom was only valid if it could be supported by canon law. When he
championed the weekly fasts he based his argument on canon 69 of the Apostles, which did not
permit relaxation on any day of the year. As a pronouncement of Christ’s disciples this text had the
highest possible authority?s. By contrast, he could not accept the late and dubious testimonies of
John of Phoberos, Nicon and Anastasius.

Significantly, Nicon and John of Phoberos also propagated the weekly fasts, buttressing their
arguments with extensive florilegia of canonical texts?®. Such exclusive reliance on written sources
was a new development, which set the late eleventh and twelfth centuries apart from earlier periods

23 Anastasius, Jejunio (586 RHALLES — POTLES).
24 See A. SHARF, Byzantine Orthodoxy and the ‘Preliminary Fast’ of the Armenians, in: Byzance: Hommage a André Stratos.
Athens 1986, 1T 650672, esp. 652—658.
Nicholas, Responsa ad monachos I (ed. J.B. PITRA, Spicilegium solesmense complectens sanctorum patrum scriptorumque
ecclesiasticorum anecdota hactenus opera. Paris 1858, IV 477): O0 3¢i ... puharttew €& dpyfic 10D avyodotov Kol péypt Tig
meviekadekdmg avtod vnotevelv. (my translation) See GRUMEL, Jeline 175.
Nicholas, Responsa ad monachos II (477 PITRA): €11 moAAol T@V AvOpOTOV 310 TO KaOUPEVEY TAOV APPOCTNUATOV
ynotevovowv.(my translation) There also exists an abbreviated redaction of the text with Balsamon’s commentary. It has
the same content but omits the reference to illnesses (419 RHALLES — POTLES). See HOLL, Entstehung 176, 200. For a
discussion see GRUMEL — DARROUZES, Regestes 434440 (n. 977). A transferral is also mentioned in a text by Patriarch
Michael II Kourkouas (1143—1146). There it is claimed that the fast was moved from August to November and December
and thus became the fast of Christmas. Consequently, Michael II was also of the opinion that there was no fast of the
Dormition. See GRUMEL, Jetine 177—-179.
27 For the following see KRAUSMULLER, Tradition 60—65.
28 In reality it is, of course, a fourth-century forgery. See F.X. FUNK, Die apostolischen Konstitutionen, eine litterar-
historische Untersuchung. Rottenburg 1891.
29 See Nicon, Taktikon (Logos 6) (266-278 HANNICK — PLANK — LUTZKA — AFANAS’EVA); and John, Phoberos Typikon 16
(27-28 PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS).
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when oral tradition had played an important role3’. Only rarely do we hear a dissenting voice. One
example is found in a collection of canons:

Some people do not keep the fast from the beginning of the month of August until the fifteenth
day, because concerning it no canon is found. But since many people fast in order to purify
themselves from sins, and it has become a custom in the church, and piety abounds worthily, he
who does not keep it must be excommunicated3!.

Here it is claimed that established custom is as binding as canon law and that those who
disregard it must be punished. In the manuscripts the canon is attributed to Patriarch Nicholas and
it indeed bears a resemblance to Nicholas’s second answer to the Athonites: in both texts mention
is made of purification. Yet in the canon the wording is subtly changed. ‘Sins’ has been substituted
for ‘illnesses’, which gives the fast a religious significance®?. There can be no doubt that the
original text was reworked by a champion of the fast of the Dormition who wished to enlist of the
authority of the patriarch. Interestingly, it was no longer enough to appeal to custom: the validity
of tradition itself had to be affirmed by canon law.

THE FASTS OF THE APOSTLES AND OF CHRISTMAS

Secondary literature about the development of the fasts of the Apostles and of Christmas in the
eleventh and twelfth centuries is sparse. Karl Holl’s wide-ranging and erudite article Die
Entstehung der vier Fastenzeiten in der griechischen Kirche only discusses the previous period3+.
And Joachim Herbut’s monograph deals with the topic only in cursory fashion3>. The most
important contribution remains Grumel’s article on the fast of the Dormition where several sources
pertaining to the other two fasts are also analysed.

kksk

Since it was a recent development it is not surprising that the fast of the Dormition became a bone
of contention. By contrast, the two other lesser fasts, that of the Apostles and that of Christmas,
were much more firmly rooted in tradition: already in the late seventh century Anastasius of Sinai
speaks of ‘fasts’ in the plural*®. They are then mentioned in all monastic rules that contain
stipulations about diet, beginning with the Stoudios Hypotyposis from the late ninth or early tenth

30" See J.-M. SANSTERRE, La parole, le texte et I'image dans les auteurs byzantins des époques iconoclaste et posticonoclaste,
in: Testo e immagine nell’ alto Medioevo. Spoleto 1994, 197-240; and K. PARRY, Chapter 16: Written and Unwritten
Tradition, in: Depicting the Word. Byzantine Iconophile Thought in the Eighth and Ninth Centuries. Leiden — New York —
Cologne 1996, 156-165.

Nicholas, Synodicae constitutiones 10 (470 PITRA): Thv amd tiig avyobotov pUnvog kol péypt &’ vnoteiov Tveg ov

QLAATTOVGL, J10 TO W) €Vpedijvar TPl DTG Kavova: AAA’ Emeldn) TOAAOL TAV AvOpmdTOV 510 TO KoOupeDEY TO AUAPTALLOTO

VNOTEVOLGL, Kai €ig cuvnBelay Ekpatnoey &v Tf] EkkAnciq, Kol 10 Yuxmeerss TAeovAel Tiping: TodTny Yodv O ur euAdéac,

apoprotéog. (my translation) See GRUMEL — DARROUZES, Regestes 440443, esp. 441 (n. 977).

32 See GRUMEL, Jetine 177.

3 So also GRUMEL, Jeline 177. Here one must briefly mention the thorny issue of the Fastengedicht, which in the
manuscripts is almost unanimously attributed to Nicholas Grammatikos. There it is stipulated that one must observe the
fast of the Dormition (ed. J. KODER, Das Fastengedicht des Patriarchen Nikolaos III. Grammatikos. Edition des Textes und
Untersuchung seiner Stellung innerhalb der byzantinischen Fastenliteratur. JOB 19 [1970] 203-241, esp. 226). Grumel
thought that it was a pseudepigraphon. See GRUMEL, Jetine 177. In several instances it is much more lenient than other
texts by Nicholas, which begs an explanation. A detailed study remains a desideratum.

3 See HoLL, Entstehung 155-203.

35 See HERBUT, Abstinentia 72-75.

36 Anastasius of Sinai, Quaestiones et Responsiones 51 (ed. M. RICHARD — J.A. MUNITIZ, Anastasii Sinaitae Quaestiones et
Responsiones. Turnhout — Leuven 2006, 304-305). See HOLL, Fastenzeiten 184 who only knew the much more elaborate
version in PG 89, which is a later reworking. See below note 64.
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century’’. Thus one would expect their observance to be a matter of course. Yet this was not the
case as can be readily seen from the following text:

Noone shall break the fast in the so-called fast of St Philip and in that of the Holy Apostles. If
someone transgresses our decree, if he is a cleric he shall be deposed, and if he is a layman he
shall be deprived of the participation in the good (i.e. the Eucharist)?.

The text presents itself as a canon issued by Patriarch Nicholas. Unfortunately, this attribution is
not beyond doubt. The canon is found in the same collection as the anathema of those who do not
fast in the first half of August, which as we have seen cannot have Nicholas as its author. Yet in
this case no other text by Nicholas is known that would contradict its contents. Thus it could well
be genuine.

If this conclusion is correct the canon does not seem to have had the desired effect. At the end of
the twelfth century the famous canonist and patriarch of Antioch, Theodore Balsamon (1193—
1195), was faced with the same problem. In his Epistula de jejuniis, which he sent to his flock in
Syria, he makes the following statement:

We see some indifferent people who only keep the forty-day-long fast of the Pascha without
fail, whereas they not only debase the others, but also consider them almost to be non-existent,
for they extol the feast of the birth of Christ and the feast of the holy and leading Apostles
through a fast of four days. And they seem <not> to transgress but rather to honour the feasts
because they do that supposedly out of piety, what has not been canonically handed down by the
divine Fathers?°.

Here it is claimed that some of those who fast before the feasts of Christmas and the Apostles do
not regard this as a canonical obligation but as a voluntary act of piety and therefore feel free to fast
as long as they like. This argument is already familiar to us from the previous discussion: the
second group mentioned in Nicon’s Pandectes had drawn the same conclusion for the fast of the
Dormition. Yet in this case there is no mention of an outright rejection. Noone appears to have
been prepared to take such a radical stance.

More detailed information about the debate can be gleaned from the treatise De tribus
quadragesimis, which goes under the name of Anastasius of Sinai, patriarch of Antioch, but was
written by an unknown author in the middle of the twelfth century*:

37 Stoudios Hypotyposis (PG 99, 1704-1720, esp. 1716); Lavra Hypotyposis (ed. Ph. MEYER, Die Haupturkunden fiir die
Geschichte der Athoskloster. Leipzig 1894, 130-140, esp. 137); Iviron Hypotyposis (tr. K. KEKELIDZE, Liturgiceskie
gruzinskie pamyatniki v oteCestvennych knigokhranilis¢ach. Tiflis 1908, 228-313, esp. 307-308); Typikon of Patriarch
Alexius (Church Slavonic translation) (ed. A. PENTKOVSKU, Tipikon patriarcha Aleksija Studita v Bizantii i na Rusi,
Moscow 2001, 374-375). In this text there is no reference to the fast of the Apostles but this may be due to the clumsiness
of the translation. Evergetis Typikon (43 GAUTIER); Petritzos Typikon (ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon du sébaste Grégoire
Pakourianos. REB 47 [1984] 5-145, esp. 71). Both fasts are then also found in the twelfth-century rules of the Phoberos,
Patirion, Kecharitomene, Mamas, Kosmosoteira, Machairas and Pantokrator monasteries.

Nicholas, Synodicae constitutiones 17 (472 PITRA): Tiiv 10D ayiov @kinnov tecoapakostiyv ovopalopévny Kol v T@dv
ayiov anootOA®V UNdelg KataAvétm, €l Tig 68 Topapaivel TOV NuUEtepov Opov, €l HeEv KANpkog kobalpeichm, gl 8& Aaikog
apopiletar Tiig Tod dyabod kowmviag. (my translation) See GRUMEL — DARROUZES, Regestes, 442 (n. 980).

Balsamon, Epistula de jejuniis (ed. G.A. RHALLES — M. POTLES, Syntagma ton theion kai hierdn kanondn ton te hagion kai
paneuph&modn apostoldon kai ton hierdn oikoumenikon kai topikdn synoddn kai ton kata meros paterdn. Athens 1854, IV
577): BAémopev adapOpovs TVaG OV TV TeEcoapakovOnepov vnoteioy 10D Tdoyo cuVINPoIVIES ATAPACAAELTOV, TAG
8¢ Aouag oV HOVOV TOPOXOPATTOVTIEG, GAAG Kol MG unde obcag Aoylopévoug oyeddv: TV Yap £0pTNV TG YEVVNGE®MG TOD
Xp1o1oD, Kol TV £0pTNV TV Aylov Kol KOPUPUI®V ATOGTOA®Y d10 TETPANUEPOL VGTEING ATOGELUVIVOVTES, SOKODGL <OV>
TOPaVOUETV, 1| poAlov euroTipeloban Tag €optag 6Tt T Toig Oelog matpdot un Topadobivia Kavovik®dg, avTd TolodoL
510ev Bgopihidg. (my translation) Also translated by GRUMEL, Jeline 185.

40" Pseudo-Anastasius, De tribus quadragesimis (CPG 7773) (PG 89, 1389-1397). For the date see HOLL, Entstehung 200; and

GRUMEL, Jetine 181.
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Now he (sc. the devil) has entered some of ours, not only laypeople and the ignorant and
illiterate but already also those who pride themselves on their powers of reasoning and haughtily
lift their eyebrows because of their very great wisdom, I mean bishops, metropolitans and
priests and deacons and the other clerics and perhaps also monks whose God is considered to be
their belly, who without blushing shamelessly teach that there is only one fast that has been
handed down from the holy Apostles and the divine Fathers, the so-called Great one, but that of
Christmas, which some also call of St Philip, for a reason that we will state further down, and
the one before the commemoration of the holy chiefs of the Apostles Peter and Paul are not
based on the command of the Apostles and the Fathers but inventions and projects of some
monks who observe these two aforementioned fasts*!.

Pseudo-Anastasius claims that this resulted in great confusion. Some fasted eighteen days, some
twelve days, some six days, and some four days. Moreover, the diet also varied: some abstained
from meat only and others also from cheese and eggs*.

In the quoted passage mention is made of members of all ranks of the clergy and even some
monks. These were people capable of arguing their case. They pointed out that the canons of the
Church councils only mentioned the Great Lent but no other fasts. In this they were right: after a
diligent search Balsamon had to confess that he was unable to find a canon pertaining to the topic*:.
At the same time they rejected the monastic rules as inventions of individuals, which had no
authority.

To gauge the force of this argument we need briefly to return to the parallel debate about the
weekly fasts*. Around the year 1100 the Athonite monks discussed the question ‘whether one must
rather follow the rules and synaxaries in the breaking of the fast or follow the more ancient
commandments, | mean those of the Apostles and of the Fathers.’#5 The issue was of great practical
importance since the rules were much more lenient than the canons. In this debate hardliners such
as Patriarch Nicholas insisted that the canons be followed to the letter and denied the validity of
more recent texts such as the Hypotyposis of Lavra. This evidently put them in a difficult position.
How could they then defend the fasts of the Apostles and of Christmas, which were only known
from #ypika?

The lack of ‘ancient’ proof texts is keenly felt by Pseudo-Anastasius. He disingenuously claims
that those who rejected the lesser fasts were disobedient to the Apostles and the Fathers. But then
he has very little to offer. He quotes canon 69 of the Apostles, the central proof text of the
champions of weekly fasts*. Yet there mention is made of only one period of fasting, the Great
Lent. Pseudo-Anastasius’ piéece de résistance is a lengthy quotation from the Acts of the Apostle
Philip*’. In this apocryphal text Philip is said to have been punished for his cruelty against his

4

Pseudo-Anastasius, Quadragesimis (PG 89, 1392A): "Apti ¢ ye kol LAMoTO VAEGHAOE Tvag TdV MUETEPOV OV LOVOV

AiK@VY 1 dyvdotov kol dypappdtov, G’ 16N kol avtdv tdv €nl Adyo cepvovopévav Kol ml peyiotn coeig TV 0ppLv

alpOvTOV, EMCKOTOV MU UNTPOTOATOV Kol 1EPEMV Kol JLOKOVAV, Kol AOIAY KANPIKAY, Kol avTtdv dmov icmg Tdv

povay®v, v B¢ 1) kothia AeAdyIoTaL, 01 Kod BN PLOPLACHEVOE 0VTOGL Kol Bvaud@dg S1860KoVGt Pdvny elval ynoteiay, &k

T€ TOV AyioV ATocTOA®Y Kol TOV Oeimv matépv Topadidopévy TV Aeyouévny HEYOANV, TNV € Y TOV XPp1oTod YEVoV,

fiv kol tod ayiov Ohinmov tveg dvoudlovat, o1’ aitiav v mapakatidvTeg eimopey, Kol TV Tpo THS WvAUNG TV dylov

Kopveainv droctérav IETpov kai Iavdov pr sivor pfite & dmocTOMKRG Kai ToTpuchic ooy, GALE TIveV sOpEHaTa

povoy®v kol BeApata, T@v tavtog tag pndeicag dvo vnotevdvioy vnoteiog. (my translation)

4 Pseudo-Anastasius, Quadragesimis (PG 89, 1392B).

43 Balsamon, Epistula (566 RHALLES — POTLES).

4 See KRAUSMULLER, Tradition 57-65.

4 John, Notificatio (136 DMITRIEVSKI)): Ei 8&1 10ig tomikoig cvvatapiog dkolovdelv uddiov &v toic katoddoect TV
VNGTEIDV, T TOlG dpyatotépolg Emecban Statdypact, Ay ot Tolg ATOGTOAKOIS Kol TaTpikols. (my translation)

46 Pseudo-Anastasius, Quadragesimis (PG 89, 1393C).

47 Pseudo-Anastasius, Quadragesimis (PG 89, 1396A—1397A).
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enemies by a wait of forty days before he could enter Paradise*. Moreover, we are told that before
he died Philip enjoined his companions Bartholomew and Mariamne to pray for him during the
forty days following his death*’. Pseudo-Anastasius adds that they also fasted and that they
informed the other Apostles about this so that they, too, could fast and pray. After these
modifications he can conclude that the Apostles had instituted a fast that began after 14 November,
the day of Philip’s commemoration.

Pseudo-Anastasius soon found readers’®. Among them was a correspondent of the theologian
Michael Glykas (f after 1200), the monk and recluse Alypius. Alypius, too, had encountered
people who would argue that the fast of Christmas should not be observed because it is not
mentioned in the canons of the Apostles’!. In order to refute this claim he, too, had had recourse to
the Acts of Philip. Glykas pours scorn on this argument. He states that the canons of the Apostles
were not the only authoritative texts since the decrees of later Fathers also needed to be taken into
consideration. Then he continues:

Most people, then, do not know this, as we have said, and are held in the grip of considerable
doubt, from which I think you, too, suffer, and therefore are in doubt about the topic at hand and
introduce a strange and unseemly fairy tale. And how would this not be strange, if indeed some
make the fanciful claim that such a fast is kept each year because of the disciple of Christ and
Apostle Philip? ... But put this out of your mind as being mythical blather52.

Glykas quotes the Tomus Unionis, which declares that those who got married for the third time
are permitted to partake of the Eucharist on Christmas because it is preceded by a fast’3. Then he
draws the following conclusion:

There (sc. in the Tomus Unionis), then, this fast is mentioned in an indefinite manner, for which
reason some traverse this fast in one way, some in another way, and others in full forty days—
for it is written that he who is able to comprehend may comprehend it>4.

Unlike Pseudo-Anastasius, Glykas leaves it open how long one should fast since the Tomus
Unionis does not specify the number of days. As he had no firm view on this matter he had no need
to adopt the fanciful interpretation of the Acts of Philip.

TWO OR THREE LESSER FASTS?

The Tomus Unionis lists three fasts, Great Lent and the lesser fasts of the Dormition and of
Christmas. No mention is made of the fast of the Apostles, despite the fact that it was observed in
Byzantine monasteries at this time. In the later eleventh and twelfth centuries this discrepancy

48 Acta Philippi 31 (ed. F. BOVON — B. BOUVIER — F. AMSLER, Acta Philippi: Textus. Turnhout 1999, 396).
4 Acta Philippi 41 (426 BOVON — BOUVIER — AMSLER).
30 Balsamon was one of them, see HOLL, Entstehung 200.
51 Michael Glykas, Epistula 45 (ed. S. EUSTRATIADES, Michaél tou Glyka eis tas aporias tés theias graphés kephalaia.
Alexandria 1912, 11 19-29, esp. 19).
Michael Glykas, Epistula 45 (20-21 EUSTRATIADES): Tadta pév obv oi mAeiovg fiyvonkotec, O¢ simopey, dmopig kév T
TVYOVTL GuVERoVTaL, O 81| Kal o¢ memovOEvar ofopat, Kavtedbev ropnkodTa mePi ToD TPOKEWEVOL CNTHHATOG GAAOKOTOV TL
TOPEIGAYEY Kol OUK eVumpenes poboddynua. Koi mdg yap ovk GAAOKOTOV TO TOWODTOV, €iEp TVEG TNV TOWTHV
TECCOPAKOCTNV d14 Ve TOV pabntiv 100 Xpiotod kai drdotorov Oikmnov Emtehelcbot kob’ Ekactov £T0g KopyevovTal ...
Al TadTo eV dg pobmon Anpnpoto Thg dtovoiog cov EEghe. (my translation)
33 Tomus Unionis (66 WESTERINK).
54 Michael Glykas, Epistula 45 (24 EUSTRATIADES): ‘Exsice o0v dopictog 1 vnoteia tadtn Sueépetatl, £¢° @ kol dAlot uév
GAAmg, Aot 8¢ £tépmg, kai Etepol v dhaig MUEPALG TECCAUPAKOVTO — O SUVAUEVOG Yap, ONGi, YOPEV YOPEiT® — TNV
otV vnoteiav diépyovtat. (my translation)
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caused much confusion. Glykas follows the Tomus Unionis but runs into conceptual problems
when he offers a Biblical justification for the need to fast three times:

The nation of the Hebrews celebrated each year three very great feasts, and let holy Scripture
convince you, which says: ‘Three times a year all males will be seen before your God’, when
the sheep is sacrificed, when the Pentecost occurs to them, and when the feast of the Tabernacle
holds sway™.

Here Glykas quotes and then paraphrases Exodus 23:14—17 where three Jewish solemnities are
mentioned: Pesach, Shavuot and Sukkot. It is clear that Pesach corresponds to Christian Easter and
Sukkot to Christmas. By contrast, the identity of the third celebration is ambiguous. According to
Glykas it should be the Dormition. Yet the fact that Shavuot follows fifty days after Pesach and
that it is celebrated between 15 May and 14 June, makes the fast of Apostles a more likely
candidate since it began soon after Pentecost.

The reason for this incoherence can be found in other texts of the time. In the Catechesis
chronica, which is attributed to Theodore of Stoudios but dates to the twelfth century®¢, three fasts
are mentioned: the fasts of Christmas in honour of the Father, the fast of Easter in honour of the
Son, and the fast of the Apostles in honour of the Spirit’’. When they are correlated with the Jewish
feasts, Shavuot is consequently linked to the fast of the Apostles®®. Interestingly, the author of the
text acknowledges the existence of the fast of the Dormition but he does so only in passing and
clearly felt no need to change his overall argument>°.

Although Glykas’ reasoning is not altogether transparent it seems that he wished to replace the
traditional fast of the Apostles with the new fast of the Dormition in order to maintain the link with
the three Jewish feasts. Corroborating evidence is lacking but it is noticeable that the champions of
the latter fast showed no great interest in the former. Indeed, Anastasius of Caesarea claimed that
the fast of the Dormition should be accorded greater honour than the fast of the Apostles®°.

The majority of authors were not prepared to go so far. They were then faced with a problem:
how could one have four Christian feasts preceded by fasts and only three Jewish feasts? Balsamon
offered a completely new interpretation. He averred that there were in fact five periods of fasting:
the fast of Great Lent, the fast of the Apostles, the fast of the Transfiguration, the fast of the
Dormition and the fast of Christmas®'. These he correlated with five Jewish feasts, which he
unearthed in the Old Testament2. Balsamon also claimed that each of the lesser fasts lasted just

35 Michael Glykas, Epistula 44 (21 EUSTRATIADES): Meyiotaig tpici mavnydpeoty £k4ot@ viavtd 1o tdv EBpaiov yévog
£nprale, kol meBéto Nudg 1 Beia ypaen Aéyovoa: Tpeig kapovg 0ptnoetal Tod Evicvtod mdv dpoevikov vamiov tod Beod
oov, Ko’ 6v te Kopov £0VeTo 1O TpoOPatov, Nvika 1 mEVINKOoTH Tap’ EKeivolg cuVETITTE, kKol Ote 1) TG oKnvomnyiog
émexdrel Tavyopig. Tpig 7jon kai Mpeig tod Eviawtod kat’ ékeivovg Tovyvpifopey. (my translation).

6 Catechesis chronica (PG 99, 1693-1702). GRUMEL, Jetine 165-166, regards it as a work of Theodore of Stoudios, as do
CASEAU, Nourritures 183; and D. KAKLAMANOS, O agios Theoddros o Stoudités kai to agiologiko tou ergo. Symbolg sté
melete t&s ekklesiastikés grammateias t€s mesobyzantings periodou. Thessaloniki 2018, 215-217. As Migne points out it is
found in none of the collections of Theodore’s catecheses. The subtitle is best understood as a clumsy attempt to claim it as
a genuine work (PG 99, 1993): TToAlai yap katnyfoels €ici tod Xtovditov, aAL’ adt Aéyeton katqynotlg xpovikn (There
are many catecheses of the Stoudite but this is called catechesis about times). A reference to the legend of the artzibourion
(PG 99, 1700A) presupposes the anti-Armenian treatise of Euthymius of Peribleptos from the second quarter of the
eleventh century. See above note 22. For this legend see P. ERMILOV, ‘Satanic Heresy’: On One Topic in Anti-Armenian
Polemic, in: Orthodoxy and Heresy in Byzantium. The Definition and the Notion of Orthodoxy and Some Other Studies on
the Heresies and the Non-Christian Religions, ed. A. Rigo — P. Ermilov. Rome 2010, 79-90, esp. 80—83.

57 Catechesis chronica (PG 99, 1696ABC).

38 Catechesis chronica (PG 99, 1693B).

% Catechesis chronica (PG 99, 1697A).

0 Anastasius, Jejunio (586 RHALLES — POTLES). See HOLL, Entstehung 201.

¢! Balsamon, Commentarii (488 RHALLES — POTLES).

2 See HOLL, Entstehung 202-203.
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seven days and that the only quadragesima in the strict sense of the word was the Great Lent. This
entailed a considerable shortening of the fasts of the Apostles and of Christmas whereas the fast of
the Dormition remained intact since Balsamon had split it into two, from 1 to 7 and from 9 to 14
August. Only monks had to fast from 14 December and from the Sunday after Pentecost if they
were constrained to do so by their rules®3.

The diametrically opposite stance is found in the treatise De tribus quadragesimis. Pseudo-
Anastasius continues to speak of three fasting periods and to quote Exodus 23 as proof. Indeed, he
emphasises this point by quoting a passage, supposedly by John Chrysostom, which states that the
number three could not be changed because doing so would be an attack on the Trinity®*.

Pseudo-Anastasius claims that the fast of the Apostles and the fast of the Dormition were
originally one continuous period of fasting. In order to make his case he adduces a proof text:

The fast after the Pentecost is this one, which has been mentioned in the Constitutions of the
holy Apostles, for they say: ‘After this day of the Pentecost let us celebrate one week and after
that one you shall fast. For it is right to rejoice at the gift of God and to fast after the
relaxation.’®s

This is a literal quotation from the fourth-century Apostolic Constitutions but with one important
qualification: in the original text we are told that one must fast one (week) after the Sunday
following Pentecost®. By leaving out the word ‘one’ Pseudo-Anastasius can give the impression
that the Apostles themselves had instituted a fast that lasted from the feast of All Saints until the
feast of the Dormition®”. His next proof text is a canon of Patriarch Nicholas:

When he was presiding over the synod the most holy patriarch of Constantinople Lord Nicholas
was asked by the monks of the Holy Mountain if it was necessary to keep a fast before the
Dormition of the more-than-holy God-bearer, and he set this out in writing: ‘This fast was
before at this time of the month of August. But it was transferred because it coincided with
Gentile fasts that took place at that time. But we still keep this fast and fast®®.

This canon is already familiar to us. In it Nicholas seeks to explain why in his time people did
not observe the fast of the Dormition when the Tomus Unionis suggested that there had been such a
custom in the early tenth century. It is evident that Nicholas’ argument could not serve Pseudo-
Anastasius’ needs. Indeed, Balsamon once remarks that those who did not wish to fast in August

9 Balsamon, Commentarii (420 RHALLES — POTLES).

% The combination of the two texts may not be the author’s own invention since the quotation from Exodus followed by the

passage from Chrysostom (although not identified here as such) is also found in a florilegium appended to quaestio 64 of

the reworked Quaestiones et Responsiones of Anastasius of Sinai (PG 89, 668 AB). It is not found in the genuine collection

and cannot be dated with any precision. See above note 36.
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% Constitutiones apostolorum V.20.14 (ed. M. METZGER, Les constitutions apostoliques. II. Paris 1986, 282): Meté obv 10
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7 This was noticed by HERBUT, Jejunio 69.

% The version of the treatise that is found in the PG appears to be abbreviated at the end. A fuller text of the last section is
found in the MS Rome, Biblioteca Vaticana, graecus 725 (Diktyon 67356), fol. 5r-v, which has been dated to the twelfth
century and is thus close to the time of composition. There the text reads as follows: O 8¢ dyidtotog matpdpyng
Kavotavtivoundremg kopig Nikoroog NpotOn éni cuvodov mpokadipevos mapd Tdv povay®dv tod ayiov dpovg, &l xpn
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would justify their stance through recourse to it®. In order to be able to use it as a proof text
Pseudo-Anastasius had to manipulate the wording. He adds a sentence at the end, which gives the
impression that the patriarch considered the fast of the Dormition to be obligatory.

The rest of the argument is equally idiosyncratic. Pseudo-Anastasius claims that the ‘transferral’
mentioned by Nicholas was in reality a ‘splitting into two parts’, the fast of the Apostles and the
fast of the Dormition. He intimates that the danger from non-orthodox fasts was no longer given
and that one should therefore again fast from All Saints to the Dormition. His mindset becomes
evident when he declares that the real reason for the ‘splitting’ was an oikonomia of the Fathers,
which took into account the laziness of the Christian people. It is clear that he wishes to return to
the original akribeia.

Pseudo-Anastasius’ ideal is a period of continuous fasting in Summer. Since All Saints was a
movable feast the resulting timespan varied according to year between fifty-seven days and
seventy-eight days. As such it was longer than Great Lent. This strengthened Pseudo-Anastasius’
argument considerably. He could now maintain that all fasts must be ‘forty-day’ periods of fasting
and that the fast of Christmas should therefore start on 14 November.

The curious idea of a ‘split’ fast is also found in a supposed canon of Patriarch Nicephorus I
(806—815), which is no doubt spurious’. The author of the text claims that the fast in Summer used
to last from the Sunday after Pentecost to 15 August until the days of Nicephorus:

For this godly Father together with the rest of the holy synod, knowing the oppressiveness of the
season and the sluggishness (sc. of the people) decreed that the fast after Pentecost be split into
two, the one from the week after Pentecost until the commemoration of the divine Apostles
Peter and Paul, and the other from 1 August until the Dormition’!.

We can assume that this text was not known to Pseudo-Anastasius because otherwise he would
certainly have referred to it. Yet the opposite might be the case. It is conceivable that the author of
the ‘canon’ was influenced by Pseudo-Anastasius’ argument.

Pseudo-Anastasius and Michael Glykas had felt the need to look for proof texts because they
accepted the terms of the debate. Not everyone, however, did so. Balsamon mentions that the fast
of the Dormition was discussed during a meeting in the palace, which was attended by Emperor
Manuel I, Patriarch Luke Chrysoberges (1156—-1169) and the synod. As one might expect it is
claimed that the Tomus Unionis provides sufficient justification for the practice. Yet this did not
completely solve the problem:

When some were then still doubting because one does not find anywhere a fixed quantity of the
days of such a fast, the same most holy patriarch said that although the days of this one and of
the fast that takes place before the feast of the birth of Christ are not indicated by any written

% Balsamon, Epistula (578 RHALLES — POTLES).

70 See GRUMEL — DARROUZES, Regestes 48 (n. 404). There it is considered to be of doubtful authenticity as it is only

preserved in a late manuscript. Indeed, since the Catechesis chronica and ‘John of Nicaea’ are pseudepigrapha it would be
the only text predating 920, and that by more of a hundred years.
MS Sinai, Monastery of St Catherine, graecus 1609 (Diktyon 59984), s. 15, f. 315r: "Edptalov yap thv vnoteiov peta piov
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TG Kownoeme. (my translation)
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source, we are forced to follow the unwritten tradition of the church, and we must fast from the
first day of the month of August and from the fourteenth day of the month of November?2.

The patriarch claims that the unwritten tradition of the church is as binding as the canons. This
argument may well be directed against the viewpoint of men like Michael Glykas who had
concluded from the vague reference in the Tomus Unionis that individual Christians could decide
for themselves how long they wished to fast. This does not, however, mean that the argument from
tradition was accepted by everyone. Balsamon himself begs to differ. As we have seen he then
advocates fasts that do not last longer than a week. This shows clearly that he put little store by the
patriarch’s reasoning.

skokk

To conclude: In the second half of the eleventh and in the twelfth centuries laymen, monks, and
clerics of all ranks debated whether one must observe the lesser fasts. In this debate canon law
played a crucial role. Most of the participants took it for granted that a custom was only valid if it
was mentioned in canonical literature. Some went so far as to accept only the pronouncements of
Late Antique councils and reject all later texts. There were a few dissenters who claimed that the
unwritten tradition of the church was just as binding. Yet it does not seem that their views were
taken seriously. The fast of the Dormition is first mentioned in the Tomus Unionis, which dates to
the year 920. There is, however, no sign that it was observed at the time. The monastic rules of the
tenth and early eleventh centuries do not mention it. The first attempts to implement it were made
around the year 1060. Its propagators, Nicon of the Black Mountain who lived in the region of
Antioch and John of Phoberos who was based outside Constantinople, not only included it in their
typika but also supplied two proof texts, the Tomus Unionis and a treatise by John of Nicaea (in
reality Euthymius of Peribleptos), in order to show that it needed to be kept. From Nicon’s
Pandectes it is clear that not everyone accepted the validity of the two testimonies. Nicon
distinguishes between two groups of opponents. The former asserted that the fast of the Dormition
was not a canonical requirement but that one could fast if one wished to do so since it had been
instituted by pious people. By contrast, the latter rejected it as being contrary to canon law. A
treatise by Anastasius of Caesarea suggests that they drew a parallel with the artzibourion fast of
the Armenians, which the Byzantines considered to be heretical because it had not been sanctioned
by a synod. The most prominent representative of this position was Patriarch Nicholas III
Grammatikos who stated that the fast of the Dormition must not be kept, denying it any spiritual
relevance. The fasts of the Apostles and of Christmas were much more firmly rooted in tradition.
They are first mentioned in the monastic rules of the tenth and early eleventh centuries. Yet they,
too, became the subject of a debate. It seems that they were never rejected outright. Yet it was
again claimed that they were voluntary and that it was left to the individual how long he wished to
fast. Theodore Balsamon and the author of the treatise De tribus quadragesimis, Pseudo-Anastasius
of Sinai, state that this opinion was held by highly educated metropolitans and patriarchal deacons.
These men averred that monastic rules had no authority, a position that was shared by Patriarch
Nicholas. Searching for ‘ancient’ proof texts Pseudo-Anastasius lighted on a narrative source, the
apocryphal Acts of the Apostle Philip. His fanciful argument was, however, made fun of by
Michael Glykas who argued that more recent sources such as the Tomus Unionis should also be
accepted. An additional problem concerned the number of the fasts. Traditionally there had been

72 Balsamon, Commentarii (419-420 RHALLES — POTLES): ApgiBoAléviov 82 kai gicétt tote Tvédy, S 1O | evpickecOan
OmOVSNTOTE MPIGUEVIV THY TOGOTNTA TMY TUEPDY THG TOMTNG VNOTEINC, SV 6 ADTOC GYIMTOTOC TOTPIBPYNG OC TMY
NUep®V TadTNG TE KOl THG TEAOLUEVNG VNoTelag TTpod TG £0pTiic Thg Yevvnoews Tob Xptotod pn dniovpéveov €k Tivog
£yypapov, avaykolopedo Enecbot Tf] dyphoo ékkinoluotiki] mopaddoel, kai Opeilopey vnotedew Ao Tiig TPM®TNG TOD
avYoVeTOL UNVOS, Kol Ao TG 18° ToD vogpuPpiov unvog. (my translation)
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three, the fast of Great Lent and the fasts of the Apostles and of Christmas, which were correlated
with three Jewish feasts. Yet the Tomus Unionis mentioned the fast of the Dormition instead of that
of the Apostles. Glykas gives the impression that he wanted the latter to be suppressed. Other
authors proposed other solutions. Theodore Balsamon suggested that there were as many as five
fasts, each lasting a week, and that they corresponded to several more Jewish feasts. Pseudo-
Anastasius held the diametrically opposite view. He continued to claim that there were only three
fasts. Yet he averred that the fast of the Apostles and the fast of the Dormition had originally been
one continuous period of fasting. All these authors take it for granted that one must produce proof
texts. There was only one dissenting voice, Patriarch Luke Chrysoberges, who argued that the
unwritten tradition of the church had to be followed. Yet this view was by no means universally
accepted. Even Balsamon who records the patriarch’s words did not find them convincing. When
analysing the sources we can see that authors holding different views responded to each other and
grappled with each other’s arguments. We thus get a glimpse of the liveliness of religious debate in
Constantinople during the late eleventh and twelfth centuries. More research needs to be done in
order to establish how this debate continued in the Late Byzantine period.
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