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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Development of the Liturgical Services to SS. Feodor, Davyd and Konstantin of Taroslavl’

in the Context of Early Russian Hymnography

Vitaliy Petrovich Yefimenkov
Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures
University of California, Los Angeles, 2024

Professor Gail D. Lenhoff, Chair

Having produced a number of works on historiography and veneration of early Russian saints,
the scholarship of medieval Russian literature, until recently, had often overlooked their
hymnography. Modern day academia does witness an increasing interest in church services, yet
in most cases it focuses on textual analysis. This dissertation presents a liturgically-based

approach to studying the manuscripts.

The investigation of 30 services to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin of Iaroslavl’ (13—
14 centuries) from the earliest in 1468/9 to the most recent ones and the analysis of the
correlations between their four variants is carried out on three levels. The textual source search
reveals how the services originated and which associative principles were used in their making.

The liturgical analytical approach demonstrates the evolution and changes in the saints’ cult over



the centuries. The socio-historical observations and inferences are drawn from investigating the
selective wording of the hymns. Contributing to the previous scholarship, I propose an updated
reconstructed chronology of the liturgical veneration of the holy princes and the historical

development of their veneration.

As laroslavl’ joined Muscovy in the 1480s, the cult of the holy princes enjoyed a rapid
rise while simple early services were replaced by the solemn ones. Their popularity spread across
the new realm can be seen from the growing number of 16™ century manuscripts. While the
festal rank was later slightly downscaled to make this service more accessible to broader Russian
congregations, the original hymns to SS. Feodor, Davyd and Konstantin were edited to invoke
them as pan-Russian intercessors rather than solely the patrons of their town, thus promoting

laroslavl’ as an important center for the Moscow tsardom.

The practical significance of this dissertation is in the methodologies employed hereby
that may provide a model for future scholarly research of the unstudied services to early Russian
saints, thus contributing to a better understanding of the hymnographic creativity and adaptation

in medieval Rus’.
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INTRODUCTION

Pre-Revolutionary scholarship produced a number of works on historiography and veneration of
early Russian saints,' yet only a handful of their services were actually published and most
remain unstudied. The first compiled and liturgically-oriented monograph on the subject was
produced by an émigré liturgist and theologian, Feodosii G. Spasskii, who presented over 80
saints of medieval Rus’ and consulted a number of their services from his contemporary Menaia,
discussing the emergence and history of their cults.> Post-Soviet academia has seen a gradual rise

of interest in church hymnography that is ever increasing.’> General Menaion services (obshchie

! Historiographic information on the early Russian saints has started with Makarii (Bulgakov), mitropolit, Istoriia
Russkoi Tserkvi, vol. 4 (St. Petersburg: Tip. Iuliia Bokrama, 1866), 251-61; V. O. Kliuchevskii, Drevnerusskie
zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii istochnik (Moscow: Izdanie Soldatenkova, 1871); Sergii (Spasskii), arkhiep., Polnyi
mesiatseslov Vostoka (Moscow: Tip. Sovremennykh Izvestii, 1875-76); Nikolai P. Barsukov, Istochniki russkoi
agiografii (St. Petersburg: Tip. M. M. Stasiulevicha, 1882; reprint, Leipzig: 1970); Filaret (Gumilevskii), arkhiep.,
Obzor russkoi dukhovnoi literatury (St. Petersburg: Izd. I. L. Tuzova, 1884); Vasilii Vasil’ev, Istoria kanonizatsii
russkikh sviatykh (Moscow: Moskovskii Universitet, 1893); Evgenii E. Golubinskii, Istoriia kanonizatsii sviatykh v
Russkoi Tserkvi (Sergiev Posad: Tip. A. 1. Snegirevoi, 1894; reprint, Moscow: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1903);
Arsenii P. Kadlubovskii, Ocherki po istorii drevnerusskoi literatury zhitii sviatykh (Varshava: Tip. Varshavskaho
Uchebnago Okruga, 1902); Nikodim (Kononov) arkhim., K voprosu o kanonizatsii sviatykh v Russkoi Tserkvi
(Moscow: Imp. ob-vo istorii i drevnostei rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom universitete, 1903); Evgenii (Mertsalov),
arkhim., Kak sovershalas’ kanonizatsiia sviatykh v pervoe vremia sushchestvovaniia Russkoi Tserkvi (Murom: Tip.
M. Akinfieva i I. Leont’eva, 1910); Nikolai I. Serebrianskii, Drevnerusskie kniazheskie zhitiia (Moscow: Imp. ob-vo
istorii i drevnostei rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom universitete, 1915).

2 Feodosii Georgievich Spasskii, Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo (po sovremennym mineiam) (Paris, YMCA-
Press, 1951; reprint, Moscow: Izdatel’skii sovet R. P. Ts., 2008).

3 We find significant the following works on the topics related to Slavic Service Menaia (sluzhebnaia mineia), its
evolution and its particular aspects: Aleksandr Kh. Vostokov, “Opisanie Novgorodskoi Sofiiskoi minei XI v.,”
Uchenye zapiski Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk po Vtoromu otdeleniiu, kn. 11, vyp. 11 (1856), 126-28; Izmail 1.
Sreznevskii, “Drevnii russkii kalendar’ po mesiachnym mineiam XI-XIII v.,” Khristianskie drevnosti i
arkheologiia, 111 (1863), 2—22; Konstantin Nikol’skii (protoierei), O sluzhbakh Russkoi Tserkvi, byvshikh v
prezhnikh pechatnykh bogosluzhebnykh knigakh (St. Petersburg: Tip. T-va “Obshchestennaia pol’za,” 1885); Ignatii
V. lagich, ed. Sluzhebnye Minei za sentiabr’, oktiabr’ i noiabr’ v tserkovnoslavianskom perevode po russkim
rukopisiam 1093—1097 g. (St. Petersburg: Tip. Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk, 1886); Nikolai F. Churilovskii,
“Novaia bogosluzhebnaia kniga: Minia dopolnitel’naia,” Pribavleniia k Tserkovnym vedomostiam, Ne51-52 (1914):
2441-47; Vitalii M. Markov, ed. “Putiatina Mineia kak drevneishii pamiatni russkogo pis'ma, Slavia,” Casopis pro
slovanskou filolgii, rocnik XXXVII, sesit 4 (Praha: Ceskoslovenska Akademia Ved, 1968), 548—62; Nataliia A.
Nechunaeva, “Problemy istochnikovedeniia v Minee,” Vostochnaia Evropa v drevnosti i srednevekov’e. Problemy
istochnikovedeniia (Moscow: 1990), 101-05; Natalia A. Nechunaeva, Mineia kak tip slaviano-grecheskogo teksta
(Tallinn: TPU Kirjastus, 2000); Aleksei M. Pentkovskii, Tipikon patriarkha Aleksiia Studita v Vizantii i na Rusi
(Moscow: Izd. MP, 2001) — discusses early Russian Menaia in their connection to the Studite Typicon; Fedor B.
Liudogovskii, “Sovremennyi tserkovnoskavianskii mineinyi korpus: sostav i struktura,” Lingvisticheskoe
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sluzhby) had been addressed in important articles by South Slavic scholars, such as B.
Shalamanov,* B. Angelov,’ M. Iovcheva® and S. Elesievich.” A recent Russo-Polish project has
yielded a monograph on historical development of a Menaion as a liturgical type.® While a
number of scholars have published on the canonization and vita texts devoted to various Russian
saints, considerably less has been written on their liturgical services, and usually on a single

manuscript to saints such as Olga,’ Vladimir,'® Leontii of Rostov,!! Metropolitan Petr,'? Sergii of

istochnikovedenie i istoriia russkogo iazyka, 2002-2003 (Moscow: 2003), 500-31; Georgii Krylov, protoierei,
Knizhnaia sprava XVII veka. Bogosluzhebnye Minei (Moscow: Indrik, 2005); Aleksandra Iu. Nikiforova, Problema
proiskhozhdeniia sluzhebnoi Minei: struktura, sostav, mesiatseslov grech. Minei IX—XII vv. iz monastyria sviatoi
Ekateriny na Sinae (Moscow: RAN, 2005); Liudmila V. Moshkova, “K voprosu o sostave Pereslavskikh minei
pervoi chetverti XV v. (sentiabr’—oktiabr’),” Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy Medievistiki, 23 (2006), 64—70; Anna A.
Pichkhadze, “O iazykovykh osobennostiakh slavianskikh sluzhebnykh minei,” Bibel, Liturgie und Rrommigkeit in
der Slavia Byzantina: Festgabe fiir Hans Rothe zum 80. Geburstag (Miinchen; Berlin: 2009): 279-308; Iskra
Khristova-Shomova, “Dve iuzhnoskavianskie minei v sravnenii s Novgorodskimi mineiami,” Drevniaia Rus’.
Voprosy Medievistiki, 38 (2009), 44—62; Vittorio S. Tomelleri, “Vostochnoslavianskaia” sluzhebnaia mineia.
Problemy izucheniia i izdaniia, Europa Orientalis, 34 (2015): 317-46; Nataliia A. Nechunaeva, “Rukopisi
slavianskikh minei XI-XIV vv. i printsipy ikh klassifikatsii,” Pelaeobulgarica 38, 4 (2014): 45-56; Nataliia A.
Nechunaeva, Aleksei V. Nechunaev, “Tipologiia rukopisei slavianskikh minei XI-XVII vv. i metody
informatsionnogo poiska,” Slavistica Vilnensis 63 (2018): 355-63. A comprehensive bibliography of works on
Slavic hymnography from 1985 to 2004 is compiled in: Roman N. Krivko, “Slavianskaia gimnografiia IX—XII vv. v
issledovaniiakh i izdaniiakh 1985-2004 gg.,” Wiener Slavistisches Jahrenbuch 50 (2004), 203-33.

4 Blagoi Shalamanov, “Neizvestni khimnografski proizvedenieia ot Kliment Okhridski,” Spisanie na B’lgarskata
Akademiia na Naukite, Godina XXXIII, kniga 1 (Sofiia: 1987), 51-67 — describes and traces several of the early
Slavic services from the General Menaia.

5> Boniu St. Angelov, “Kliment Okhridski — avtor na obshti sluzhbi,” Iz starata b’lgarska, ruska i s rbska literature,
kn. IIT (Sofia: 1978), 17-37.

6 Mariia Iovcheva, “Vozniknovenie slavianskikh sluzhebnykh minei: obshchie gipotezy i tekstologicheskie fakty,”
Scripta & e-scripta 6 (2008), 195-232; Mariia lovcheva, Starob ’Igarskiiat sluzheben minei (Sofia: Izd. tsentr “Boian
Penev” 2014), 20.

7 Snezhana Elesievich, “K issledovaniiu obshchikh sluzhb v slavianskoi kirillicheskoi pis’mennosti,” Drevniaia
Rus’: Voprosy Medievistiki, 34 (2008), 5-17.

8 Elena Potekhina, Aleksandr Kravetsky, ed. Minei: obrazets gimnograficheskoi literatury i sredstvo formirovaniia
mirovozzreniia pravoslavnykh (Olsztyn: Univ. Warminsko-Mazurski, 2013).

° Elena A. Osokina, Problemy sootnosheniia gimnografii i agiografii na pamiat’ kniagini Ol’gi (Moscow: RAN,
1995).

19 Mikhail Slavnitskii, “Kanonizatsiia sv. knaizia Vladimira i sluzhby emu po pamiatnikam XIII-XVII vekov,”
Strannik (St. Petersburg: 1888, iiun’—iiul’): 197-237; Vladimir M. Kirillin, “O proiskhozhdenii teksta 1-i redaktsii
pervoi sluzhby Vladimiru Velikomu,” Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy Medievistiki, 81 (2020), 68—82.

' Andrei A. Titov, “Zhitie sviatogo Leontiia episkopa Rostovskogo,” Chteniia v Imperatorskom Obshchestve istorii
i drevnostej rossiiskikh, kn.4, otd.1 (1893), 1-35; Gail Lenhoff, “Canonization and Princely Power in Northeast
Rus’: The Cult of Leontij Rostovskij,” Die Welt der Slaven, XXXVII (1992), 359-80.

12 Rimma. A. Sedova, “Sluzhba mitropolitu Petru,” TODRL, 45 (1992): 231-48; Rimma A. Sedova, Sviatitel’, Petr
mitropolit moskovskii v literature i iskusstve Drevnei Rusi (Moscow: Russkii mir, 1993), 48—-77.
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Radonezh, '3 Kirill of Beloozero,'* Makarii Kaliazinskii,'> Arsenii of Tver’,'® and to the Kazan
Icon of the Theotokos.!” Studies of multiple services include those to SS. Boris and Gleb'® and
Feodor of Iaroslavl’ with his sons Davyd and Konstantin.!® A recent dissertation by O. Svetlova
on services to St. Olga is perhaps the only thorough study of the entire complex of services to
one particular saint, which traces their linguistic, stylistic, liturgical and socio-cultural
development.?’ However, in most cases scholars focus on textual analysis rather than liturgical
patterns and formulas, while the services to widely venerated saints such as Antonii and Feodosii

of the Kiev Caves, Aleksandr Nevskii, and Metropolitan Aleksei remain unexplored altogether.

13 Snezhana Elesievich, “Sluzhba prepodobnomy Sergiiu” shviashchennoinoka Pakhomiia Serba i ei
predshestvuiushchie gimnograficheskie formy, Troitse-Sergiva lavra v istorii, kul ture i dukhovnoi zhizni Rossii.
Materialy IlI Mezhdunarodnoi konferentsii 25—27 sentiabria 2002 g. (Sergiev Posad: 2004), 121-32; Snezhana
Elesijevich, Sluzhba uspen’iu prepodobnog Sergija Radoneshkog: Istorija nastanka, kn’izhevnouumetnichke
vrednosti i trajan’e dela (dissertation, Beograd: 2005).

4 Ol’ga P. Likhacheva, Liudmila A. Churkina, “Sluzhba, zhitie i pokhval’noe slovo Kirillu Belozerskomu,”
Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo (Moscow: 1989): 353-55; Al’bina N. Kruchinina, “Pesnopeniia v chest’ prepodobnogo
Kirilla v rukopisnoi traditsii Kirillo-Belozerskomo monastyria,” Peterburgskii muzykal 'nyi arkhiv (St. Petersburg:
1997), 60-67; Tat’iana B. Karbasova, “Dopakhomievskaia Sluzhba Kirillu Belozerskomu,” TODRL 63 (2014): 67—
87.

15 Anna E. Smirnova, Sluzhby Makariiu Kaliazinskomu: rukopisnaia traditsiia, problemy istochnikov, datirovki i
atributsii, Russkaia agiografiia. Issledovaniia. Publikatsii. Polemika (St. Petersburg: IRLI-RAN, 2005), 332-95;
Galina S. Gadalova, “Kanonizatsiia prepodobnogo Makariia Koliazinskogo, sluzhby i zhitiia sviatogo,” Drevniaia
Rus’. Voprosy Medievistiki, 9 (2002), 85-90; Galina S. Gadalova, “Sluzhby prepodobnomy Makariiu
Koliazinskomu: k voprosu o kompleksnom podkhoe v izuchenii pamiatnikov, ” Russkaia agiografiia. Issledovaniia.
Publikatsii. Polemika (St. Petersburg: IRLI-RAN, 2005), 396-427.

16 Galina S. Gadalova, “Sluzhba na Obretenie moshchei sviatitelia Arseniia Tverskogo,” Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy
Medievistiki, 41 (2010), 27-36.

17 “Sluzhba Kazanskoi ikone Bogoroditse po Kazanskomu ekzempliaru XVI veka,” Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy
Medievistiki, 7 (2002), 116-24.

18 Dmitrii I. Abramovich, “Zhitiia sviatykh muchenikov Borisa i Gleba i sluzhby im,” Pamiatniki drevne-russkoi
literatury, 2 (Petrograd: Tip. Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk, 1916) — locates, publishes and compares eight services.
G. Lenhoff, The Martyred Princes Boris and Gleb: A Socio-Cultural Study of the Cult and the Texts, UCLA Slavic
Studies, 19 (1989) — studies four main redactions of early services. Single services to Boris and Gleb are studied in:
Sergei A. Bugoslavskii, “Ivanicheskie mesiachnye minei 1547-49 gg. i soderzhashchaiasia v nikh sluzhba sv.
muchenikam-kniaz’iam Borisu i Glebu,” Chteniia v Istoricheskom Obshchestve Nestora Letopistsa, kn.14, vyp.2
(1900), 29-70; Petr V. Golubovskii, “Sluzhba sviatym muchenikam Borisu i Glebu v Ivanicheskoi minee 1547-49
g.,” Chteniia v Istoricheskom Obshchestve Nestora Letopistsa, kn.14, vyp.3 (1900), 125-66.

19 Gail Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography. The Lives of Prince Fedor the Black (Weisbaden: Harrassowitz
Verlag, 1997), 122-46, 368—85 — describes five services and publishes two of them; Vitalii P. Efimenkov, “Sluzhby
kniaziu Feodoru i ego synov’iam,” in Gail Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor Chernyi v russkoi istorii i kul ture (Moscow; St.
Petersburg: Al’ians-Arkheo, 2019), 164—66 — where I present thorough liturgical and source analysis of the three
earliest services.

20 QOl'ga V. Svetlova, Istoriia teksta i iazyka sluzhby kniagine Ol’ge. Iz Srednevekov’ia v XXI vek (St. Petersburg:
Dmitrii Bulanin, 2019).



The primary objective of this dissertation is liturgical and textual source study of the
Orthodox church services to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin of laroslavl’ with an intent to
trace the development of their veneration from the local to the national level and observe the
techniques and the typological associations employed by the creators of their offices. The
methods used in the course of this survey may be applied to the studies of a broad range of
services to Russian saints. Our conclusions and observed patterns! can be compared with and
contrasted against the findings on other medieval services. A number of questions addressed in
this work may be applied in the research on hymnography honoring other early Russian saints: a)
How were the services created in the medieval Rus’? b) How may the textual sources explain the
associations the hymnographers used to categorize the particular rank of saints? ¢c) How were the
services liturgically adapted over time to accommodate their place in the church calendar? d)

How can the liturgical analysis contribute to the understanding of the cult?

Chronology of Veneration

Understanding the evolution of church services is greatly enhanced by the knowledge of each

particular saint’s history of glorification (or canonization),?? as well as regional and national

21 Although, due to the volatility of the manuscripts’ dating and origins, it is often impossible to make concrete
assertions, it is the surveillance of the common patterns that becomes the primary means of testing the theories.

22 The process of canonization/glorification in the Christian Church has not changed significantly since its earliest
days and was for the most part (except for the martyred saints) centered around the alleged saint’s thaumaturgic
manifestations (Vasil’ev, Istoria kanonizatsii, 47-50; Golubinskii, Istoria kanonizatsii, 40—43). This act involved
assignment of a yearly date to commemorate the saint (usually the day of their repose or finding of relics), as well as
composing of the liturgical service and a Prologue reading for such commemoration, which was often followed by
the writing of a longer biographical account (vita, zhitie). Entries were added to the church calendars (Menology,
mesiatseslov), and the services were published in the Monthly Menaia or Trefologia (Spasskii, Russkoe
liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 292-93). The relics, if present, were brought up and reburied with honor in the church in
the act called translation (prenesenie moshchei). At times, however, it was the strong popular veneration that led to
the canonization, bypassing the requirement of miracles, such as in the cases of SS. Prince Vladimir and Antonii
Pecherskii (Vasil’ev, Istoria kanonizatsii, 7683, 109-11).
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reception. The most recent and comprehensive attempt to reconstruct the chronology of
veneration of the Iaroslavl’ princess is presented in Gail Lenhoff’s monograph Kniaz’ Feodor
Chernyi v russkoi istorii i kul ture (2019),?* and may be summarized as follows:

The earliest documented mention of the Rurikid Prince of Smolensk and Iaroslavl’, St.
Feodor, is found in the end-of-fourteenth-century Prologue, which lists his commemoration
under September 19: “V tozh den’ prestavienie blagovernago I bogoliubivago kniazia
Feodora.”** Per the oldest-surviving vita, St. Feodor reposed on September 19, 1299 having
been tonsured a monk on his deathbed at the Iaroslavl’s Spasskii Monastery.?> The Vologda-
Perm chronicle reports that in the year 6971 (1463) at the Spasskii Monastery the remains of
Feodor — along with his two sons, Davyd (d.1321) and Konstantin (d. unknown), — who passed
away in the monastic order ( “v mnisheskom chinu prestavishasia”) — were discovered to be
incorrupt (“tsely vsi i nichim zhe vrezheny ”), after which Archimandrite Khristofor moved them
to the main church and placed them in one common tomb.?¢ Per the second redaction of his vita,
when the clergy and the local prince Aleksandr Feodorovich gathered to bury the relics in the
ground with honors ( “da soshedshesia polozhat ikh s chest’iu v zemliu’"), the miracles came
forth immediately and continued throughout the weeks to come, commencing local veneration.
The ruling Archbishop Trifon of Rostov was not convinced by the ensuing investigation and

treated the new thaumaturges with skepticism for which he was smitten with an illness that led

2 Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 41-69.

24 Rossiiskaia natsional’naia biblioteka (hereafter RNB), sobr. M. P. Pogodina, Ne59, f.28v; cited in Ol’ga V.
Loseva, Zhitiia russkikh sviatykh v sostave drevnerusskikh prologov XII — pervoi poliviny XV vekov (Moscow:
Rukopisnye pamiatniki drevnei Rusi, 2009), 127-28.

25 Gosudarstvennyi istoricheskii muzei (hereafter GIM), sobr. N. P. Rumiantseva Ne305 (1470s), £.260-265 v.; cited
in Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 173-75.

26 Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei (hereafter PSRL), vol. 26: Vologodsko-Permskaia letopis' (Moscow;
Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo Akademii nauk SSSR, 1959), 221.
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him to retirement in August 1467, thus prolonging the official recognition of the saints.?” His
successor, Archbishop of Rostov Vassian (Rylo), was installed on December 13 of that same
year,?® and evidently favored the local canonization of St. Feodor, since the first liturgical service
and the vita to him had appeared in a Menaion service by September 1468/69 (discussed in
Chapter 1).%

The earliest liturgical texts to mention all three princes together as saints are the five hymns
under September 19 dating to 1470s (discussed in Chapter 2),’° whose headings differentiate
between the commemoration of Feodor’s repose and the translation of relics of all three princes.
The first full service honoring the three saints dates to 1480s>! and appears under September 19
(Chapter 2). Having undergone several variations, it was soon adapted to accommodate liturgical
rubrics for the feast of the Elevation of the Cross (discussed in Chapter 3).

Even though the first hymns to the holy princes’ relics’ Inventio are dated as early as
1470s,* the first actual full service with the name “Translatio of the saints’ relics” (“Prinesenie
moshchem sviatykh ) appears only in the beginning of 1500s and is placed under March 534 rather
than September 19, revealing for the first time the date when the translation originally occurred

(Chapter 4). Although the September 19 and March 5 services are for the most part identical,

%7 Taroslavskii muzei-zapovednik (hereafter [aMZ) Ne15522, f. 354-357; cited in Lenkhoff, Kniaz” Feodor, 43—44,
181-84.

28 PSRL, vol. 24 (Tipografskaia letopis’), 186—187.

2% GIM, sobr. P. I. Shchukina Ne331, f.61-67v.; first published in Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 368-8]1.
30 RNB, Kirillo-Belozerskoe sobranie (hereafter KB) Ne 6/1083, f. 190-192; first published in Lenhoff, Early
Russian Hagiography, 382—85.

31 Nauchnaia biblioteka imeni N. I. Lobachevskogo Kazanskogo federal’nogo universiteta (hereafter Kaz.), Ne4635,
f. 1-21; first published by us in Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 291-308.

32 The earliest of this variant of services is: GIM, sobr. Troitse-Sergievoi Lavry (hereafter TSL) Ne617, £.1-9v.

33 RNB, KB Ne 6/1083, f. 190-192 — on the dating of this manuscript see footnote 116 in Chapter 2.

3% GIM, Sobr. Chudova Monastyria, Ne333 (early 1500s), f. 132-140v.
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several sixteenth century anthologies include both texts, thus differentiating between the two. Later
vitas would confirm the date of March 5, 1463 as the day of the relics inventio.>*

The cult of the first patrons of laroslavl’ reaches Moscow by first half of the sixteenth
century as attested by the entry of the princes’ names and vitas into the Great Menology (Velikaia
Mineia Chetiia)*® and the Book of Royal Degrees (Stepennaia kniga, 1555—-1563).%” Tsar Ivan IV
and other members of the Moscow aristocracy embark on religious pilgrimages to laroslavl’, begin
bequeathing gifts to the Spasskii monastery and build churches dedicated to SS. Feodor, Davyd,
and Konstantin in various towns of the new Moscow realm.*® The service to the saints beginning
from the second half of the sixteenth century becomes relatively standardized and in this form
(with only minor corrections) prevails to this day — as do the local veneration practices in laroslavl’
itself where the princes’ relics lay preserved.

Archbishop Vassian’s enthronement in late 1467 and the first service to St. Feodor dated
to September 1468/9 led G. Lenhoff to conclude that the local Iaroslavl® “glorification festivities”
of St. Feodor (if not all three princes) most likely occurred “on September 19, 1468 or 1469”.%

This hypothesis will be tested and qualified in the course of this dissertation.

Research Methods

35 Rossiiskaia gosudarstvennaia biblioteka (hereafter RGB), sobr. Otdela rukopisei, Ne209, £.95; cited in Lenkhoff,
Kniaz’ Feodor, 254.

36 Uspenskii copy of the Great Menology donated by Metropolitan Makarii to the Kremlin Uspenskii Cathedral in
1547, GIM Sin. 986, £.578-588v.; cited in Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 58.

37 Nikolai N. Pokrovskii; Gail D. Lenkhoff, ed. Stepennaia kniga tsarskogo rodosloviia po drevneishim spiskam. V
trekh tomakh, vol.1 (Moscow: lazyki slavianskikh kul’tur, 2007), 550-59.

38 Additional research discussing the geographic spread of the Iaroslavl’ princes’ cult includes: Tatiana V. Iur’eva.
Fedor Chernyi — chelovek i ikona (Kanonizatsiia laroslavskikh sviatykh v kul turno-tipologicheskov aspekte)
(Moscow; Arkhangel’sk: Institut Upravleniia, 2011), 138, 144-58; Aleksandr G. Mel’nik, “Pochitanie iaroslavskikh
sviatykh Feodora, Davida i Konstantina za predelami Iaroslavlia v XVI v.,” Makarievskie chteniia, vyp. 20
(Mozhaisk: 2013), 118-23; Sergei V. Gorodilin. “Kul’t sv. Fedora laroslavskogo: sotsial’nyi i politicheskii
konteksty vozniknoveniia i razvitiia,” Srednevekovaia Rus’, vyp. 13 (Moscow: 2018), 125-80.

3 Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 49.



Church hymns dedicated to the first canonized patrons of laroslavl’ princes Feodor, Davyd, and
Konstantin comprise an important chapter in the corpus of Russian hymnography. The
manuscript compilation had been initiated in 1866 by Metropolitan Makarii (Bulgakov)*’ and
continued by N. Barsukov.*! By the 1980s, over 80 handwritten services have been located,** and
the list continues to be expanded.* The first attempt at describing the service to the saints was
undertaken by F. Spasskii, who made several preliminary observations of their services in late
pre-revolutionary Menaia based on his expertise in broader church practice.** Five of the earliest
manuscripts were transcribed, characterized and published by G. Lenhoff.** The earliest service

to all three saints was acquired, analyzed and published in the course of this dissertation’s

writing.*®

The present study is an attempt to classify and group the available church services to the
laroslavl’ saints and trace their development from the earliest (1468/9) to the most recent ones
put out in the last decade. We will focus on services from 1468 through the late sixteenth

century, when they stabilized and obtained a form identical to modern texts.

The investigation of the manuscripts and of correlations between their variants will be
carried out on three levels: source study, liturgics and socio-historical context. This approach, as

we will show, yields the following results:

40 Makarii, Istoriia Russkoi Tserkvi, 8:39 (footnote 50 presents 6 manuscripts).

4143 manuscripts are listed: Barsukov, Istochniki russkoi agiografii, 600.

42 37 additional manuscripts are presented in: Shalamanov, “Kliment Okhridski,” 55.

43 Boris Mikhailovich Kloss, Izbrannye trudy. Vol. II: Ocherki po istorii russkoi agiografii XIV-XVI vekov
(Moscow: Tazyki russkoi kul’tury, 2001), 252-327; Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 164—66.

4 Spasskii, Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 14244,

45 Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 122-46.

46 Efimenkov, “Sluzhby kniaziu Feodoru,” 124-34, 291-308.
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a) The source search will become a key factor in understanding how the services to these
early Russian saints were created in the fifteenth century and which associative
principles were used by each composer. While large portions of St. Feodor’s service
are traceable to the General Menaion service to the venerable father(s), some hymns
to all three princes appear to have been composed specifically for their feast, while
others were borrowed from earlier canonized Russian saints. Comparison of the
originals with the target texts allows us to identify changing epithets that reflect
development of local and national veneration.

b) The liturgical analytical approach allows us to evaluate the festal rank of each service
and to trace the evolution and changes in the saints’ cult as the centuries passed. In
several instances particular methods of each writer’s approach can be observed. The
errors, omissions and rubrical (Typicon) inconsistencies appearing in the services
allow us to derive certain hypotheses pertaining to these services’ place in the
liturgical calendar and the possible origin of the earliest full service to St. Feodor.

c) Socio-historical observations and inferences can be drawn from investigating the
wording chosen for and omitted from the hymns. Tracing the changing phrases and

metaphors — though borrowed — tell us how the saints were viewed at any given time.

Liturgical Terminology and Classification

The analysis of church services must be accompanied by several preliminary provisions on the

details of liturgical Typicon-based rubrics of the Russian Orthodox Church:



a) The Typicon (Ustav, Tipikon) is a collection of rules for monastic life as well as
directives (rubrics) for the liturgical services. Its predominant part contains liturgical
rubrics that regulate the execution of the daily, weekly and yearly services in church,
whereby most attention is dedicated to the orders of Vespers and Matins (Vigil), the texts
for which are found in the Menaion (Mineia), Triodion (Triod’ postnaia) or
Pentecostarion (7riod’ tsvetnaia). While the Studite Typicon regulated the church
services in early Rus’, it was replaced ubiquitously by the Jerusalem Typicon by the
fifteenth century, when the first services to St. Feodor appear.” Although the Jerusalem
Ustav in the Russian Church has seen only minor changes over the past six hundred
years, some of its regulations were elaborated or recorded later, for which reason this
research will consult the Typica and other liturgical books as close as chronologically
possible to the saints’ services being analyzed.

b) The types of individual hymns that compose the services of Vespers, Matins and Liturgy.
Historically, the Troparion and Kontakion are considered the most indispensable hymns,
without which no festal service to a saint can be complete within the Jerusalem Typicon’s
realm.*® Summarizing the essence of the feast in several lines, these are sung and read
multiple times during the liturgical date.*” The Troparion and Kontakion play a key role
in the initial stages of the veneration process as they are usually the first to be composed

chronologically. The Panikhidas for the departed righteous person(s)>’ give way to

47 Sergii (Spasskii), Polnyi mesiatseslov Vostoka. Tom 1: Vostochnaia agiologiia:190. Spasskii, Russkoe
liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 88-92; Pentkovskii, Tipikon Studita, 227-28; Aleksei M. Pentkovskii, “Ierusalimskii
ustav,” Pravoslavnaia Entsiklopediia, vol. 21 (Moscow: Izd. “Pravoslavnaia entskiklopediia,” 2012): 504—05.

48 Mikhail Skaballanovich, Tolkovyi Tipikon, vyp. 1l (Kiev: Tipografiia Imperatorskago universiteta, 1913; reprint,
Pskovo-Pecherskii monastyr’: 1994), 180-82, 283-84; Vyp. 111, 19-20.

4 The Troparion and Kontakion are sung at all major services of the daily cycle: Vespers (only Troparion), Matins
and Liturgy, and are read at first, third, sixth and ninth Hours.

50 The pre-canonization commemorations of the souls of the departed princes at commemorative memorial
(Panikhida) services is discussed in: Tatiana Shablova, “Formy pominoveniia v russkikh kniazhestvakh po
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d)

Molebens®! and water blessings.>? In case the Troparion, Kontakion and sometimes the
Tkos (which thematically complements the latter>*) have not been composed, the generic
ones ought to be used from the General Menaion.>*

After the Troparion and Kontakion, the next step in veneration — either official
canonization, or informal local glorification — is accompanied by a full service to the
saint(s). As was often the case prior to Metropolitan Makarii’s Moscow Councils of
1547/49, the local saints did not require official canonizations,>® and their services could
either be sung from the General Menaia (in which case their names were simply filled in
the blanks),*® or composed individually by local hymnographers.*” Before these early
hymns and services entered the Trefologia and the mainstream Menaia, they often
circulated locally in a form of separate handwritten liturgical pamphlets (tetradki).>®
Jerusalem Typicon attributes six ranks of solemnity to all Menaion services, identifying
which plays a major role in understanding the evolution and the level of veneration of

each particular saint. These ranks, their marked signs® and their features are listed below

istochnikam XIV-XV vv.” In Kormovoe pominovenie v Uspenskom Kirillo-Belozerskom monastyre v XVI-XVII vv.
(St. Petersburg; Renome: 2012), 22-33.

31 Golubinskii, Istoriia kanonizatsii, 42, 138.

32 Such Molebens to St. Feodor are mentioned in the Anonymous (Menaion) vita redaction, e.g. [aMZ 15522
(beginning of sixteenth century), f. 356, 358v., 359v., 361.

33 Tkos is closely tied to the Kontakion and often ends with the same phrase/refrain (see Konstantin Nikol’skii
(protoierei), Posobie k izucheniiu ustava bogosluzheniia Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi (St. Petersburg: Sinodal’naia
tipografiia, 1907), 300 (footnote 5). As a pair, both appear at Canon’s ode six, and sometimes at ode three.

34 Spasskii. Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 30, 143.

3 Golubinskii. Istoriia kanonizatsii, 90-92, 97, 288—89.

56 F. Spasskii posits, based on a note by Archbishop Filaret, that St. Feodor’s celebration was already in place in
1463, that “the celebration assumes some sort of a service” and that this service “could be served from the General
Menaion,” and proposes that “the primary service fully followed the General Menaion, whose texts were gradually
substituted the new hymnographic compositions (Spasskii, Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 143). Such was the
case with the feast of St. Olga (Golubinskii, Istoriia kanonizatsii, 57).

57 Identical process is noted by G. Lenhoff in regards to the development of veneration of SS. Boris and Gleb (Gail
Lenhoff, The Martyred Princes Boris and Gleb: A Socio-Cultural Study of the Cult and the Texts, UCLA Slavic
Studies, vol. 19 (Columbus: Slavica Publishers, 1989), 60.

38 Spasskii, Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 13, 60, 292-93.

59 Special signs representing each rank were placed next to the service’s calendar date as early as first half of
fifteenth century (e.g. TSL 239, ff. 79v., 194v., 213v.) and became more widespread by the sixteenth century (e.g.
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according to their increasing festal order, whereas the more significant services contain

greater number of hymns and are carried out with more solemnity. %

1.

Simple (prostaia) service [no sign] is the shortest and simplest service, the
minimal requirement for which is three stichera on “Lord I call” at Vespers and a
Canon at Matins. A customized Troparion and/or Kontakion to the saint may or
may not be present, but a personal Sedalion is usually placed after the third ode of
the Canon.

Six-sticheron (shestirichnaia) service [black tri-circle sign with three dots] may
be as short as the Simple rank, but the stichera at “Lord I call” are prescribed “on
six,” which is attained by either repeating each one of the three available stichera
twice, or by singing six specially-composed new stichera. A customized
Troparion and/or Kontakion to the saint may or may not be present. Often, a
‘Glory’ verse to the saint would be added at the Vespers Aposticha, while the
Matins Aposticha are still taken from the Octoechos. The Great Doxology at the
end of Matins is read.

Doxology (slavoslovnaia) service [red tri-circle sign with three dots] embellishes
the Six-sticheron rank by prescribing the Great Doxology at the end of Matins to
be sung rather than read. A personalized Troparion and Kontakion are always

present. A set of special Aposthicha stichera is added at Vespers as well as the

TSL 242, multiple folia). At times the prescribed ranks were spelled out in the beginning of the services (TSL 239,
ff. 201v., 209v., 218v., 239; TSL 259, f. 20). However, often these ranks had to be personally evaluated by each
precentor (ustavshchik) based on their contents.

60 Tipikon, siest’ Ustav (Moscow: Sinodal’naia tipografiia, 1906; reprint, Kiev: UPTs, 1997), chapters 3-5, 15, 47.
Detailed description and examples are given in Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 488—523.
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Praises stichera at Matins. A second Canon may be present as well. The end-of-
Matins Aposticha are cancelled due to the festal ending of Matins.

. Polyeleos (polielei, mnogomilostivo) service [red cross sign] replaces the regular
daily Vespers kathisma with singing of “Blessed is the man” (Blazhen muzh), the
singing of the Polyeleos sequence (Psalms 134 and 135, Magnification, Sedalion,
festal Antiphon “From my youth,” Prokimenon, Gospel reading, Psalm 50 and
post-Psalm 50 sticheron). Often there are two Canons to the saint(s) preceded by a
short Canon to the Theotokos. A festal Katavasia is prescribed at the end of each
Ode of the Canon, and one special festal Theotokos sticheron (Theotokion,
bogorodichen) is prescribed at the end of “Lord I call,” the Aposticha, and the
Praises. The festal Theotokion Troparion is to be sung at the end of Vespers and
beginning of Matins which is to match the tone of the Troparion of the celebrated
saint.

. Vigil (bdenie) service [red cross in semi-circle sign] adds the Lytia (/itiia, na
iskhozhenii) stichera set before the Vespers Aposticha, during which the clergy
proceeds to the Narthex or the church-porch to bless the loaves, wine and oil. The
Troparion to the saint is followed by “Rejoice O Virgin Theotokos” at the end of
Vespers. Originally, the Vespers and the Matins for this rank were combined,
extending this service to last all night, earning it the name of Vigil (vesnoshchnoe
bdenie). At times a special Small Vespers (malaia vechernia) — a shortened
version of the regular Vespers — is added to the text before the regular (Great)

Vespers, comprising a set of different stichera at “Lord I call” and the Aposticha.
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6. Great Feast (velikii prazdnik) service [red cross in circle sign] is usually assigned
only to the twelve major feasts and several minor feasts to the Lord and
Theotokos. One exception is when the local church is dedicated to the celebrated
saint, in which case that saint’s memory is carried out similar to one of twelve
major feasts.®! In such instances even a Simple or Six-sticheron service to a saint
should be augmented to a Vigil rank, which the Great Feast rank highly
resembles. In a few instances one may encounter a note in the Typicon or the
Menaion: “ashche khram, ili voskhoshchet nastoiatel’ — tvorim
bdenie/agripniiu”.*

e) Finally, it should be noted that Menaion contains a number of saints — particularly from
Rus’ — who over time had obtained secondary feasts in addition to their original repose
)5

dates. These may include Inventio (aka Finding, obretenie)®’ and Translatio (aka

Translation, prenesenie)® of their relics, although these designations are on a rare
occasion interchanged.® Such additional feasts usually merit a composition of new

hymns, ranging from an entirely new service to a mere Troparion-Kontakion set.®® One

%! The so-called “Temple Chapters” (khramovy glavy) regulating the order of such services developed later into a
separate section of the modern Typicon (Tipikon, 1906, f. 543v.—564; Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 117).
62 Directives of this sort may be found in the fifteenth and sixteenth-century Typica and Menaia, e.g.: TSL 480, f.
211v. (October 26), TSL 516, £.261 (January 20). One fifteenth-century Menaion for the service to SS. Boris and
Gleb (July 24) directs: “Ashche khoshchet nastoiatel’ tvoriti vsenoshchnoe sviatym...” (TSL 577, f. 167 v.). Similar
directives sometimes appear next to the services of Russian saints, such as Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov (Sept.
20), Varlaam Khutynskii (Nov. 6), Mitropolit Aleksii (Feb. 12), Leontii of Rostov (May 23), Ignatii of Rostov (May
28), Kirill Belozerskii (June 9) — see RGB, f.344 (sobr. Shibanova), Nel110.

63 TSL 548, £.313 (Leontii of Rostov, May 24), TSL 608, f.480 (Mitropolit Aleksii, May 20).

% TSL 623, £.240v. (Nicholas the Wonderworker, May 9); TSL 558, £.9 (Boris and Gleb, May 2); TSL 618, f. 223
(Mitropolit Petr, Aug. 24); GIM Chud. 333, £.132 (Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin of Iaroslavl’, March 5).

% E.g. July 5 feast to St. Sergii of Radonezh appears interchangeably with the names obretenie (TSL 619, £.238) and
prenesenie (TSL 568, £.256).

% Some examples where the saints’ Repose services differ (entirely or predominantly) from their Inventio or
Translatio services include: Nicholas the Wonderworker (Dec. 6 / May 9), Boris and Gleb (July 24 / May 2),
Feodosii Pecherskii (May 3 / Aug. 14), Mitropolit Petr (Dec. 21 / Aug. 24), Sergii of Radonezh (Sept. 25 / July 5),
Mitropolit Aleksii (Feb. 12 / May 20). In several instances the Translatio services borrow a Canon and occasional
other hymns from the Repose services: Makarii Kaliazinskii (March 17 / May 26), Aleksandr Nevskii (Nov. 23 /
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example of the latter are the two feasts in honor of the laroslavl’ princes — September 19
(the day of St. Feodor’s repose) and March 5 (the Inventio/Translatio of their relics).
While virtually the same service is listed under both dates, each celebration has a separate

Troparion and Kontakion dedicated to it.

Hymnographic Sources

In order to demonstrate the processes occurring in the fifteenth—sixteenth century services to the
laroslavl’ princes and to avoid anachronisms, all sources referenced in this research are
contemporary or slightly preceding the manuscripts in question. These sources include the
liturgical texts to the Russian saints which might have influenced the early services to SS.
Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin. A significant number of the codices cited are from the digitized
collection of Trinity—St. Sergius Lavra (TSL) available online at http://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-1/
(access: 3/1/2024). The following descriptions of the church books (in addition to the Typicon
described above) consulted hereby as reference materials may be found of use by the reader:®’
1. Menaion, or Monthly service Menaion (Mineia, Sluzheblnaia Mineia) — the twelve
monthly volumes containing the services to daily saints, arranged by month and day. On
occasion, from two to six months’ worth of services appear bound in one tome.
2. General Menaion (Obshchaia Mineia) — a collection of generic services to saints of

various categories created for venerating the newly-glorified saints or the saints whose

Aug. 30). The Inventio service sometimes copies its Repose counterpart (aside from sparse newly-composed hymns
such as the Troparion and Kontakion), as in the case of St. Daniil of Moscow (Mar. 4 / Aug. 30).

7 Most fifteenth and sixteenth century services to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin appear in the Anthologies,
Trefologia, and Service Menaia.
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hymns are not found in the Monthly Menaia. These services are sometimes found
appended to the Psalters or Typica.

Festal Menaion (Prazdnichnaia Mineia) contains select services to the more celebrated
feasts and saints throughout the year. Sometimes designated as Amfolog(ion).

Trefoloi, or Trefologion (7refolog, Trefoloi) — a name adopted since the fifteenth century
to the anthologies of services to especially-venerated saints from the church calendar.
Often includes a large number of Russian saints.

Anthology, Collection, Miscellany (Sbornik) — any collection of liturgical and/or
scriptural texts, hymns and prayers, bound in one book for ease of the local usage. At
times this vague title was assigned to a book by the archival cataloguer who was not able
to properly identify it.

Lenten Triodion (Postnaia Triod’) — a collection of daily Lenten services, usually the

nine weeks preceding Palm Sunday.

Categorization of Manuscripts and Chapter Partition

Due to the uncertainties as to the provenance, exact dating and chronological correlation of most

manuscripts, it is difficult to speak of “redactions” of the services in the medieval Russian

Menaia. The services to the laroslavl’ princes have been categorized therefore primarily

according to their liturgical features and divided into the following versions and sub-variants:

1. VI (Chapter 1): service to St. Feodor alone under the date of September 19;
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2. V2 (Chapter 2): services to all three princes under September 19, which carry no
traces of Cross-Elevation rubrics; this version includes two variants: a) Vigil rank,
and b) Polyelei rank;

3. V3 (Chapter 3): services to all three princes under September 19, which contain the
rubrics for the Cross-Elevation feast; the two variants include: a) Vigil rank, and b)
Polyelei rank;

4. V4 (Chapter 4): services to all three princes under March 5, all of which belong to the

Polyelei variant.

It was not our intent to analyze the text of each separate service or to comprehensively
trace their textual variations. Instead, we studied the most common service within each version
and then noted the liturgical differences of every consecutive variant of that service, analyzing

any new hymns that were not encountered previously.
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CHAPTER 1
VARIANT 1: SEPTEMBER 19 SERVICE TO ST. FEODOR

The earliest surviving service to any of the three Holy Princes of laroslavl’ is dedicated solely to
St. Feodor®® and is preserved in a Festal Menaion copied in 1468/69 in Pereiaslavl’-Zalesskii at
the request of Andrei, Hegumen of the Aleksandrov Monastery® in the neighboring Vladimir
diocese.”” Titled “Pamiati sviatago chiudotvortsia kniaz’ia Feodora Iaroslav’skago
novoiavlennago,” this service is unique among all others in that it does not mention his sons, SS.
Davyd and Konstantin. This places it in a category of its own — Variant 1 (V1) — to which this
chapter is dedicated.”! The text presents the complete movable cycle of hymns written out in
liturgical order for Vespers and Matins, which does not include the vita. The service also alludes
— but often omits their full texts — to the theotokia governed by the Jerusalem Typicon.”? The texts
of Vespers include: 1) three stichera on “Lord I call” with their ‘Glory’ verse (Doxastichon,
slavnik), 2) three stichera on Aposticha with their ‘Glory’ verse, and 3) a Troparion. The Matins

comprises: 1) two kathisma sedalia (sessional hymns), 2) a Canon consisting of 9 (8) odes’® with

% GIM, sobr. P. I. Shchukina Ne331 (hereafter cited as Shchuk.), f.61-67v. — first published with preliminary
analysis, historiographic overview and English translation in: Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 125-31, 368—
81. The texts from the Shchuk. 331 service below are cited from the appendix to the 2019 edition: Lenkhoff, Kniaz’
Feodor, 282-90.

9 Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 368 (footnote 1). For more thorough description of this manuscript, see:
Aleksandr 1. latsimirskii, Opis” starinnykh slavianskikh i russkikh rukopisei sobraniia P. I. Shchukina. Vyp. 2
(Moscow: Izdatel’stvo P. 1. Shchukina, 1897), 30-31.

70 Our new findings show that Alexandrov Monastery was in fact a monastery of SS. Boris and Gleb, founded in the
mid-thirteenth cent. by St. Alexander Nevsky (hence the name). It belonged to the Vladimir diocese until its transfer
to the Moscow diocese in 1742. See: Vitalii P. Efiemenkov, “«Raduisia, svetil’nik Iaroslavlia»: pervaia i zabytaia
sluzhba sv. kniaziu Feodoru Iaroslavskomu,” Vestnik laroslavskoi dukhovnoi seminarii, vyp. 3 (2021), 83—84.

" This commemoration of Feodor alone is also seen in the earliest Prologue entry and two initial vitae most
frequently copied in manuscripts (Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 84-88).

2 The entire texts of the theotokia and troparia are not given with the exception of the Canon odes and the
Photogogicon (svetilen).

73 Ode 2 of the Canon is omitted (not composed at all) with the exception of certain penitential Triodion services of
Great Lent.
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four troparia per ode, a Kontakion and an Ikos after the 6™ ode, 3) a Photagogicon (Svetilen)’* with

its Theotokion, and 4) three Praises stichera with their ‘Glory’ verse.

Following the order of the service, the first liturgical directive, “On Lord I call,” appoint

six stichera””?

and the absence of the Old Testament readings (Parimia) attest to the “six-stichera”

rank (shestirichnyi, sometimes marked with a black # sign) of the service. Other such traits include

the absence of the Litia stichera, the Polyeleos, and of the Great Doxology.

All three initial “Lord I call” stichera follow similar texts from the mid-fifteenth century

General Menaion’s service to one venerable father (hereafter cited as GMV1):7¢

“Lord I call” from GMV1 (enfacwv] 8,
nodfobenwv]’’ ‘Myuenuyu Locnoonu):
[Ipenogo6eHs u YecTeHb CBBTHIIHUKD
0>KCTBEHBIM CBBTOHOCHBIN TIOIb CITYIOMb
YKUTIUCKBIS TIICTOTHI HE CKPBIBACTCS
HUKOJIMIKE, HO Ha BpBCh ero moiaraeth
BBICOKBIXb UyJIeCh WIKOII00eb. Toro
MJIMTBaMH JIAPYH JIFOJIEMb TBOMMb BEITif0
MiI0CcTh. (£.165)

Ha pano BB3110KUITH €CH BCYECTHBIM,
nbiaHis pyKy cBoero, rbiaroie BEIMHY
00KecTBEeHasl, HEBB3BpATUCS 31 BCTSIB, HO
OBIC BB IIapCTBIC YIPABICHDb, XPUCTA
BBIUTONIbAIITOCSA bora Bs cniaceHie qymnamb
HamuMb. (f.165-165v.)

Bb noapu TenecHbu Bb3UMb KPOTHKBIMH
JBIXaHIM KPOTKAro Jayxa, JIETKO MPemeTb eCH
KHUTIMCKYIO IIy4HHY IIpeMyipe, 1 Ha Oucepb
MHOTOITBHHBMB CBOst UMbBHIA Tpo1aBb, U

“Lord I call” to Feodor (2n. 8, nodober ‘Umo
ebl Hapewems ') (Shchuk. 331):

Ilpenoodobenv uecmerns SBUCS 60JiceCnEebl
ceromunnuxs B Pyctbu crpanb, cuss
00XECTBEHBIMU 4/00eChl, Bb MPUCHOCYIIEMb
CBOEMb I'pajk, MHOTBI CTPACTHBIS HEAYTH
oTroHsisl, Behbxb BbpHBIXD ucbiisis, Momum TH

cs1, boromypsl KHspKke. Criacu qyliia Haiia.
(f.61-61v.)

SIKo ke Ha pano 80310%cend ecu, U 8ceuecmuasl
CBOSI OrosiHUsL, DOJHCECMBEHbISL TBOSI MYIPBIS
MIOJIBUTHI, B MUPH KUTEILCTBYS 0Jaro4ectHo, u
CHSIA YIOASCHBIMU O1bTenMu, ecezoa
boorcecmeenas, NCTIpajeHast, U CBOU Ipaj
COXpaHsIsl HeBpEANMb, OT HEBUIUMBIXD Bparb
cnacas oywa nawa. (f.61v.)

BoromynapeHo npuiens ecu menecHoe
YIOBBCTBO KPOMBKUMD ObIXAHUU CHMUPECHBIMb
0yxoMmb, siKo ke Ha Oucepb mpHOrOEHHEMB
cBOsl UMbHHUS ipe/1aBb, HBIHB COSIOTH MHOTBIMHU

74 Historically, a daily or Lenten version of the more common festal Exapostilarion hymn that bears the same

function.

75 With only three stichera written out, it is expected that each one will be sung twice.

7°RGB f.173.1, Sobranie Moskovskoi Dukhovnoi Akademii (hereafter cited as MDA) Ne77 (Miscellany, 2™ half of
the 1400s). These stichera belong to the same tone 8, but the difference in the prescribed Prosomoion (podoben)
melodies (“Muchenitsi Gospodni” vs. “Chto vy narechem”) may imply some intermediate text or a correction.

" Podoben (Prosomoion) — a hymn that is prescribed to follow its original samopodoben (Automelon), the special
melodic variation within each specific tone designated by its initial phrase. For further reading see: Johann von
Gardner, Russian Church Singing, vol. 1 (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1980), 53-55.
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00pbTh ero B cedb yabpxkans ecu, OJ1aKeHb
OBIBB 00KCTBEHBIMH cisHiM Ero.

(£.165v.)

YI0J1eChl 4eCTHOE TBOe Thi1o OnaxkeHoe, BchMb
BEpHBIMB TO1as HCcITblIeHbsT HEOCKYTHBISA,
OJlaroJjaTH HAITOJIHWIB €CH CBOM Tpajl,
npenodobrne omue, kusxe denope, cracu ayma
Hama. (f.61v.—62)

It i1s very important to note that in addition to Feodor’s name, all three target stichera

demonstrate this newly-revealed saint’s treatment as a miracle worker through his relics and a

patron of his city, while an attempt is made to present him as a “divine lantern in the entire land of

Rus” (bozhestvennyi svetil 'nik v rustei strane). Of especial note here — as in the title of this service

and many of the subsequent hymns — is the fact that Feodor is ascribed the rank of a “venerable

father” (prepodobnyi). This is also attested by the borrowing source for these initial stichera from

the general service to a Venerable Father.

In the middle of the following ‘Glory’ verse the saint, who is appropriately being addressed

in the second person (italicized) is incongruously referred to in the third person (in place of “your

relics,” we find “his relics”). This could be a typical scribal error or it could indicate that the text

was copied from various services:

“Lord I call” ‘Glory’ verse to Feodor (21. 4):

<...> AHesuncs ecu, omue, cbcyap cBsaTaro Jlyxa <...> u 60kecTBeHbIM CBETOMB OChHS C

Bbpoto, mu npuxopasIie Kb YeCTHIHBIMB €r0 MOIIEMb, B YeCTHb 00JMcTaeMpb OT

KUBOHOCHBIXH MOIIIeH meoux, Heinb mu Bbporo mpunagaems <...> (£.62)

The two following Aposticha stichera do not correspond to any hymns from GMV1, and

rightly so, since those general services did not include Aposticha at all. Despite the brevity of these

stichera, the words “rpangs” and “BbpHbIXB” appear twice in the first one, while “kusixe @eonope”

repeats twice in the second Sticheron, revealing seemingly unedited or spontaneous composing
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rather than copying. Another hint on their possible originality may be derived from the refrains
that usually precede the second and the third stichera — in this case: “Chestna...” and “Chto
vozdam...” While these refrains form a Prokimenon used during Matins and Liturgy for the
venerable and hierarchs, they do not generally appear together as the Aposticha refrains.’®

The third Aposticha Sticheron has a different provenance than the first two, which can be
deduced from its difference in length (it is twice as long, which usually occurs in the services with
borrowings from various sources), and from the conflict of its initial phrase “Panyiicsa” with the
melody of the 4™ tone prescribed for all three stichera.” The parts italicized below may have been
inspired by the “Lord I call” ‘Glory’ verse from the Small Vespers for the Inventio of St. Leontii

of Rostov (May 23):

“Lord I call” ‘Glory’ verse to Leontii (21. 8): Aposticha 3 to Feodor (2r. 4) (Shchuk. 331):
Becenucs u pagyucs rpaj ciiaBHbd POCTOBB,

Kpacyucs U paayucs NepkBU Bokust v JUBHA Paoyucs u ecenucs, cnasnviu epao

BIIPABAY, B HEU XKe JICXKUTH CBATAs PAKa SKE SIpocnaBib, BbCIPUUMIIU B ce0b

uMath B ce0b napp ucubnenus GiarogaTu 00kecTBeHOE ChKpoBHIIe. MHOTOITBIICOHBIS
YECTHOC T’]5J'IO TBOC, CBATHUTCIIIO BCIIUKBIN TBOA, OTYC, MOIIIH I[aPOBaBBII/I rpaz[y
JleonTtue. Thl 60 CMUPEHHE CTEXKABD U HaIlleMy MHOTa ucyrsjieHusi U KHI3eMb
I_I'BJ'IOMYI[pI/Ie TBOUMMU MOJITBAMU U HOCOGI/IGM'L; HalmuyMb noxBajia, 1 SGMH’IS HaIlICHu BCJINKBIN
BbpHUM KHA3M HAIIM JepkaBy moobxaror MTOMOIITHUKDS ¥ MBHOTBIMB CTPaHAMb
MOTaHBIHU CYTOCTAThI, Te0e XPUCTOCH 3aCTyIMHUKD, MOAUM M3, omuye, CTIacu oyuld

cebriio Benukoe nmokasa rpaay PoctoBy. Tol Hawa, TKo MuIocTuB. (f.62v.)
e MoXBaja eMy, Thl U 3alllnYeHie, TBOU Ipo0b
Oe3Me3Ha Bpauda MpeyIekuTh; K HeMy 00
crbniun npuxonsiie Bbporo npocsbarores,
XPOMHH BJICKYIIECS CKAYIOIIe OTXOISTh,
HenyxHin ucubistores, ObcHyommucs
0bcoBb n30BIBarOTE. TBMB U MBI JHECH BCU
MOYHTAIOIIE YecTHOE TBoe 00pbTeHue, Momum
TSl IPENOJO0HE 0TYE: MUPH MUPOBH UCIIPOCH

78 We were able to locate only one other such instance among early Russian saints — Mikhail and Feodor of
Chernigov (September 20) in this very manuscript (f.69v.—70).

7 Most, if not all stichera beginning with an exclamation “Raduisia” follow the 5 tone podoben melody “Raduisia
zhivonosnyi kreste,” and therefore are not sung to any other tones/melodies.

21



JTylIamMb HAITUMBb ¥ BEJIMIO MUTIOCTb. (f.57v.—
58)80

Although such similarities alone are not enough to presume direct borrowing, they should
not be left unmentioned for several reasons. First, Feodor’s service concentrates heavily around
his miracle-working relics, and it would be logical for an author of his service to consult with the
one composed to honor the translation of St. Leontii’s relics. Secondly, these two saints were
venerated in neighboring principalities of Northeast Rus’, which belonged to the same bishopric
since the eleventh century®! and it is logical to assume that Leontii’s service would have been
accessible to Iaroslavl’ hymnographers.

Feodor’s Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse borrows from Holy Metropolitan Peter’s service, as has

been previously noted in the scholarship:®?

Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse to Feodor (21. 8)

Shchuk. 331):

Hemb 151 6ropruu monate Xpucrona

Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse to Peter (21. 8):

[Ipuabre Bcu BbpHUH, CHIIIaCHO BHCIIOUM

[Terpa BceOmakeHHaro, 6j1arodectua cebrmio,
BB3/IepHKaHMs IPABIIIO, TEPITEHUIO CTOIMIIA,
npoctoTh chkpoBuina, cmbpenna pbky
HE3aBUCTHHYIO, HUIIMMb YTEXY, CTpPaHHBIMb
CTPAaHHOIIPUUMHHKA U UCTUHHBIA JII00BE
XpucToBBI 1baaTensi BOUCTHHY OJNMKHSTO; 1
CbHY 00, U )XUBb, u npbimens. Yenopbkomb
3aCTYIHUKD U CIIACUTEINb T0Ka3acs,
6orb3HeMb U cTpacTeMb HEUCITBIHBIMD U
BCSIYBCKBIMB HANacTeMb UCITBInUTeNb; 1

XpI/ICTa MOJIUTH CIIaCTHUCA AyIIaMb HElIJ.IPIMT».83

YTOAHHUKA OOTOMYIparo KHs3s,
00xecTBeHHAro cBLTHUIIHIKA, IPOCIaBbCKaro
YI0ZI0TBOPIIA, PYCHCKBIMB KHSI3€Mb BEITUKA
MTOMOITHHKA, 8030epiHCaHU0 HaCTaBHUKD,
mepnreHUI0 KO TBEPABIU CIMONY,
NPOCMOMI® COKpOBUUE, CMUPEHUIO
OnaronoTpeOuTeNb, HULYUMD YMIBXA,
CMPAaHHbIMB HEOCKYIHO TMOaTelb,
HATOJHWITBCS €CH, KHSIKE, Xpucmosul
11006uU, SIBUJICS €CU 80UCTNUH) 8DAYb BCHMB
CKOPOSIIIM®B JTFOAEMb U BEIIMOXKaMb
HakaszaTellb, 1 MHUXOMb HacTaBHUKDG. HeiHb
Ts Bbpoto 01akuMb, 60)KECTBEHHYIO TBOIO
MaMsITh JIOCTOMHO MOYTeMb. (f.62v.)

80 TSL 613 (Trefoloi for May through August, 1400s), £.57v, 59v. The preserved relics of St. Leontii, bishop of
Rostov (d. ca.1076 or 1077), were discovered in 1164; the earliest hymns are attributed to Archbishop Ioann of
Rostov (end of twelfth cent.), while the earliest full service (May 23) dates to the mid-fifteenth century. See: Gail
Lenkhoff “Kanonizatsiia i kniazheskaia vlast’ v Sever-Vostochnoi Rusi: Kul’t Leoniia Rostovskogo,” laroslavskaia

starina, vyp. 3 (1996): 15-19.

8 Jerarkhi Rostovsko-laroslavskoi pastvy v preemstvennom poriadkie s 992 goda do nastoiashchago vremeni.
(Taroslavl’: Tipografiia Germana Fal’k, 1864), 7-8; Pavel Stroev, Spiski ierarkhov i nastoiatelei monastyrei
Rossiiskoi Tserkvi (St. Petersburg: Arkheograficheskaia komissiia, 1877; reprint, Moscow: Rukopisnye pamiatniki

Drevnei Rusi, 2007), 328.
82 Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 128-29.

8 Khar’kovskaia gosudarstvennaia nauchnaia biblioteka im. Korolenko (hereafter cited as KhGNB) Ne816281 (end
of fourteenth cent.), cited from: Sedova, Sviatitel’ Petr, 69. See also: TSL 617 (Trefoloi, late 1400s — early 1500s),
f.86v.
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The Vespers conclude with Feodor’s Troparion which acknowledges the miracles from his

relics and the patronage over Iaroslavl’, which repeats several phrases from two other hymns from

this service:

2" Sticheron on “Lord I call” (21 8, nod. ‘Umo

Troparion to Feodor (21. 4) (Shchuk. 331):

bl Hapeyemd ') (Shchuk. 331):

SIKko e Ha payio BO3JIOKEHD €CH, U BCEUeCTHAs
cBOsI bsiHUS, OOKECTBEHBISI TBOSI MYAPBIS
MOABUTHI, B MUPh )KUTEILCTBYS 071aro4ecTHO,
U CHsIS I0JIECHBIMU JbTenmu, Bceraa
00’KeCTBEHasl, UCTIpaJIeHast, U C80U 2pa0
COXPAH3SL HEeBPEOUMD, OM HEBUOUMBIX 8DACD
cnacas ayma Hama. (f.61v.)

Canon Ode 3. troparion 2 (Shchuk. 331):
U3vmnada nipennexaBb BCeIEPKATEIICBHI,
00ro0J1aXKEHBI KHSKE, COXPAaHH HACh OT
0bcoBckbIs 3110081, U 2pad ceou coxpanu
Hegpedumv. (£.63v.)

H3mnaoa sBuncs ecu, 00roMyApbIN KHSKE,
00KEeCTBEHBI COCYIb HEBO30paHeHb borow,
1 HbIHbE TOYWIIIM HAaMB MHOTA UCIThICHUS OT
TBOUXb YECTHBIX'H MOIIEH, BECS €PECH
MTOTOTUISIOIIH, CIIACasH c80uU 2pad U BChXb
BBPHBIXD coxpaHss Hespedums om
HeBUOUMBIXD 8pAcH; BEPOIO TS MOJIMMb,
npenoao0He oTde, kKHsbke Denope, cnacu
nymia Hama. (£.65)

The Matins begins with two Kathisma Sedalia (Sessional Hymns). The first one essentially

copies the Ode 3 Sedalion from the GMV1 Canon (matching its tone and podoben), while certain

elements (italicized) are changed to reflect Feodor’s status and miracles:

Ode 3 Sedalion from GMV1 (raacs 4, noJ.
“Ckopo Bapu’):

CrtpacTHOE MOpabOTHIIB €CH TIIOTHCKOE
MYJIpOBaHUE, ¥ TOpIIIee MOKOPUITH eCH
JydIiieMy, oTde npbciaBHe, CBKPYIIHID ecH
06bcomb BB nOCmom®b, BbcusiBIIEMY B MUph
SIKO COJTHEYHBIXh CHAHWH TBOS T0OpoabTenu; u
Cero paau T BbcrbBaems. 4

Kathisma 1 Sedalion to Feodor (rnacs 4,
noj. “Ckopo [npea]sapu”) (Shchuk. 331):
[InoThcKOe MyIpoBaHUE TOPAOOTHITH €CH,
onadicenne knsice Geonope, u ropiiee
MMOKOPIITH €CH, JIYUbIIIee BOCIIPUSIH €CH,
MIPECIIaHbIN OTYEe, U CKPYIIWITb ecu 6bcomb
BBISL; M HEIHB BOCHS CU yrodece SIKO
COJTHEYHHI JTy4b, B 100poabTens cuss
boorcuero bracooamsro. Toro paau
seneenacro ciaBuMb Ti. (£.63)

84 MDA 77, £.166.
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The second Kathisma Sedalion, while not corresponding to any text in GMV1, follows

almost verbatim the Polyeleos Sedalion to Metropolitan Peter (December 21):%°

Polyeleos Sedalion to Peter (rnacs 3): Kathisma 2 Sedalion to Feodor (rnacs 3)
(Shchuk. 331):
Munoctusomy XpUCTOBY YTOJHHUKY, MonuMsb TH ¢4, IPenoo0He 0T4e KHSKE
HE3JIOOMBOMY M KPOTKOMY, BCH TeOe deonope, mMurocmugHomy GOTOMYIPOMY
HPUIIEKHO MOJMMCS U JIIOOOBUIO 30BEM: OTLIIO, NPUNTBICHO 306EMb, PA3PTsLULL HBI,
“Paznmpern MeK0COOHYIO CTPACTUH HAIINX 0TYe, MeHCUyCcoOHyI0 bpans cmpacmeu
OpaHb, pa3apylH OecoBcKaa MeuTaHHA. HAuuxv 1 BCS O16COBCKASL MEUMAHUsL
[TpucHobOnaxeHe, BCIYECKbIX N30aBU Pa3opUBb, U BCAUECKbIXb UCKYULEHUU U30a8U
MCKYIIIEHHH, JIF0O0BUIO BOCIIEBAIOMIMX Ts 5 Bbpoto urynmm namsTh TBOMO. (£.63)

The Kathisma Sedalia are followed by the Canon “npenodo6romy eounomy” which
consists of 9(8) odes, each containing the initial phrase of its Irmos,®” three troparia to the Saint,
and the final Theotokion. Ode 6 includes the Kontakion and Ikos, while Ode 9 is followed by the
Svetilen and its Theotokion. From the 24 total Canon troparia to Feodor, 19 correspond to their
equivalents in the GMV1,*® appending occasional details that allude to Feodor’s princely status,
the miracles from the relics and the intercession for the entire land of Rus’, while six troparia are
completely different. Careful comparison of the first 19 troparia with their GMV1 prototypes
reveals two possible motives for the changes:

1. To adapt the monastic topoi wording to the princely-mundane life of Feodor, which is

especially evident in the following examples:

GMV1: Feodor’s service in Shchuk. 331:
Otue Kusoke (multiple instances)
[pwrenuicst Xpucty Xpwucta Bo3moomis (1:1)

85 Spasskii, Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 123 and 163 relates that the service to Metropolitan Peter’s repose
(Dec. 21) already existed during the rule of Prokhor, Bishop of Rostov (d.1327), but was finalized by Metropolitan
Kiprian of Moscow (d.1406).

8 KhGNB 816281 — cited from Sedova, Sviatitel’ Petr, 70.

87 The full texts of the irmoi are replaced by shortened initial phrase cues that were sufficient for the precentor
(ustavshchik) to locate the corresponding full texts in the Irmologion — a book that was used specifically for singing
these hymns (see Gardner, Russian Church Singing, 1:44).

8 MDA 77 (Shestodnev and General Menaion, mid-1400s), f.65v.—67.
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[TnoTckust cTpacT yMEpTBUBD Mipckus Bbiun nocpamusbiu (1:1)

Bce 6bcoBekust 3m00b1 n30erns ecu Coxpanu Hach ot 6bcoBckus 310081 (3:1)
Haka3syst 1 yus, u npuBojas kb boxxueit Bomu BhbpHbBIXB cOXpaHsIoNe OT Bpars JIyKaBbIXb (7:2)
AHTEIJIbCKH, 0TUE, TIOXKIITH SCIIN AHTEJIOMb ChCEILHUKD, MIOKIIIb ecH Bb MUPD Oiaroyroano (8:1)
[Ipemens ot cBbTa Kb CBETY BO3CHsABIIEMY [Tpummens cracTi cBou Tpaab U BChX BBpHBIXH COXpaHUTh, U
oT Bchxb HemyTs uctbiutu (9:2)
Thi0 TBOE... CBsI3aBIIeeCs BEpUTAMH CTPACTH CeszaBmu Bpara (9:3)

- SIko xe B Miph xuTenbcTBOBaND ecu (9:3)

2. To emphasize the presence of Feodor’s relics and intercession not only for his

principality, but the entire land of Rus’:

GMV1: Feodor’s Service in Shchuk. 331:

Hcnonauics ecu 60KECTBEHHBIXD AaPOBh Hanonawis ecu rpagb CBOM 00KECTBEHHBIXD 4r0NeCh (1:2)

- W rpagb TBOM coxpaHu HeBpeauMsb (3:2)

- [IpecenuBcs, npecaaBHBIA KHSDKE, B Tpaab Hamb (4:1)

Bpauyemn npucynamouuxs kb Teob YBpauioelb. .. MPUCTYNAMOLIE Kb TBOUMb YECTHBIMb MOIIEMb
(4:1)

- [Mokopurs ecu ropAaro 3bMHUs JIyKaBaro, BOIOIOLIAro Ha TPaIb
TBOU, U KPECTOMD CHJIHBIM OTTHATH €CH JEMOHCKAsi BOWHBCTBA
(7:1)

- Connue B Pycwerbit ctpant (9:2)

Criacy Ts1 BEJIbMU MPOCIIABIIBIIY Tocoae T Bech Miph MpociaBisine droaecHbiMu qbiet (9:3)

Certain additions augment the status of Feodor’s sainthood: “Ykpamens ecu Bchmu nbist
onareiMu” (4:2), “IIpectony Bragsraaio orueo0pa3sHOMY NPeAbCTOUIIN <...> 01aroJapbCTBEHHO
Mossicst ceoeMy Bmanpirh” (5:1). One example emphasizes the monastic heritage of the saint:
“UHOYBCTBYIOIIMM HacTbaauk” (9:1).

Troparion 4:3 adds what seems to be a biographical detail — “dushu tvoiu sobliud ia velitsyi
arkhistratig” — referring to an event of special intercession by one of the Archistratigoi
(Archangels) — possibly Michael — not mentioned in any of the vitae.’

Five troparia from GMV1 were not included in Feodor’s service due to the monastic
references that did not apply to the prince, who was tonsured on his deathbed and never lived as a
monk. Among the monastic leitmotivs that were edited out are: “cTsruyss Thio cBoe Bepuramu”
(5:3) and “Bw gomy Boxin npousbas ecu” (7:3).”° The other three Canon troparia (3:1, 6:1, 6:2)

are very likely to have been especially composed and personalized with a liturgical reason in mind

8 Stepennaia kniga tsarskogo rodosloviia (ca.1555-1560, stepen’ IX, glava 18) suggests that Archangel Michael was
a patron of the family line of the Iaroslavl’ princes (Pokrovskii, Lenkhoff, Stepennaia Kniga, 1:554).
% GMV1 in MDA 77 lists this troparion as 7:2.
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— to repeat them during the Divine Liturgy (since Canon odes 3 and 6 are the only ones that repeat

during that service):’!

3:1: Heab 11 MOmsiTH, OOTOMY IpBIM, TpaXkaHe, IPernog00OHbIN KHSIKE, cnacu epad Haub U BChXb
BLpHBIXD ChXpaHU.

6:1: Ilponeena ecu B Muph, O1akeHe, ssko MHOTOIBETYIIIEE IPEBO, M HBIHD mouuuiu epady
c60eMy MOH2d UcyrsieHus OT TBOMXh YECTHBIXh MOIIeH BEpOr0 K HUMb MPUTIAIAIoNIe, Mo 1as
BBpHBIMB HEOCKYIHYIO OJaroaaTs.

6:2: Criacu HBI MOJIMTBBI, KHSDKE, PENoJ00He 0TYe, Bbporo TBOpsiIle TaMsITh TBOKO OT BChXb
0bnb, coxpaHu HEBpeUMb 2pads C8OU.

In this way, instead of the generic hymns, the Liturgy attendants could hear the specially
dedicated ones extolling Feodor as a patron for their city and thus contributing to the solemnity of
the saint’s feast. In regards to the sources for these new Canon troparia, they have not been located
in either the General Menaion services, or those to earlier Russian saints (Peter, Sergii, Leontii),
which leaves us to assume their originality.

All eight Theotokos troparia of the Canon coincide with those in the GMV1 service. The
last one (9:4) reveals traces of heavy editing®® and adds Feodor into the context, naming him the
Virgin’s servant: “Prosveti nas, Devo <...> slaviti Tvoego ugodnika.”

The decision to move the Ode 3 Sedalion from GMV1 to the Kathisma hymns in Feodor’s
service,” was most likely been driven by the desire to celebrate the ordinary Menaion service
(riadovaia sluzhba) in conjunction with one to Feodor. In this manner, Feodor’s Kotakion would

be sung after Ode 6, displacing the daily saint’s Kontakion and Sedalion to Ode 3.

%! The Jerusalem Typicon prescribes these to be sung during the third Antiphon, i.e. “The Beatitudes” (Nikol’skii,
Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 375-79).

%2 The vocative address “Devo” appears here three times.

% As already mentioned, GMV1 Ode 3 Sedalion “Strastnoe porabotil” appears as a variation in Feodor’s service as a
first Kathisma Sedalion.
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The metaphor of Feodor as a blossoming tree ( “mnogotsvetushchee drevo’) in troparion
6:1 is echoed in the Kontakion, praising the prince’s exemplary life and spiritual fruits.

The Ikos is the only hymn in this entire service that is written in the first person. The
humble invocation of the saint is carried out in a form of an Akathist Ikos with its common
salutation “Rejoice” ( “raduisia”). It begins with a plea for guidance in the author’s toil and
concludes with a request for an intercession on Judgement Day. These personal attributes and the
elements of Feodor’s life, along with the lack of parallels with any texts in General Menaia or the
early Russian Saints’ services, leads us to an assumption of its originality. The Ikos ending matches
that of the Kontakion — a common custom inherited from the Byzantines®* — which attests to the
author’s hymnographic aptitude and may well suggest common authorship.

Summarizing the Canon, the personalized Svetilen extols Feodor as an intercessor for both
his home city and the entire land of Rus’. No similar texts have been located in GMV 1 or any early
Russian saints’ services. However, the Theotokion part of this Svetilen may have originated in one

of the following services, and supplemented with “s prepodobnym kniazem

Svetilen to Prophet Elias (July 20): Svetilen Theotokion to Feodor (Shchuk.
WNxe ots bora MupoBu nmogaHHOMS OJ1arOMb, 331):

Tw1 BuHA ObICTH, Boropouiie; Hb U HBIHA MoNU | Moice om Boea muposu nooaromy drazeim

0 001emMsb criaceHnu OaronpeMbHHAro To1 6una, notnre monucs, JIbBo, o Hac obwem
Bora.” cnaceHuu ¢ PETMOA0OHBIMB KHS3EMb,

onaconpemronnaco boea. (£.66v.)
Svetilen to Cyrus and John (June 28):

Wxe ot bora MmupoBu noganHbeIb 01ars Thl
BUHA ecH, boropoauiie, HO U HbIHE yMOJIH O
ommems crnacennu braronpembrnaro.”®

Svetilen to Spyridon (December 12):
Wxe ors bora MupoBu noganHeIMb 01aroMb
Tw1 BUHA ObICT, bOTOpOIHIIE, HO M HBIHD

%4 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 300-01.
5 TSL 576 (July Menaion), f.142.
% TSL 566 (June Menaion, end of 1400s), f.141v.
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MHJIOCTHBA COTBOPHU H O OOLIEMb CTIACCHUH
6naronpemennaro bora.”’

Svetilen to John the Merciful (November 12):
Wxe ors bora mupoBu nanHbeix 61ars Thl BUHA
ecu, boropouiie, HO ¥ HBIHSI MIJIOCTHBA
COTBOPH 3a OIbIIIEE CIIACCHUE
6naroysbrausaro bora.”®

In regards to the general canon-writing conventions, Feodor’s Canon keeps the lengths of
the troparia similar to the length of the Irmos in each Ode (with three exceptions®”), and the number
of troparia is strictly 3/1 (three troparia to the saint and one to the Theotokos) in all odes.

The Matins concludes with three Praises stichera and their ‘Glory’ verse. The first one is
identical to the same hymn in the service to St. Nicholas, as well as to the already existing main

Troparion Feodor given earlier in this service:

Praises Sticheron 1 to Nicholas (rnacs 1, Praises Sticheron 1 to Feodor (rnacs 1):

caMorJIaceH):

BB33pbBb HEYKIIOHHO Ha BBICOTY pazyma 1 H3vmnaoa npemiexxasb Beenepxurento, u

YCMOTPHIIL ecH 0e3BBCTHO MpeMyIpoCcTH 83Upas HEYKIOHHO HA 8bICOMY pa3yMda,

rIyOuHY, Y4eHUH MUPDH oboraTmrs ecu. O yemompug 01aroyroaHo U MOCTHKE

HACh MPUCHO XPHUCTA MOJIH, CBATUTEIIO Myopocmu 2nyouHy, v HeIHb 9yecsl

Huxomae.'% oboeamun ecu, cnacau NPUCHO CE0lL 2padd
0T BChX BUIMMBIX U HEBUJANMBIX BPars.
Hemb Ts1 [Monums ], krsoce Deodope, cnacu
oywa Hawa.

The second Sticheron seems to echo the narrative of the above Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse,

and therefore may have ties with the service to Metropolitan Peter.

97 TSL 504 (December Menaion, end of 1400s), f.103v.

9% TSL 492 (November Menaion, 1469), f.139v.

9 The troparia 5:3 and 6:2 are shortened, while 7:1 is longer than others in that Ode. All three do not come from the
GMV1 source and are presumably newly composed.

100 TSI, 504 (December Menaion, fifteenth cent.), £.58v; similarly, in GIM (sobranie Sinodal’noi Biblioteki,
hereafter cited as Sin.) Ne257 (Festal Menaion, fifteenth cent.), £.67.
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The third Sticheron does not seem to have any close analogues and reveals uncommon

phraseology (italicized), which may be a sign of its original composition:

Ilpasocraswvcroe cnaceroe y00omseoperue TipeciaBHOE TBOE KHSKE, MHJIOCEpANE MPEIUBHOE
TBOE, 6020CnaceHoe ucymiieHue YKPaCuBbIM YI0IeChl CBOMMH ITPECIaBHbIN Tpaj Spocinasib, U
HBIHb 0boHsewu, kHsdce, Tuya u cepOoya 9eNoBEKOMb, HATIOJIHUBE TPajlb HAlllb BEJTMKOTO TBOETO
qI0JIOTBOPEHUS, BCEXb BBPHBIXE criacas u oT Behbx®b Hemyrs ucirhisis Bbporo npuriagas Kb
TBOUMB YECTHBIMb MOIIEMb, TIPOCSIIE CIIACCHUS TYIIaMb HAIINM®b.

The ‘Glory’ verse at the Praises alludes to the texts already employed in this service,
namely the ‘Glory’ verses at “Lord I call” and the Aposticha (see above). This concluding hymn,
more than the previous ones, emphasizes Feodor’s pan-Russian and even ecumenical significance
(“preslavnoe ego zhit’e po vselenei rasprostranisia i prechudna ego pokaza Gospod’ v rus’stei
strane’’), nominating him as a patron saint for “princes, noblemen, and all Orthodox citizens.”

At this, the Shchukin Menaion service to St. Feodor ends, without giving any directives to
sing the Great Doxology or mentioning any hymns during the Divine Liturgy,'?! both of which
appear in the services of higher ranks. In a case like this, the precentor was to follow the General

Menaion directives for the given category of the saint (venerable father).

The above analysis shows that approximately two thirds of the Shchukin Menaion service
to St. Feodor is based on the General Menaion service to a single venerable father (GMV 1), while
remaining third either follows the Monthly Menaion services, or could have been newly-composed
in honor of this new saint. When borrowing from the General Menaion, the scribe does not copy
the texts verbatim, but uses them only as a base, while avoiding strictly monastic imagery and
appending detail pertaining to Feodor’s princely rank. The sources from the Menaion belong

largely to the other early Russian saints (Peter, Leontii, and possibly Sergii). Borrowing from the

101 Such as the troparia at the Beatitudes, Prokimenon, Epistle pericope, Alleliua, and the Communion hymn.
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service to St. Nicholas the Wonderworker on one occasion might reveal the compiler’s association
of Feodor with this saint due to his miracle-working relics.

The texts that we presume to be original compositions!®? — apart from the common
hymnographic topoi of seeking Christ, striving to live an angelic life, acquisition of the Holy Spirit,
prayerful intercession for the others — add references to Feodor’s relics and miracles, while
invoking his spiritual patronage over laroslavl’ and beyond. The only irregularity might be seen in
the Ode 6 Ikos that was composed in the first-person and is virtually a personal invocation to St.
Feodor.'®

The Schukin Menaion service to St. Feodor allows us to make several general observations
about its scribe/compiler, who is familiar with the hymnographical material, skillfully works with
the topoi of various saintly ranks, knows the liturgical abbreviations (“I"°u Bo3Ba* ct*ps1 10o° c* s,”
“Upmo° Bomy,” “Cb" I1o" [Ixomp”) and the numerous final phrase truncations. The choice of

1.194 At the same time, the evident

sources for this new service demonstrates his associative skil
musical discrepancies such as prescribing tone 4 to the stichera of the “Raduisia” podoben
(Aposticha Sticheron 3) may mean that the scribe could have been a monk or clergymen, but not
a chorister.

The themes of the personalized hymns to St. Feodor reveal certain traits of this saint’s cult.

Scattered throughout the service one finds references to the importance of the relics discovery for

laroslavl' (“bozhestvennoe sokrovishche™), the glory of our princes (“kniazem nashim pokhvala™),

192 Based on the above analysis, these can potentially be: Aposticha stichera 1 and 3, Ikos, Praises Sticheron 3, Canon
troparia 3:1, 5:3, 6:1-2, and 7:3.

193 This hymn may be numbered among the ones that bear the “language of humility of the ancient services” (“iazyk
smireniia drevnikh sluzhb”), which F. Spasskii attributed to the ancient Northern influence (Spasskii, Russkoe
liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 69).

104 The Menaion services consulted here are those to SS. Leontii and Sergii (July 5), which are, in fact, dedicated to
the finding/translation of their relics.
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and the intercession for the principality (“zemle nashei velikyi pomoshchnik).'%> The service
extends this veneration beyond the local diocese and bestows upon Feodor patronage over all
Rus’,'% placing him alongside the pan-Russian intercessors, SS. Peter, Leontii, and Sergii, and
promulgating laroslavl’ as an important center for the new state (“nyne siiaet grad tvoi v Rustei
strane”).'"” The author/compiler does not stop here, but goes on to extol Feodor as “vsemirnyi

[3

svetil 'nik,” who solicits “i prochim stranam mnogaia istseleniia,” resolving in the publically
intoned Ikos refrain: “Raduisia, vsemirnyi svetil ‘niche, kniazhe Feodore bogomudre.”'%® It should
also be noted, that despite numerous mentions of laroslavl’ and “grad nash,” the two never appear
in the same phrase. On the contrary, the city of St. Feodor is often referred to as “grad tvoi” or
“grad svoi,” suggesting that this particular manuscript was intended for a broader, perhaps inter-
diocesan usage. Neither does the service ever mention Spasskii Monastery — a place of burial and
finding of Feodor’s relics.

The dating and the context overview of the Shchuk. 331 service to St. Feodor allow us to
derive certain historical observations:

a) The original service to St. Feodor, later copied in this 1468/9 Shchukin Menaion, was

composed not earlier than the relics’ translation event (presumably March 5, 1463), as

attested by 26 references to his miracles and 9 to his relics’ finding;

105 Cf. other local princely patrons venerated in fourteenth century, such as SS. Boris and Gleb in Kiev (see LenhofT,
Boris and Gleb, 53—54, 69), and Dovmont-Timofei in Pskov (see Serebrianskii, Drevnerusskie niazheskie zhitiia, 274—
75 and Valentina I. Okhotnikova, Povest’ o0 Dovmonte (Leningrad: “Nauka,” 1985), 142—45).

106 “BoskectBensl cBbTunauks B pycThil crtpamb” (“Lord 1 call” Sticheron 1), “pychCKbIMB KHS3€Mb BEIHMKa
nomomHuKa” (Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse), “pychbCKbIM KHs3eMBb oMOITHUKE (Ikos), “pamyiTecs, pychbCTHH KHSI3U
(Canon 7:3), “comnue B pycberhii crpant” (Canon 9:2), “Benvu 15 npociasu ['ocrionp dronecs B Pycthit crpanb”
(svetilen), “ero mokasa 'ocrionp B pycherhii ctpant” (Praises ‘Glory’ verse).

107 Canon 5:3.

108 Additionally: “ts Bbch Miph mpocnasnsine uropecHbiMu jbibr” (Canon 9:3) and “ero xwuThe mo Bcenenbu
pacmpoctpanucs” (Praises ‘Glory’ verse).
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b) The veneration of the saintly princes Davyd and Konstantin was not yet in place in
1468/9, as all miracles mentioned in the service are attributed exclusively to Feodor;'®
c) The discovery and translation of the relics in 1453 together with the Shchukin Menaion
service (prior to September 1468/9) set the two terminus years for the composition of

the first service to St. Feodor.'!?

Based on the above observations, it may be surmised that Shchuk. 331 service (or its
original redaction) was composed after 1463, yet not with an intent to be sung at the canonization
festivities due to its low festal rank.!!! Multiple allusions to Feodor’s patronage over places outside
of laroslavl’ allow us to presume the extramural designation of this text.

One important liturgical observation pertaining to this service deserves special attention.
St. Feodor's service in this Shchukin Menaion is placed under September 19, but does not follow
the basic rubrics of the Cross-Elevation afterfeast (poprazdnestvo) that lasts between September
15 and 21. According to Jerusalem Typicon, special hymns to the Cross must be added to every
service between these dates.!!? The Polyeleos-ranked service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of
Chernigov that directly follows St. Feodor’s service on September 20 (f.67v.—74v.) and copied by

the same scribe,!!3 is one example of such observance.'!'* On the contrary, St. Feodor’s service not

199 This can be substantiated by the fact that the earliest vitae to include the miracle accounts — the Anonymous
Redaction (early 1500s) and Anthony’s Redaction (1528/9) — attribute 11 out of 13 miracles to Feodor alone
(Lenkhoff, Kniaz’ Feodor, 180-94; 208-29).

110 The canonization process was delayed, and presumably occurred between 1467 and 1469 (Lenkhoff, Kniaz’
Feodor, 48-49).

"' Local canonization would require a service of at least Polyeleos rank.

12 E g TSL 239 (Ustav, 1%t half of fifteenth cent.), £.71-73; RGB, f.113 (Iosifo-Volotskii Monastery) Ne336 (Ustav,
2" half of fifteenth cent.), f.73v.—75v.; TSL 46 (Psalter, Gospel and Ustav, ca.1500), £.227-30. For further
information, see: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 519-22, 528-29.

113 Boris M. Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor ispol’zovannykh rukopisei” in Lenkhoff, Kniaz' Feodor, 164.

114 This service (f.67v.—74v.) prescribes the following festal hymns: first four at “Lord I call” (mention only), “Lord
I call” ‘Now and ever’ (written out), first Kathisma Sedalion and second Kathisma Sedalion (written out), Svetilen
‘Glory/Now and ever’ verse (mention only). Among the more evident elements that are not written out here, but
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only omits any mention of the Cross-Elevation , but directly contradicts the Typicon rubrics in
several instances: the Aposticha Theotokion prescribes a non-festal “boroponnyens mo riacy,”
the Kathisma 1 and 2 sedalia, and the Svetilen Theotokion contain texts to the saint instead of the
festal ones, while the Praises Theotokion is a regular “Kto Te6e e 01axuts.”

The reason that St. Feodor’s service does not follow the Typicon may be that its protograph
was originally written without a date designation and before the September 19 celebration was
consolidated — or perhaps even before the official glorification (see footnote 56) — and was later
copied into the September Menaion without due liturgical amendments. In the next two chapters
we will see that a number of other services (type V2) followed the same trend until the error was
addressed and the proper adaptations began to appear (type V3 services). In Chapter 4 we will
present a theory that in the early days of veneration, St. Feodor and his sons might have been

commemorated on the day of their relics’ Translatio — March 5.

known by any precentor and reiterated daily from September 15 to 21 are the festal Troparion, Kontakion, and
Katavasia.
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CHAPTER 2

VARIANT 2: SEPTEMBER 19 SERVICES WITHOUT CROSS-ELEVATION RUBRICS

The Shchukin Meanion service of the V1 category, as shown in our discussion in Chapter 1, is
unique in important respects. Although it dates to 1468/9, the time when prince Feodor and his
two sons were canonized as wonderworking saints, it is exclusively dedicated to St. Feodor and is
the only surviving service with the low Six-stichera rank. This chapter will deal with Variant 2
(V2) services to all three laroslavl’ princes — SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin — that appear
under September 19, but do not yet bear any signs of Cross-Elevation rubrics. Variant 2 is
represented in 14 copies currently in our possession, spanning from late fifteenth to mid-
seventeenth century, i.e. within the first 200 years of the princes’ canonization. This variant’s
frequency significantly diminished around the turn of sixteenth century when they were almost
entirely replaced by Variant 3 that took V2 as a basis, but added the Cross-Elevation rubrics (see
Chapter 3). The services in this chapter will be divided into two subgroups according to their festal
ranks: a) V2a — those belonging to the Vigi/ rank (sometimes marked with a sign % in the Ustavs),
and b) V2b — those of the Polyeleos rank (marked with $). These services contain various

divergences, they all follow the same pattern and generally share over 75% of the hymns.

The first full V2 service, Kaz. 4635 dating to 1480s (see below) remained isolated and was
not used as a source for any of the following versions. Instead, as will be demonstrated below, the
earliest version that has most hymns in common with the largest number of the subsequent services

is Chud. 75. Dating to the end of fifteenth century,'!'” it is the first service to all three princes

115 GIM, sobranie Chudova monastyria (hereafter cited as Chud.) Ne75; dating by Tatiana N. Protas’eva, Opisanie
rukopisei Chudovskogo sobraniia. Novosibirsk: Nauka, 1980, 52.
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accepted into the Monthly Menaion codex. For ease of reference, this chapter will begin with a
table reflecting the order and texts found in Chud. 75, to which all the other versions will be
compared (using a reference # sign to omit copious repetitions of hymns). Each service will be
analyzed separately in the order that they are dated beginning with Kaz. 4645, which will also
indicate the differences between V1 and V2. All presented V2 services will be compared at the

end of this chapter with an attempt to trace the patterns and reveal the signs of liturgical

development.
GIM, Chud. 75 Reference Chart for V2:
Ref. # | Type of hymn Initial words / Indication of text from Chud. 75
VESPERS
1 “Lord I call,” Sticheron 1 [Tono6ens "Uto BBl Hapedems’: “TIpenomgoOHe
otue Deonope, npocBbIIeHbIN 6J1aro1aThI0”
2 “Lord I call” Sticheron 2 “Cpbrnoctu nyxoBHbls”
3 “Lord I call” Sticheron 3 “I'pbx0BHBIM MpaK OT cepAels”’
4 “Lord I call” Sticheron 4 “sIxo 3Bb316I BcecBbTIBIA”
5 “Lord I call” Sticheron 5 “IlpenooOHIM OTLHI IpeMyapi”
6 “Lord I call” Sticheron 6 “Deonope u JaBbine, 1o6peiMu qoOpoxbTenMu
BhLICAIIE”
7 “Lord I call” Sticheron 7 “JINKOM MOCTHUYECKUMDB
8 “Lord I call” Sticheron 8 “CisiHIM TYXOBHBIMH
9 “Lord I call” ‘Glory’ verse “PaBHOAHTEJICKOE KUTHE
10 “Lord I call” Theotokion “Ilapro HeGecHbin™
11 Entrance and Prokimenon -- (not mentioned)
12 Parimia Readings 1. “ITpaBeaubixs ayma BB pyirk boxin”
(Wisdom of Solomon 3:1-9)
i1. “IIpaBegHBIN allle TOCTUTHETD
(Wisdom of Solomon 4:7-15)
iii. “IIpaBequunu Bb BbKB KUBYTH”
(Wisdom of Solomon 5,15-6:3)
13 Litya Sticheron 1 “ITocTHUYECKYIO HAroTy”
14 Litya Sticheron 2 “W>xe Ha 3eMiM aHrena”
15 Litya Sticheron 3 “IIpenono6He otue Peonope, u3miaaa”
16 Litya Sticheron 4 “Ilpenogobne otue Peonope, TBEpAATO”
17 Litya ‘Glory’ verse “IIpenogo6ue otue Peoaope, raach
€BaHTeJIbCKINi”
18 Litya Theotokion “Bbcnonte monie Marepp bora namero”
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19 Aposticha Sticheron 1 [TogoGens ‘Pamgymncs’:

“Panyiicst nOCTHBIX
20 Aposticha Sticheron 2 “Yrnp borocBbTbii”
21 Aposticha Sticheron 3 “JIbcTBuIa HebombpHas™
22 Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse “IIpennonobue oTue Peogope, HE Aall €clu cHa
23 Aposticha Thotokion “bropoaure Twl ecu 103a”
24 Troparion to the princes “Sxo 383161 MHOTOCBbBTIIBIS”
25 Troparion to Feodor “Sxo wbmurens”

MATINS

26 Initial Matins designation “bors I'ocnoas, MHOrOMuI0CTHBE”
27 ‘God is the Lord’ torparia order | --
28 Kathisma Sedalion 1 --
29 Kathisma Sedalion 2 --
30 Polyeleos Sedalion --
31 Antiphon -- (not mentioned)
32 Prokimenon “Bb3BecenuTcsi IpaBeJHUKD
33 Gospel “Brl ecte cBbT Mipy” (Matthew, pericope 11)
34 Psalm 50 Sticheron --
35 Canon 1 designation “KaHOHB CBATHIMB, I'1. 8, Boay npomens”
36 Canon 1, Ode 1, troparion 1 “Mpaxb rpbXxoBHBIN™
37 Canon 1, Ode 1, troparion 2 “IlpocbuienieMs TpucoiaHeyHaro”
38 Canon 1, Ode 1, troparion 3 “CpbromMsp Omarogatu”
39 Canon 1, Ode 1, Theotokion “Inotito poxamu”
40 Canon 2 designation “HHp KaHOH®B, I'11. 4, OTBEpH3b ycTa MOS™
41 Canon 2, Ode 1, troparion 1 “Bewu Bl TBOpIa”
42 Canon 2, Ode 1, troparion 2 “N3mnana Xpucra”
43 Canon 2, Ode 1, troparion 3 “Herak, npednaxenne deogope”
44 Canon 2, Ode 1, Theotokion “Panyiics, Ilpecssitas”
45 Canon 1, Ode 3, troparion 1 “HewnspeueHHbIs1 TalHBI
46 Canon 1, Ode 3, troparion 2 “IIpencrosme ['ocrioay”
47 Canon 1, Ode 3, troparion 3 “HanouBiue gymu’”
48 Canon 1, Ode 3, Theotokion “HuBa myxoBHas™
49 Canon 2, Ode 3, troparion 1 “Sko cebro3apHoe conHie”
50 Canon 2, Ode 3, troparion 2 “H3mitama BO3pacTs”
51 Canon 2, Ode 3, troparion 3 “Kpecra ['octiogns”
52 Canon 2, Ode 3, Theotokion “Panyiicsi, Bnagprauie”
53 Ode 3 Kontakion --
54 Ode 3 Ikos --
55 Ode 3 Sedalion 1 “3nateu 3aps”
56 Ode 3 Sedalion 2 “TBepmocTuio pa3yma ykpamascs’”
57 Ode 3 Sedalion 3 “Kurtniickoe mope”
58 Canon 1, Ode 4, troparion 1 “TwI HA 3eman”
59 Canon 1, Ode 4, troparion 2 “JlyXOBHBIM apranp”
60 Canon 1, Ode 4, troparion 3 “SIko XpHrCcTOBO CMUpPEHIE BO3IIOOIETHN
61 Canon 1, Ode 4, troparion 4 “Kaaumo 6moroyxanis”
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62 Canon 1, Ode 4, Theotokion “be3cbmenn 3auar”

63 Canon 2, Ode 4, troparion 1 “Ha 3emnu cTeneHs”

64 Canon 2, Ode 4, troparion 2 “Ucbnenis cogbBaers”

65 Canon 2, Ode 4, troparion 3 “Co Bparoms apenie’’

66 Canon 2, Ode 4, Theotokion “Xpucta Ham poauiia”

67 Canon 1, Ode 5, troparion 1 “IIpocebTHu TBOE XHTHE... [|[epKBH THI OBLTH
ecu...”

68 Canon 1, Ode 5, troparion 2 “Enunoii mo0Be”

69 Canon 1, Ode 5, troparion 3 “He3100MBU ¥ KPOTIIHI”

70 Canon 1, Ode 5, Theotokion “Bocmore Bes 3emist”

71 Canon 2, Ode 5, troparion 1 “3aKOHHO MOJIMTBAMU™’

72 Canon 2, Ode 35, troparion 2 “OT IOHOCTH BO3KaJallb’’

73 Canon 2, Ode 5, troparion 3 “I'po6b yecTHaro”

74 Canon 2, Ode 5, Theotokion “BcecBb1abiM ykparieHa”

75 Canon 1, Ode 6, troparion 1 “JIro60BuUIO 1 BBporo”

76 Canon 1, Ode 6, troparion 2 “MonuTtBamMu Bapsisi”

77 Canon 1, Ode 6, troparion 3 “bnarumu HpaBbIl”

78 Canon 1, Ode 6, troparion 4 “bnacom 3aKOHOM HCOJIHUTEIIb”

79 Canon 1, Ode 6, Theotokion “JlymieBHsl MU cTpacTu’”

80 Canon 2, Ode 6, troparion 1 “Mosmu npunkxHo [N'ocrioga”

81 Canon 2, Ode 6, troparion 2 “VYnuBucs, OnaxkeHHE, Yy1eCeMb”

82 Canon 2, Ode 6, troparion 3 “JIYyKb CHIIBHBIXD COKPYIIHID

83 Canon 2, Ode 6, troparion 4 “Beebnaxene eomope”

84 Canon 2, Ode 6, Theotokion “Uzcymmna ecu”

85 Ode 6 Kontakion to Feodor .4, Ha npecraBienne deonopy, mox. SABucs
THECh : “SIBUCS Bellie COJHIIE... CIaBa
Peno100HbBIM.”

86 Ode 6 Kontakion to the princes | 7. 8, Ha npunecenie Momems 4ro.: “SBucrecs
CBBETWIIHUIIN. .. 9TYIITUM TIaMsITh Bamy.”

87 Ode 6 Ikos to Feodor “CBblllIE CBOE 3BaHie... Ipay Hallemy
SIpocnaBiiio BENUKOE YIBEPKCHUE.»

88 Ode 6 Ikos to the princes “Ha BbIcOT}... claBa mpenmogo0HbBIM.”

89 Canon 1, Ode 7, troparion 1 “ITprrb>kHBIS TH TOABUTH

90 Canon 1, Ode 7, troparion 2 “OpyXieMb BalllNXb MOJIUTBH

91 Canon 1, Ode 7, troparion 3 “IlocToMb ¥ MOJTUTBOIO”

92 Canon 1, Ode 7, troparion 4 “I1notu Bama moBUHYyBIIE”

93 Canon 1, Ode 7, Theotokion “Opyxie, Yucras”

94 Canon 2, Ode 7, troparion 1 “bnaxxennoe xurie”

95 Canon 2, Ode 7, troparion 2 “SIBuncsa ecu upinb”

96 Canon 2, Ode 7, troparion 3 “XoThHIEMb OT MIPCKUXD

97 Canon 2, Ode 7, troparion 4 “CpepmuB TeueHue”

98 Canon 2, Ode 7, Theotokion “be3 cbmenu 3aueHm”

99 Canon 1, Ode 8, troparion 1 “K bory npuntxno”

100 Canon 1, Ode 8, troparion 2 “JIro60BbI0 1 Bbporo”

101 Canon 1, Ode 8, troparion 3 “Cne3b BalIuXb Kamiu”
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102 Canon 1, Ode 8, troparion 4 “Bbpy n Hagexmy”

103 Canon 1, Ode 8, troparion 5 “ITonBu3acrecs qoope”

104 Canon 1, Ode 8, Theotokion “Matu boxig Uncras™

105 Canon 2, Ode 8, troparion 1 “JIukyroTb HE HEOeCchXp”

106 Canon 2, Ode 8, troparion 2 “ITomonucst Xpucry”

107 Canon 2, Ode 8, troparion 3 “Uromeckl, CBITE, TBOUMU

108 Canon 2, Ode 8, Theotokion “U3 npeuuncraro Tu”

109 Canon 1, Ode 9, troparion 1 “EctectBO TiibHHOE”

110 Canon 1, Ode 9, troparion 2 “Ha 3emnu )XKUBB”’

111 Canon 1, Ode 9, troparion 3 “Ce oTBep3ecs BaMb”

112 Canon 1, Ode 9, troparion 4 “CBKpYIIEHBIM CepIIeMb”

113 Canon 1, Ode 9, troparion 5 “Beicnpe k bory”

114 Canon 1, Ode 9, Theotokion “ITomaau Ms, I'ocmogu”

115 Canon 2, Ode 9, troparion 1 “Y nuBucs Bo BceMb Miph»

116 Canon 2, Ode 9, troparion 2 “Jla BXOOATH HEIHBY

117 Canon 2, Ode 9, troparion 3 “U memab MmonuTecs»

118 Canon 2, Ode 9, Theotokion “AHrenu, apxanrenu’”

119 Svetilen “I"'ocrioap Ts1 IpocaBU”

120 Svetilen Theotokion --

121 Praises Sticheron 1 “IIpenomo6He otye, noctouyaHe deogope”

122 Praises Sticheron 2 “UroBbCTBA BCS HAacTaBje”

123 Praises Sticheron 3 “BeIHAT0 MO0

124 Praises Sticheron 4 “Best urymipisg Bbporo”

125 Praises ‘Glory’ verse “IlpenojoOHIM OTIM BCH... TIOYYUBILECS

126 Additional Sticheron 1 “Ilome Edpanros, nomsp”
Verse: “bnaxeH Myx 6osics”

127 Additional Sticheron 2 “Pamyucs, ®eogope, anmocTojiom”™
Verse: “BrcBansarcst npenojo0Hiu Bo ciase”

128 Additional Sticheron 3 “ITpuumu HeIHb ThHUE”

129 Additional ‘Glory’ verse “Ilpunabre Bcu BbpHIN”

130 Additional Theotokion “Panyucs u Becenucs”

131 Great Doxology and Dismissal -- (not mentioned)

132 Liturgy sequence --

133 Vita --

RNB, Kirillo-Belozerskoe sobranie (KB) Ne 6/1083

The earliest hymns in existence to SS. David and Konstantin are preserved in a liturgical

Miscellany of the Kirill-Beloozero Monasastery of the 1470s — RNB, KB 6/1083 — where they

38




are placed under the September 19 date.!'® The contents of this Miscellany suggest that it was
used for private cell use or semi-private singing at the molebens.!!” However, as first suggested
by Spasskii, it may have also been the case that these separate hyms were implemented in the
church services in addition to the General Manaion hymns, before the full services were
composed.!'® We will analyze the hymns in the same order they are presented in this codex: '
1) The first Troparion (tone 8) to all three saints is titled “Na prenesenie moshchem
chudotvortsem Feodoru i s chady ego.” Echoing its title, the hymn acknowledges the Translatio
event, attesting also to the princes’ miracles. A quest for possible fifteenth century sources has
resulted two possible prototypes for this Troparion: kontakia to Ven. Timothy of Symbola
(February 21) and Ven. Abramuis the Recluse (October 29), both of which may have been

intervowen to form the new text:

Kontakion to St. Timothy, tone 4: Troparion to the princes, tone 8:

SIko 3Bb31a MHOrOCBBTIIA OT BECTOKA SIko 3BB3 161 MHOTOCBBTIIBIS OT FOHOCTH
BBCUSIBB, 03aPUITh €CH Bb CEPIIIUXD BOcHaBIe, ocBbrunu ecre cepana BbpHBIX
BbpHBIXD 100pobTeIHN uI0decs meouxw, npeHecenuemMb YeCmublX MOUujey Gauilx.

gynonocuye Tumodbe npenogodne. 2

noopoabrenmMu dronech BalluXx.
Kontakion to St. Abramius, tone 3:
Bb miotu siko aneenw na 3emau okasacs, 1 | Bo mioTH, sIKo aneenu Ha 3emau

noujeHuem Hacaxcoens ObICTh SIKO TPEBO MTOKa3aCTeCs, U NOUJCHUEMb HACANCEHU

IIPH BOJIaX Bh3JIepKaHUua HAIIOEHD CTPYSIMHU OBICTB, SIKO JPEBO TIPH BOAAX BO3CPKAHHMS,
CJIe3b TBOUX, U CKBEPHY OTMBIBB; CETO Pald | HAIIOCHU CTPYSAMHU CJIe3b BAIKX, U CKBEPHY
omblieTe. Cero paju sSBUTECS MPHATHIUIIEC
boxna Jlyxa, @eonope u JdaBuae u

116 F.190-92. Detailed description and general dating (as 1480s) — see M. D. Kagan, N. V. Ponyrko, M. V.
Rozhdestvenskaia, “Opisanie sbornikov XV v. knigopistsa Efrosina,” TODRL 35 (1980): 144-72. We will be using
the new dating of the folia 190-192 proposed by B. Kloss as 1470s (Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 165).

117 Besides the services of Needs (zreby) and Octoechos, the sermons, prologue and apocryphal readings, Scripture
interpretations, and prayers to certain saint, this Miscellany also contains texts to a number of Russian saints such as:
Sergius of Radonezh, Stefan of Perm’, Kirill Belozerskii, Varlaam Khutynskii, Boris and Gleb, Antonii Pecherskii,
etc.

118 Spasskii, Russkoe liturgicheskoe tvorchestvo, 143. The author explains that as these early hymns developed into
services, they entered the Supplementary Menaia (Dopolnitel 'nye Minei) and eventually were incorporated into the
standardized regular Menaia (Sluzhebnaia Mineia): 13, 60, 292-94.

119 These five texts were first published and described in Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 382-85. For our
recent liturgical analysis, see: Lenkhoff. Kniaz’ Feodor, 120-24.

120 TSL 523 (February Menaion, fifteenth cent.), f.147.
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saBucs npusitenuuie boxxua Jlyxa, Koncrantune, monure Xpucra bora
Aspamue.'?! rpbXOMb OCTaBJIEHUE IapOBATH AylIaMb
HaIllUM, MUPB U Belnto MIJIOCTh. (f. 190)

Worth attention here is the grammatical inconsistency in number (singular vs. plural) in
phrases “Hacaxenu ObicTs” and “sBuctecs npusitenuite” which demonstrates a pluralization
attempt from a source dedicated to a singular saint. The original’s “chiudes tvoikh” is evidently
changed to “preneseniem chestnykh moshchei vashikh.” The hymnographer preserves
Abramius’s epiteths characterizing the princes as angels incarnate, rooted in fasting with tears at
the waters of abstinence. The final petition seems to be invented and doubled as it asks the saints

not only to grant peace and mercy, but also to intercede for the pardon of our sins.

2) The Troparion (tone 4) to Feodor alone titled “Na prestavlenie Feodoru™:

Sko whmuTens npeuspsiHa U KazaTels O0ronpiaTHa, MUPCKUH MSITEXb OCTABUIIb €CH, U
KpPECTh CBOM Ha paMO B3eMb, 00KECTBEHBIM KHTIEMb ITOKHUIb €CH, H BO3IACPKAHICMBIUIOTH
OYKpPacHIh €CH, U K MOIIIEeMb TBOUMB MPUTHKAFOIIE, ChCOY N30paHHbI1 TTOKa3a T,
BceOnakere @eomope, BOCIIEBAOIIMX TBOIO TaMATh B IcaIMbXb U rbcHeX. [IpemoaoOHe
Mouncs o aymiaxb Hammx: (f. 190—190v.)

The textual source for this Troparion has not been located, neither does it correspond to
any hymns in the V1 service to St. Feodor alone in Shchuk. 331. The text captures important
details about the saint such as relics and healings, while also dubbing him vseblazhenne and

prepodobne.

3) Kontakion (tone 4) “Na prestavlenie Feodoru:

SABucsa Benie ciaie XpuctoBh Llepksu, npocsbinas ydenis cebriaocTtMu BceuecTHe, KO
94eprasoMb 37aThIM OT KJIaAs3s HEHCKOMIAHATO YI0JIECh OYEPILTh €CH, OT HCTOYHHKA
HECTOIIMMAro, Ha yCTIeHIM CBOEMb HUCITHITH ecH, Bcebnaxerne @eomope. U aeiab BebMb naemm
rpbxomsb npoenie, cnasa npenogoousM: (f. 190v.—191)

121 TSL 480 (October Menaion, fifteenth cent.), £.262.
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The quest for this hymn’s possible prototypes did not produce any evident sources.
Alluding to Feodor as the “sun” that enlightens Christ’s Church with its rays, this Kontakion
mentions Feodor’s repose (uspenie), while acknowledging his miracles and numbering him with
the venerable monastics (slava prepodobnym).

4) Kontakion (tone 8) to all three saints “Na prenesenie moshchem chudotvortsem” bears

close ties with the texts to SS. Chariton the Confessor (September 28) and Sisoes the Great (July

6):

Kontakion to Chariton (tone 2): Kontakion to the princes (tone 8):

Hacnaauscs, 6oromyape, Bb3Aep:KaHus, U Asucrecs ceburnaunm Bcecsbiin, 6o

YKeJIaHHS TUIOTHCKAs ThIM 00bYCTUBD, SIBUCS NI0MU aneenu, KO KUBOTA JPEBO PANCKOE,

81p010 Bb3BPAILAEM, U KO )KMBOTA APEBO nomieHieMp 1 0abHieMs sBUCTecs Bbporo

parcKoe MPOIBETb €CH, XapUTOHE OTUE 8036pawaemu i npoysenu ecne MOJIATBAMHA

CBAIICHHBIH. |2 CBOHMMHM, HeOeCHblsl O1a200amu TIPIUMBI,
BpaueBe KPbBIKbI SBUCTECS, UCYTbsieme

Troparion to Sisoes (tone 1): HEIOYKHBIX 0YUA C 81oPOI0 NPUXOOAUUX K

[TyCTBIHHBI )KHUTEINIO U BO TUIOTH aHTETb U pairh Momen Banmx, 410 A0TBOPIIH

YI0JIOTBOPEIIb SIBHCSI, OOTOHOCHBI OTUE noka3zacrecsi, @eonope u JlaBbiie u

Halllb, OMeHneMb, OmbHieMb 1 MouTBaMu | KonctstHTHHE. MonuTe Xpucrta bora

HeOecHbla OarogaTu npuemMsb, ucibisemmu rpbxoBb ocTaBnenie qaposatu Bhporo u

Oossmiaa u ayma Bbporo npurhbkaomumM Ti. | T0000BII0 YTOYIIUMB NTaMaTh Bammo: (f. 191)

Cnagsa JlaBmemy v kpbmocts, ciaBa

BhbauaBmomy 11, cnaBa /[bromemy To60t0

BchMb ncbnenia. !

While attributing the miracles specifically to the princes’ relics, the hymn extols their
monastic feats, similar to the troparia mentioned earlier. Evident signs of integration and editing
are seen in the unnecessary repetitions of “iavistesia’and “pokazastesia.”

5) The Ikos — untitled, but dedicated to all three princes, follows almost verbatim the one

to Ven. Athanasius of Athos (July 5):

122 TSL 465 (Menaion, early fifteenth cent.) £.303.

123 TSL 576 (Menaion, fifteenth cent.), f.43v. This widely used Troparion for the venerable monastic saints may also
be found in services to: Ven. Auxentius of Bethany (February 14), Basil the Confessor (February 28), Theodore the
Sanctified (May 16), Simeon the Stylite (May 24), Tikhon of Amathus (June 16), and Dius of Constantinople (July
19).
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Ikos to St.Athanasius:

ChbBBIlIIE CBOE 3BaHUE MPUEMb TIPECIIaBHE,
OecMepTHYIO XU3HBb HAacTba0Ba, ¢ TUIOTHIO 00
HA 3eMJIH OECHIOMHBIX HcUumue npouteo, Ovli
ecu cmpacmmu nenpuamen. Thm xe Ts
XBaJIUM, OTYE:

Panyucs, cebTiiaa HHOKYIOIMMB CIIABO;
paxyucs, ICHbIM ITbioMyapua cTosnre;
panyucsi, MHOXKbCTBY siBb ckazaTenHoe
MIO3HAHKE; PAJyHCs, IPEMyIparo pasyma
SBJICHHE; PAyUCs, IPABUIIO PACTOATEIHOE
npaBak u3BkCTHO; pagyucs, CIOBOM
CBEpIIMBIIY TH IhSHHEMb CTpEMIICHHA,
pazyuncsi, yMe Haclaxaasicsi MBICIIH
HEU3PEUYCHHBIXb; PAAyHUCs, BCIO TBAph
0J1aro4YeCTHO YANBIIb; PAIyHCs, UM 5K
nocpamuiiacs 6bcose; pamyncs, UM ke BCAKa
CTpacTh YMEPTBHUCS; PaIyHCsl, NCTOUbHIYE
KUBOTHBIX BOAb; PAIYUCs, CIACUTENb UXKe
BbpHO TH BBIUIOMNMB: PagyUCs, 0TI
Adanacue.'?*

Ikos to the princes:

CBbllIIe CBOE 3BaHUE MPUEMB MPECIIABHO,
OecMepTHYIO KU3HBb HacTbaoBamu ecte, ¢
IUIOTHIO 0O Ha 3eMITH OECHIOMHbBIX JHCUMUE
npeweowa, oOvliu ecme CmpacmoMu He
npuamuu. ThM ke Bato XBaJIUM, OTIH
MPEnoI00HUH:

Panyuracs, cebrias cebruiia, mpaBociaBHEIM
CJIaBO, SICHBIU ITbioMyIpHa CTOIH.
Panyuracsi, MHOXeCTBO siBb ckazaTenHoe
no3Hanue. Pagyuracs, npemyaparo pazyma
sBIIeHUE. PajyuTacs, mpaBuiio pacTosITeTHOE
npasab uzpkcTHO. PamyuTacs, ciioBoMb
cBepmuBIa 1baHuEMb CTpEMIICHHA.
Panyuracsi, yMbl Haciaxaasicsi MbICIeH
HEU3peUYeHHbIX. PagyunTacs, BCio TBaphb
0J1ar04ecTHO YIUBIIEH, UMH K€ TIOCpaMHILIACS
0bcoBe. Pamgyuracs, umu ke Bcsika CTpacThb
ymeptBuca. PagyuTacs, uCTOUHUIIN
KUBOTOYHBIX BOAb. Pagynracs, ciacurenu
mwxe BbpHO BBl BonutomuMm. Pagyuracs,
HOBosABIeHU ytonotsopun deonope u lasuae
u Koncrantune. Pagyuracs, rpaay Hamemy
Spocnapmnio Benukoe yrBepxkenue. (f. 191—
192)

Apart from the truncation of the typical monastic “inokuiushchim slavo,” of importance

are the addenda which reveal the treatment of the saints as the patrons of laroslavl’. Designating

this city as “grad nash” attests to its laroslavl’ provenance. It is hardly unusual for such hymns to

appear in the Kirillo-Belozerskii Monastery, since it belonged to the Rostov-Iaroslavl’-Beloozero

diocese from 1389/90 until 1587 or 1589.!2% Another detail worth mentioning is that the last

refrain of the Ikos does not resonate with either Kontakion’s ending, deviating from the old

Byzantine tradition of matching the two.!2¢

124 TSL 576 (July Menaion, fifteenth cent.) £.39. The resemblance between these two hymns was first noted in Ol’ga
V. Loseva, Russkie mesiatseslovy XI-XIV vekov. Moscow: Pamiatniki istoricheskoi mysli, 2001, 375.

125 Stroev, Spiski ierarkhov, 331-33.

126 See: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 300. In the services to the laroslavl’princes this shortcoming will be
corrected only by the third quarter of seventeenth century (IaMZ 15173, £21-22). At the same time, the endings of
kontakia and their ikoi do match in many of the early services to the Russians saints. E.g. TSL 617 (Trefoloi, end of




Conceptualizing the information in connection with these earliest hymns from KB 6/1083

allows us to infer the following:

a) By 1470s the liturgical commemoration of SS. Davyd and Konstantin was already in
place alongside their father St. Feodor;

b) Two sets of hymns dedicated to two different feasts converge under one date in this
anthology: the event of “prenesenie moshchem” (the actual date of their Translatio
being March 5), and Feodor’s repose (September 19);

c¢) The holy princes were venerated not only as patrons of laroslavl’ and the
miracleworkers that gushed forth healings through their relics, but also as venerable
fathers;

d) In his choice of sources for these first hymns to the laroslavl’ princes, the composer
used the old Byzantine services to the venerable monastic fathers rather than the
“princely services” (s.a. SS. Constantine and Helen, Boris and Gleb, Vladimir and
Olga);

e) The presence of hymns to the Iaroslavl’ saints in the private Miscellany of the Kirillov
Monastery puts the commemoration of these saints on the same level as SS. Boris and
Gleb, Antonii and Feodosii of the Kiev Caves, and St. Serguis long before the

Makariev Councils convened in Moscow in 1547 and 1549 to canonize the Russian

saints.

fifteenth — beginning of sixteenth cent.) the endings match in 15 services to the Russian saints out of 16 total,
whereby the only exception is the service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin.
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Kaz. Ned635 [V2a]

Currently the earliest full service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin'?’ appears in a Festal
Menaion/Miscellany to Russian saints (4°) dated circa 1480s: Kaz. 4635.'2® The service rank is a
Vigil, attested by the presence of Litya stichera.'?’ Compared to GIM, Shchuk. 331,'3° this service
prescribes eight stichera on “Lord I call” (vs. only three in the Shchukin text) all of which are
spelled out, three Parimia readings, eight Litya stichera, two new troparia to all three saints, a
Polyeleos (“Mnogomilostive”) with the festal antiphons and Gospel reading. This service also
presents two canons — one to St. Feodor, and one to the three princes. The Praises contain five new
texts instead of the previous four, and the Great Doxology is added. The absence of the Small
Vespers implies that this rank is lower than the Great Feast Vigil rank (velikii prazdnik sign »),
which sometimes is seen in the services to holy Metropolitan Peter and St. Sergius. '*! Surprisingly,
not one text from Shchuk. 331 (V1) — the earliest service to St. Feodor — was used in the making

of Kaz. 4635, despite the tendency of medieval writers to copy as much as possible.

Three out of four initial stichera at “Lord I call” (V2 Reference Chart, #1-3) are dedicated

to St. Feodor and are virtually identical to the earliest known Slavic stichera in the General

127 While this service is considered the earliest of its kind, some findings in Uvar. 1037 later in this chapter suggest
that there might have existed another, more primitive version of this text, that has not been preserved/found.

128 Kaz. 4635, f.1-21. For description and dating (as sixteenth century) see: Aleksandr 1. Artem’ev. Opisanie
rukopisei, khraniashchikhsia v biblioteke Imperatorskogo Kazanskogo Universiteta (St. Petersburg:
Arkheograficheskaia komissiia, 1882), 125-32 (former number of the manuscript: Ne10183). Corrected dating, see:
Kloss. Izbrannye trudy, 2:260. First academic publication of this service: Lenhoff, Kniaz' Feodor, 291-308.

129 On integrating these two festal ranks, see: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 300, 500.

130 Shchuk. 331.

BIE.g. TSL 617 services to: St. Sergius (f.16v.), Gregory of Solun (f43v.), Varlaam of Khudyn’ (f.53v.), Dimitrii
Prilutskii (f.97v.), Antonii of the Caves (f.148), Metropolitan Aleksii (f.171), and Leontii of Rostov (f.183v).
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Menaion'?? to the hierarchs and/or venerable fathers.'** The fourth one (#4) is dedicated to all three
princes. Stichera 5-7 (#5-7), almost verbatim, are taken from the General Menaion service to two

or more venerable fathers (hereafter cited as GMV2),!34

and convey two events: the repose of St.
Feodor and the translation of three princes’ relics.!*> In the “Lord I call” 8 (#3), the author
unexpectedly deviates from his sources in GMV2 (General Menaion’s service to two or more
venerable fathers) and composes a text to St. Konstantin alone, adding a reference to the Holy
Virgin, which only occurs in the theotokia. The ‘Glory’ verse (#9) is taken from a service to SS.

Fathers slain in Sinai (January 13),!%¢

while the Theotokion (#10) prescribes a regular tone 8
Dogmaticon, “Tsariu Nebesnyi,” contradicting the Jerusalem Typicon’s afterfeast rubrics, as noted

previously.

The directives for the entrance (“vykhod”), as often is the case, are not present since the
entrance is expected at any festal service of Doxology and higher.!*” The regular daily Prokimenon

mention is preserved, however. The three Old Testament readings, or Parimia, (#12) are taken

132 The earliest manuscript (attributed by scholars to the Kievan provenance) containing these stichera — Codex
Vindobonensis (Codex Hankensteinianus, Codex Slavicus, hereafter cited as Cod. Slav.) Ne 37 (late twelfth — early
thirteenth century); cited from: S. Stockij, “Ueber den Inhalt des Codex Hankensteinianus,” Sitzzungsberichte der
philosophisch-historischen Classe der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 110 (1886): 640. Compare to the
Serbian copy in Sofiiskaia narodnaia biblioteka (hereafter cited as SNB) Ne122, dated as 1435 (four general services
are placed on ff.315-317); cited from: Angelov, “Kliment Okhridski,” 32-33. For historiographical overview and
classification, see: Snezhana Elisievich, “K issledovaniiu obshchikh sluzhb v slavianskoi kirillicheskoi
pis’mennosti,” Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy medievistiki. Ned (34) (2008): 5—6 (footnotes 1-3).

133 It has been previously noted that during the Menaion’s formative stages, the categories of and hence the hymns to
the holy hierarchs and venerable fathers were reciprocal: Aleksandra Iu. Nikiforova, “Rozhdenie Minei: Grecheskie
Minei IX—XII vv.,” Vestnik Pravoslavnoho Sviato-Tikhonovskogo gumanitarnogo universiteta, vyp. 4 (22) (2010):
150.

134 MDA 77, £.167-168v.

135 The majority of the preserved manuscripts list both of these feasts under the day of Feodor’s repose, i.e.
September 19.

136 TSL 515 (January Menaion, fifteenth cent.), f.156v.

137 Qut of fourteen V2 services analyzed in this chapter, ten of the earliest ones do not mention the Entrance,
although it is most certainly presumed as an attribute of the Polyeleos or Vigil ranked service (see Nikol’skii,
Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 208).
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from the General Menaion’s services to venerable fathers and hierarchs, that was circulating in the
second half of fifteenth century.!®

Kaz. 4635 presents eight Litya stichera, contrary to all other V2a services which include
only the first four (#13-16). The eight stichera in Kaz. 4635 are divided into three parts by their
tones, revealing different origins: the first four (“glas 2, samoglasen”) address only St. Feodor as
well as the next three (“glas 2, podoben Dome Efrantov”), while the eighth Sticheron (“glas 8”) is
dedicated to all three princes. The second and third Litya stichera (#14-15) copy the same texts
from the ancient service to St. Anthony the Great (January 17),'*° but are also similar to certain
hymns to St. Sergius (September 25).'%° The third Litya Sticheron (#16) resembles the one to Ven.
Savva (May 5).'#!

The short stichera 5 through 7'%* to St. Feodor alone are assigned a Nativity podoben
“Dome Efrantov” and take root in the Aposticha of Metropolitan Peter ’s service on December
20,'" which falls within the Nativity prefeast season. The sixth Sticheron alters the original’s
“sviatitelem pokhvala, sviashchennikom slava, pravilo inokom” to ‘“apostolom pokhvala, i
muchenikom slava, prorokom propoved’.” Dedicated to all three princes, Litya Sticheron 8'#

changes the tone while its textual source shifts to GMV2.!% The ‘Glory’ verse (#17) is identical

133 MDA 77, £215v.-216. Here the order of the Parimia is different: 1) “Pravednitsy v vek’ zhuvut,” 2) “Pravednykh
dusha v rutse Bozhii,” 3) “Pravednik ashche postignet...” These readings match those from the service to St. Sergii
under Sept. 25 in TSL 641 (Miscellany,1400s), f.231v.—234), although they do not correspond to this saint’s services
in other services, like TSL 617 and 640.

139 TSL 518 (January Menaion, 1513), £.206. In the second Sticheron, Feodor’s service takes out Anthony’s epithet
“i umnozhi stado Khristovo slovesnykh ovets’.”

140 TSL 641, £.238-238v. (Sticheron on Psalm 50) and f.263v. (‘Glory’ verse on Praises). The difference is only in
the omission in Feodor’s text the epitet “...1i, iako kedr v pustyniu, umnozhil esi stado Khristovo slovesnykh ovets’ v
prepodob’stve i pravde.”

141 TSL 504, £.23v. Later this Sticheron will appear in the GMV 1 service as Praises ‘Glory’ verse (General Menaion,
Moscow, 1599-1600, f.111).

142 5: “Dom dukhovnyi”; 6: “Raduisia Feodore”; 7: “Priimi nyne penie.”

143 KhGNB im. Korolenko Ne816281 — cited from Sedova, Sviatitel’ Petr, 68—69. Similarily in TSL 617, £.86.

144 8: “IlpenomoOHK OTLM BCU.”

145 MDA 77, £.168v. C.f. TSL 379 (Shestodnev and General Menaion, late fifteenth — early sixteenth cent.) where
this ‘Glory’ verse is omitted (f.151v.)
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to another Litya Sticheron to Ven. Anthony the Great (January 17).!4¢ The Theotokion (#18) is
copied verbatim from the Dormition of Theotokos service (August 15).!47

It is important to mention that no other V2 services list stichera 5, 6, 7, and 8 at Litya. Nine
of them that do include these hymns, place them exclusively at the end of Matins (#126, 127, 128,
125), where they are supplemented with special refrains. Because — as will be shown below — the
usage of these stichera as the Matins Aposticha is a sign of the less festal rank and hence an earlier
practice, we must assume that the composer of Kaz. 4635 (or its original protograph) was copying
from the source that likewise listed these stichera at the end of Matins, as seen in Chud. 75 and
many others. Since Jerusalem Typicon rubrics do not allow the Matins Aposticha in a Polyeleos
or Vigil service,'*® this composer remains more faithful to the Typicon, yet does it at the expense
of doubling the number of Litya stichera, which is usually limited to three or four.'*

A probable source for the first three Aposticha stichera (#19-21) is in the May 5 service
to Ven. Sabbas (minor deviations are emphasized in cursive below). The first Sticheron begins by
addressing Feodor, and then adds the plural endings to reflect all three saints. This suggests that
originally the first Sticheron must have been dedicated to Feodor alone and was edited after the

cult extended to SS. David and Konstantin. Notable is the retention of the word coffin (“raka”) in

the last stanza:

146 TSL 518, £.206. This text is also similar to a Litya Sticheron to Ven. Arsenius the Great, May 8 (TSL 558, f.40v.)
and, with minor deviations, to the Praises ‘Glory’ verse for Ven. Chariton the Confessor, September 28 (TSL 465,
£.307).

147 E.g. TSL 586 (August Menaion, fifteenth cent.), f.110v.

148 See discussion under Chud.75 and footnote 182.

149 Although the amount of Litya stichera is not set by the Jerusalem Typicon, the Vigil services to the saints usually
contain three or four, excluding the ‘Glory’ verse and the Theotokion. From the lists of the contemporary fifteenth
and sixteenth-century services, such are the cases of: Apostle John on September 26 (TSL 465, £.269), Great Martyr
Demetrius on October 26 (TSL 480, £.216v.), St. Nicholas on December 6 (TSL 504, £.42), Three Hierarchs on
January 30 (TSL 515, £.330). Fewer services present six Litya stichera, such as Beheading of St. John the Baptist on
August 29 (TSL 586, £.211). Among the services to the early Russian saints in the late 1400s, the anthologies
present only two such stichera to St. Sergius (TSL 617, 643 and 644) and three to St. Leontius (TSL 313, 558, 613,
and 617) prior to proceeding to their ‘Glory’ verses.
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Aposticha 1 to Sabbas (ra1. 5, mox.
“Pagyucs’™):

Pamyucst TOCTHUYBCKBIMB BOUCTUHHY
HOJBUTOMB O51aroBoHHBIN cbeynbk. Kpects
00 Ha pamo B3eMb, U Brnageirh Xpucrty cede
npbonaxkeHHe Bb3JI0Kb, IJIOTH MONPaTh €CH
NoJTy BirbKyIiee MyapoBaHue,
nobpoxbrenmu xe nyury npocBbTunb ecu, u
Kb 00KECTBEHOMY BBIIEPHCS

xkenmanuto. ThMke BCeCBATYIO TH
OKpY’KHUBIIIE paKy, npbxsaiane Caso,
60xxecTBeHaro yenopbkoaroous npocuMb
TOJTYYUTH TBOUMH MOJIOAMU I MUPOBHU

JAPOBATH BEJIHIO MUIOCTB, '>°

Aposticha 1 to the princes (1. 5, mos.
“Pagyucs’™):

Panyncs TOCTHBIXs BOMCTUHY MOABU3AHUU
onaryxanusiu cocyab, kpecTb 00 Ha pamMo
B3eM, Brageirb Xpucry cebe Onaxkene
BO3JIOKUIT €CH, IOJIIBPemubii )K€ CMbICTb
no0poabrenMu MIOTCKBIM MMOKOPU™ ecTe,
IyLIy Ke MPEoCcuass, i 00KeCTBEHOMY
sockpuau ecme pavenuio. ThM BCECBATYIO
BAIITI0 0ObCMYNAOWU BCEXBATHUH PaKy,
0oxecTBeHaro uenoBbkoaoOna mpocum
MOJIYYIUTH 8AUUMY MOTIUMBAMU, MAPOBU
JapOBATH BEJIUIO MUJIOCTD. (f.5v.—6)

The ‘Glory’ is identical to the “Lord I call” Sticheron 2 (tone 5) from the GMV1/2 service
dated 1435."%! The change to tone 6 in the holy princes’ service may hint on a different variant of

this general service. The Theotokion, as a general rule!*? is chosen to match the tone of the previous

hymn: “Bogoroditse, Ty esi loza...”!3
The Vespers is concluded by three troparia that bear no special designations. The first, “Iako
apostolom soprichastni” (tone 4) addressing all three princes, occurs only in one other V2 text

(Uvar. 1037, see below). Multiple thematic similarities can be observed with a Kontakion to St.

Sampson the Hospitable (June 27):

Troparion to the princes (tone 4):

SIKO armocTosIOM CONPUYACTHH, U BpaueBe
penodpu, cayacument 602ONPUSMHU Payrs
saueu 60xcecmeenrsu NPUMeKaruum
CBSITHH, D020MyOpu ONaXKEHUH,
0JIaroYeCTUBH KHS3[HM| HOBOSIBJICHUH
yronotBopun, Oeonope u Jlasbiae u
Koncrautune. Couweduiecs 1t0b06uro MaMsaTh
BaIllo CBBTIIO Mpa3iHyeM®b 6 nrscHex U 8

Kontakion to Sampson (tone 8):

SIxo Bpaua mpemu3psIHa U CITyKUTEIs
OoronpusTHa, Kb pairk TBoei 60xecTBHbU
nputhkaromnie, Camcone 6oromyape
npenogo6He. Coineamniecs II000BUIO, B
ncanmbx u mbHUMX BB3pamyemcs, XpucTa
cinassie, Mxe takoBy Te0b mogasury
6naronarts ucirknernem. >

130 TSL 504, f.24v.-25.

151 SNB 122, cited from Angelov, “Kliment Okhridski,” 36-37.

152 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 206-07.

153 This common Theotokion could have entered here from the service of Thursday of the Third Week of Lent, as
seen in TSL 385 (Lenten Triodion, fifteenth cent.), f.118v.

134 TSL 566, f.134v.
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nrenuu paoyroujecs Xpucma crassue,
TaKOBYIO 61a200amb TOPOBABIIATO BaM
ucyroneHueM, rpany eauemy SIpociaBiro
Benukoe yreepxenue. (f.6v.—7)

It should be noted that this troparion’s concluding phrase “gradu vashemu” does not match
the Ikos’s “gradu nashemu.”'®® Similar to the above text, the second Troparion “lako zvezdy
mnogosvetlyia” to all three princes (#24) and the third one to Feodor alone — “lako tselitelia
preizriadna” (#25) are identical to the same hymns in KB 6/1083.

Atypical to the Vespers’ conclusion is the insertion of “Slava” indicator between the second
and third troparia. The very fact that there are three troparia on Vespers is incongruent with the
Jerusalem Typicon; perhaps listing all three was simply meant to give the precentor a choice. Apart
from a scribe’s error, this insertion of “Slava” may reveal copying from a certain original where
all three were either placed in Matins,'>® or some local tradition to sing all three troparia at the end
of Vespers.!'>’

The beginning of Matins avoids any directives for the order of troparia on ‘God is the Lord’
and immediately turns to the kathisma sedalia, uncommon for most V2a services (#28-29). The
first one (“Zlatyia zaria”) is dedicated to Feodor alone, attributing to him the characteristics more
suitable for a monastic saint (“Bb moaBu3b TBOEMb MOCTOM M MOJUTBMH CBOMMH CO OabHHEM
npucHo ayurto npocsbmas™) whose source hymn we were not able to identify. Its Theotokion
“Vsekh Tvortsa” is an exact copy of the same hymn from the ancient St. Nicholas’s December 6

service.!®

155 Tkos to Feodor “Svyshe svoe zvanie” in Kaz. 4635.

156 The ‘Glory’ is sung on Matins either after the first or second Troparion. See: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu
ustava, 272-175.

157 For the Vigil ranked Vespers, Jerusalem Typicon prescribes a Troparion to the saint twice, followed by
“Bogoroditse Devo” once, while for the Polyeleos or Doxology-ranked services the Troparion to the saint is sung
only once. See: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 220.

158 TSL 504, f.44v. The tones correspond in both, while the Podoben to St. Nicholas is different (“Grob Tvoi”).
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The second Kathisma Sedalion’s (“Zhiteiskoe more”) beginning invocation echoes Canon
Ode 3 Sedalion from GMV2 service,>® while its second part utilizes additional ascetical topoi and
a supplication for David and Konstantin’s intercessions. The omission of Feodor’s name here is
an irregularity that rarely occurs in V2 or any other versions of the Iaroslavl’ princes’ service. The
following Theotokion “Upovanie khristianom” is a repetition of a widespread liturgical hymn. '

Polyeleos Sedalion “Tverdostiiu razuma,” relocated in many subsequent V2 services to
Canon’s Ode 3, is identical to Canon Ode 3 Sedalion to St. Leontius (May 23),'®! while its
Theotokion “Nebesnuiu dver’” repeats an already mentioned service to St. Arsenius'®? word for
word.!6

A short mention of the festal Antiphon and Stepenna hymn of tone 4 (“Ot iunosti moeia”)
is followed by the Prokimenon “Vozveselitsia pravednik™ (#32) with its refrain “Uslyshi ny,
Bozhe”!%* taken from the General Menaion’s service to Fools-for-Christ (GMF2).16°

For the Gospel (#33), a reading from Matthew 5:14-20 (pericope 11, “Vy este svet miru”)
is given instead of the one prescribed for the venerable father(s) that urges one to take up Christ’s
yoke and find rest for the soul (Matthew 11:27-29, pericope 43).!® The latter would be
incongruent with the vitae of SS. David and Konstantin, of whose end-of-life monastic vows we

know nothing.

159 See: MDA 77, £.167v. and TSL 379, f.149v. — both listing it as tone 4, while the former also adds Podoben
“lavisia dnes’.”

10 E.g. in the service to SS. Aristarchus, Pudus, and Trophimus (April 15) in TSL 546 (April Menaion, 1400s),
f.65v.

161 TSL 558, £.127v.

162 TSL 558, £.42.

163 Later this Theotokion will enter into GMV1 Canon (General Menaion, Moscow: n.p., 1599-1600, f.68v.) and the
Sunday Octoechos service (as first Kathisma Sedalion), but will be dropped from the services to SS. Feodor, Davyd,
and Konstantin.

164 Possibly a copying error, or an older version of the verse “Uslyshi, Bozhe, molitvu moiu” (as seen in the
Menaion of 1599-1600).

165 GMV 1/2 Prokimenon states: “Chestna pred Gospodem smert’ prepodobnykh Ego.”

166 See early fifteenth century Ustav’s regulations in TSL 239, .314. This trend is followed in the service to St.
Sergius (e.g. TSL 466, £.287).
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The next entry calls for the Psalm 50 Sticheron “Prepodobne otche, vo vsiu zemliu”
borrowed from GMV 1, but not used in any other V2 services.

Nearly half of the entire service is taken up by the two Matins canons. The first one (tone 8§,
“Vodu proshed,” #35) has an inconsistent number of troparia at each Ode (from 3 to 5, not counting
the theotokia) and consists of 8 irmoi, 8 theotokia, and 31 troparia. Thematically, 13 out of these
31 troparia are dedicated to Feodor, 2 to David, and 16 to all three princes. Every Irmos and the
first troparion of each Ode are identical to the reciprocal ones in the above-mentioned service
GMV1/2,'%7 and are dedicated to Feodor alone, while in the odes 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 the second
troparion also addresses Feodor. The first Canon’s Ode 7 troparion 3 (#91), Ode 8 troparion 3
(#101), and the Theotokion of Ode 8 (#104) also borrow from that same source.'*® Considerable
resemblances can be seen between the theotokia of Ode 4 and the seventh Ode from GMV1/2.
Minor discrepancies occur in troparia C1-3:1 (read: Canon 1, Ode 3, troparion 1), C1-3:2, C1-5:1
with their originals in GMV1/2. C1-5:1 (#67) also differs from the General Menaion service in
Cod. Slav. 37, where it appears as two separate troparia: “Prosveti tvoe zhitie” and “Tserkvi ty byl
esi.”1%

In the first Canon, C1-1:2 (#37) is based on GMV1,!”? while other troparia (except C1-6:3)

and the theotokia of odes 1, 5, 6, 7 and 9 are taken from GMV?2 text.!”! Troparion C1-6:3 (#77),

167 Cf.: “Kanon’ otsem’ obshch’ in Cod. Slav. 37 — cited from Stockij, “Ueber den Inhalt,” 640-41; Canon from the
“Obshchaia sluzhba sviatiteliam” in SNB 122 — cited from Angelov, “Kliment Okhridski,” 33—36. The parallels with
TSL 643 and later texts have been noted in Shalamanov, “Kliment Okhridski,” 55-56, who had no access to the
earliest manuscripts. A similar Canon, although with different irmoi 8 and 9, is given in the service “Sviatitelem
obshchim i sviatym” in Und. 100 (Trefoloi, second half of fifteenth cent.), £.217v.-219, that was kindly brought to
our attention by G. Lenhoff. Other known East Slavic General Menaia (e.g. MDA 77, TSL 379 and 464, and the
later General Menaion (Moscow: n.p., 1600)) do not contain this Canon.

168 Cf.: Cod. Slav. 37 — cited from Stockij “Ueber den Inhalt,” 64041 and SNB 122 — cited from Angelov, “Kliment
Okhridski,” 35-36.

169 Cited from Stockij “Ueber den Inhalt,” 640. This troparion also existed in a joint version (SNB 122 — cited from
Angelov, “Kliment Okhridski,” 34).

170 MDA 77, £.165v. and TSL 349, f.146v.

7' MDA 77, £.167v.~168v. and TSL 379, f.149—151v. This same Canon version was retained in the early printed
General Menaia (Moscow: n.p., 1599-1600) and is used today.
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on the other hand, resembles the GMV1/2 original only in its first phrase, but then changes the
plural grammatical forms to singular in honor of Feodor alone. The Ode 3 Theotokion (#48) is
reciprocal to the one in Ode 4 from the GMV1 service.!”? Troparion “Napoivsha dusha nasha”
known in all other V2 texts as C1-3:3 (#47) is absent from Kaz. 4635. Possible Iaroslavlian
provenance of the first Canon may be suggested from its personalized Theotokion 9:4 (#118):
“...ublazhaem vas verno, klaniaiushchesia ratse moshchi vashikh.”

The second Canon (tone 4, “Otverz’ usta moia,” #40) is composed of 8 irmoi, 8 theotokia
and 25 troparia. The source for these troparia has not been located and leaves us to presume their
originality, especially due to this Canon’s numerous irregularities. Unlike the theotokia in the
previous Canon and most known canons to the saints, some of this second Canon’s theotokia are
personalized with the names of the larslavl’ saints (odes 1, 3, 9). Moreover, while odes 1 through
6 contain three troparia each, odes 7 and 8 contain four, and Ode 9 only two. Feodor is addressed
in 15 of these troparia, while all three princes are addressed in seven, David in two, and David
with Konstantin in one. Perhaps the only stable feature of this Canon is its irmoi which directly
mimic the irmoi set “Otverzu usta moia,” but even this raises questions, as these are generally used
in the canons to the Theotokos or the ordinary Katavasia.'”?

Rather than separately analyzing every single troparion of both canons, we have decided
to analyze them collectively and draw attention to more curious details contained therein. Thus,

the first Ode of the second Canon (Theotokion 4) may contain a hint about this Canon’s possible

origins (italicized):

172 MDA 77, £.166 and TSL 349, f.147.

173 The “ordinary” Katavasia consists of the irmoi sung at the end of each ode of the Canon during the regular
Matins services throughout the year, outside the festal/lenten seasons (see: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava,
297-99).
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Panyucs [Ipecesitas boroposurie, aHreackoe yauBieHie, mpopodecKas IporoBhn, alocToIoMb

HEMOJIYHAas 0yCTa, MOJIUCH CLIHy CBOCMy n BOI‘y HaeMy Jia COXpPAHUT MrbCmo cue, u cCmesantyro

obumens cuio IPETOIOOHBIX MOJICHUEM.

Although any monastery could have considered the laroslavl’ princes as its patrons, the
additional elements contained in this Canon specifically denote laroslavl’. This city is mentioned
as “grad nash” (Ikos after Ode 6, #88) and as “grad sei” (Ode 3, troparion 4, #52).!7* “Khram sei”

is mentioned once (Ode 9, troparion 2, #116),!7

as well as one specification as to the relics’
location: “...a zde chestnya tvoia moshchi boliashchikh istseliaeta...” (Ode 6, troparion 4, #83). We
reckon this is sufficient evidence to posit the the second Canon of Kaz. 4635 was written in the
laroslavl’ Spasskii Monastery, where the miracle-working relics of the princes were discovered in
1453 and kept for centuries.

The second Canon also alludes to two biographical healing instances. Troparion 3:2
dedicated to Feodor (#50) states: “Izmlada vozrast vospriial esi, vo grade Smolenste po Khristovu
poveleniiu na uspenie svoe prishel esi, vo slavnyi laroslavl’...” The second Canon’s troparion 6:1
(#80), alludes to two miracles from the saint’s relics: “nedvizhiushchagosia otroka tsela
sotvoriaeshi” and “bezglasno prezhe Bozhiim promyslom pokazal esi mnogoglagoliva.” Both of
these instances were already known to the early biographers,'’® and the author’s decision to place
this data in the most widely-used (due to its repetition at Liturgy) sixth Ode tells us that he held it
in high regard. The uniqueness of these two vita-based mentions among the Canon troparia might

also reflect the fact that by the time of its composition these were the only two known or confirmed

miracles.

174 Taroslavl’ is also metioned once as “grad vash” and once without any personal pronouns.

175 Apart from the canons, this serice speaks of “khram vash” twice (5™ Sticheron on “Lord I call” and second
Canon’s troparion 4:2).

176 Both are mentioned in one of the earliest available vitas, laMZ 15522 (Anonymous Redaction, early 1500s):
“otroka, boliashcha nemoshchiiu telestoiu” that occurred on May 10, 1463 (f.354v.) and the undated “Chiudo o
iunoshe kniaze Romane” from that same year (f.360-361v.). See: Lenkhoff, Kniaz' Feodor, 181; 187-88.
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The Kontakion “Iavistesia svetilnitsi” to all three princes, identical to that in KB 6/1083,!"’
is placed after Ode 3, contrary to all other V2 services that list it after Ode 6 (#86). It is followed
by the Ikos to Feodor — “Na vysote” (#88), again, in contrast to all other V2 services that place it
after Ode 6. Apart from its ending “slava prepodobnym” and an epithet “chiudonosche,” this Ikos
ascribes to Feodor one attribute more typical to hierarchs — proclaiming/defending the Trinitarian
dogmas (“poklonenie Troicheskoe vo edinom Bozhestve chtiti”’), which may point to the origins
of this hymn in a service to an enlightener or a hierarch who fought heresies and established
dogma.'”

Quite similar in topoi and matching the ending of the Ikos “Na vysote” is the Ode 6
Kontakion “lavisia velie solntse” to Feodor alone (#85) previously seen in KB 6/1083.!7°
Following the Byzantine hymnographic custom where a Kontakion constituted a compact version
of its reciprocal Ikos, these two hymns likewise echo each other in their content and share the same
final phrase. '’

Already seen in KB 6/1083,'®! the Ikos to the princes “Svyshe svoe zvanie” (#87) that
matches — and should have accompanied — the 3™ Ode Kontakion “Iavistesia svetilnitsi,” is placed
after Ode 6. The ending not only names all three princes, but recognizes them as the newly-

manifested laroslavl’ wonderworkers and “gradu nashemu laroslavliu velikoe udverzhenie.”

177 Although mostly identical, the version in Kaz. 4635 contains fewer grammatical errors and repetitions.

178 E.g. ... Hayum1b ecu caButu Bb Tpouwb equnaro bora” (Canon Ode 4, Troparion 1 from Holy Metropolitan
Peter’s service, December 21); “...0buTh €CH TaCTBIPb XPUCTOBHI [lepkBe, yua cIIOBECHBIsSI OBIIBI BbpoBaTH BB
Tpowuity emuHOCYIIHYIO, BO equHOMB boskecTBh” (Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse from St. Isaia of Rostov’s service, May
15); “...Tpy0a myxoBHas, Bbpbl HacaauTemo, 1 oTceKaTeNto epecelt, Tpourrsl yrogamye...” (Kontakion from the
General Menaion’s Service to a Hierarch). Very similar Kontakion/Ikos set are found in a later May 2 service to St.
Athanasius the Great (e.g. TSL 557, f.12; TSL 565, £.20).

179 While KB 6/1083 lists this Kontakion (f.190v.), it does not contain the matching Ikos “Na vysote.”

180 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 300-01.

181F.191-191v.
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The placement of the two kontakia and the two ikoi in this service presents a hymnographic
discrepancy. As already noted above, Eastern Orthodox hymnography prescribes the kontakia and
ikoi resonate with each other and match in their endings. In Kaz. 4635 there is only one matching
pair (Kontakion “Iavisia velie” and lkos “Na vysote” with their matching ending “slava
prepodobnym”), yet they are incorrectly separated so that the first one appears after Canon Ode 6,
and the latter after Ode 3. The other Kontakion (“Iavistesia svetil’nitsy vsesvetlii” ending with
“chtushchim pamiat’ vashiu) and Ikos (“Svyshe svoe zvanie” ending with “laroslavliu velikoe
utvershenie”), despite both being dedicated to all three princes, neither resemble each other, nor
match in endings. This phenomenon may mean that the two hymns came from different primary
sources, or that the author of these hymns did not follow the matching practice.'*?

In several instances the troparia of both canons endow the holy princes with influence on
a more global scale far beyond the laroslavl’ principality: “...prosveshchaeshi chiudesy, iako
molniia vsiu vselenniui” (Canon 2, troparion 1:2, #42); “luchami prosveshchaete vsiu
podsolnechniui” (Canon 1, troparion 4:3, #60); “nauchi ves’ mir verno vospevati” (Canon 1,
troparion 7:3, #91).

Two troparia from the first Canon have retained specific monastic-oriented phrases from
their General Menaia’s originals: “Podvizastesia dobre, <...> i ko vsem prepodobnym
prichtostesia; s nimizhe vas chtem prison” (troparion 8:5, #103); “Na zemli zhiv iako angel, s
plotiiu iako besploten...” (troparion 9:2, #110). One troparion kept what seems to be hierarchical

epithet: “Tserkvi ty byst” propovednik...” (troparion 5:1, #67).

182 The same non-matching pair is encountered in KB 6/1083. This discrepancy was later noticed and corrected in
some V3 services (see Chapter 3).
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Although Kaz. 4635 venerates all three princes as patrons of laroslavl’, one troparion

addresses exclusively St. Davyd:

SAsuncs ecu veiab rpany Apocnasmo, JlaBeige 6naxkeHe, cToumb HenokokoaeM, u ctbua
HEpYIIUMasi, BETUKOe pruokxuie oT Tede mpueMITionte, UCIThbIeHreM 01aro1aTh HECKYTHYTO.»
(Canon 2, troparion 7:2, #95)

Finally, we should mention one example of imploring the holy princes for the local ruler —

possibly the Iaroslavl’ prince of the time:

MonutBamu Bapsia Kb borosu u ToMy mpecTos co aHTeIbI, 32 BECh MUPB TTOMOJIHCS, OpaHb
HeTpia3HeHy BCIOMy MoTpeOuTr 1 noobmy m3rbeTy mati Ha cymocTaTsl KHsi3to Hamemy. (Canon 1,
troparion 6:2, #76).

In the conclusion of the Canon part of the service, two unique remarks present in Kaz. 4635
and absent from all other V2 services should be mentioned. The first one is a brief entry calling
for “Kanon Bogoroditsi na 6” prior to the two canons to Saints. The second short note “Katavasia
‘Otverz usta moia’” follows the first Ode of the Canon. Had it not been for the afterfeast of Cross-
Elevation, both remarks would be congruent with the Jerusalem Typicon rubrics for a Vigil ranked
service.!®3 However, the Jerusalem afterfeast rubrics call for the first Canon and Katavasia of the

Cross instead.'®*

133 By late fifteenth century, Ustavs had been already delineating the sequence for all the Vigil ranked services to the
saints in the first church year Vigil service to St. John the Theologian (September 25). Composed on the first half of
the fifteenth-century, the Ustav TSL 239 mentions, among other details, the Theotokos Canon on 6 to be sung prior
to the Canon(s) of the saint(s), and reminds one that “sitse pradznuetsia vsiak prazdnik sviatym, v nikhzhe byvaiut
bdeniia” (f.75v.—76). Although the separate chapter on Katavasia did not yet take form in the fifteenth-sixteenth
century Typica (later it will be known as Chapter 19: “O katavasii”), the Katavasia rubrics were well known and
prescribed in separate cases by various Miscellania. An early sixteenth-century Irmologion, TSL 304 mentions both,
Katavasia to the Cross (“Krest nachertav”), and the regular one “Otverzu usta moia” (f.1v.-2).

184 Tipikon, 1906, £.33-33v. For more on Katavasia rules, see Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 297-300.
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The sources for the Svetilen (#119) to St. Feodor have not been located. A distant
resemblance may be seen with the V1 Shchukin Menaion service, although it attests more to a

common source rather than direct copying:

Svetilen to Feodor, Shchuk. 311: Svetilen to Feodor, Kaz. 4635:
Benmu 14 npocnasu ['ocnions yronecs B l'ocnionpb T8 mpociiaBu B Yroecex
pycwscThu ctpanb, nmpenogoOHaro BceOnaxxeHe deoope, xuBa U

cpBbTHHMKA, KpbbKaro momonHuKa rpagy | nmpecramieniacs, M30aBUII €CH OT CMEPTH KO
HaleMy, CriacH Hbl, KHsDKe, Bbporo 6naxkame | CBOEro yroJHuka, Cero paay 4ro/1ec TBOUX
namsTh TBOK. (f.66v.) namsTh BocxBassiem: (f.20)

No close sources can be verified for the next four Praises stichera to St. Feodor (#121-124),
while the ‘Glory’ verse (#129) and the Theotokion (#130), similarly to several Litya stichera in
this service, seem to emerge from the vesperal Aposticha to Holy Metropolitan Peter.!®5 The
‘Glory’ verse adds “novago chiudotvortsa” while replacing Peter’s “Khrista molit spastisia dusham
nashim” with “Khrista moli, otche prepodobne, spastisia dusham nashim.” This Peter’s Sticheron,
as shown in Chapter 1, may have inspired several Shchukin Menaion ‘Glory’ verses (“Lord I call,”
Aposticha, Praises), which therefore bear resemblance to the Praises ‘Glory’ verse in this V2

service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin:

Shchuk. 311, Praises ‘Glory’, tone 4: Kaz. 4635, Praises ‘Glory’, tone 8:
[Tpunakre Bce BbpHUYM TpakaHe, COTIacHO IIpiuoreme 6cu ropHiu, coenacto BOCTIONM
yOiaxumb ncanMonbHbeMb IPenoI0Haro npebiaxenaro @eodopa, HOBaro
oTIa, OorobmaxkeHHaro kus3s1 degopa YI0JIOTBOpIIA, Oytarovectia cBbTHIIO,
JOCTOMHO MOYTeM, exe 00 U3bMiana BO3/IeprKaHia MpaBuiIo TeprrbHUEM CTOMA,
MOABU3aBBCS B 100poabTens npuirbkHO. npoctoTh cokpoBuIle, cMupeHia pkkoy
SBuiics ecu, oT4e, ChCyab cBATaro [yxa, u HE3aBUCTHOYIO, HUIIIUM yTEX0y, CTpaHHBIM
HBIH'E TOYHIIIM HAMB HETPECTaHHO, MHOTH CTpaHHOIIPUEMHHKA, UCTHUHHBIA JIFOOBE
ucibnenns 6oxecTBeHHAs IPOCTPAHUITD XpucrtoBsl 1biarens BOUCTUHY OJMKHATO;
€CH, CBOU TPalb COXPAHWIb €CH, U cer 0y0O0 ¥ KHUBbH 4elIoBEKOM mokazacst
60xecTBeHBIM cBbTOMB OchHs ¢ BEpoto, TH | 3aCTyNHUK U CIIacUTENb, IO CMEPTH Ke
NPUXOJISIIE Kb YECTHIHBIMB €T0 MOIIIEMb, B | 00irb3HEM U cTpacTeM HeHucIrbIHBIM
yecTHb 00UCTaeMb OT KHUBOHOCHBIXD BCAYECKUM UCYTbaUMeNb. XPUCTA MOJIA OTYE
MOIIIeHW TBOUX, HBIHB T Bbpoto nmpunanaems, | npenodobre, cnacmucs Oyuam Hauum.
(f20v.-21)

185 KhGNB 816281 (cited from Sedova, Sviatitel’ Petr, 69), TSL 640, f.134v., and TSL 643, £210v.
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npocBbTH Halla MOMBINIIIEHHS U CTIACH JTyIIa
Hamia. (f.62)

It may be, however, that Metropolitan Peter ’s Sticheron served as a protograph to both of
these ‘Glory’ verses, that could have appeared independently.

This service ends with a directive to sing the Great Doxology and the dismissal, but no
directives for the Liturgy. The additional end of Matins stichera common to most V2 services
(#126-128) are not present.

A special word must be said about the vita reading that appears in this service (f. 10v.—14),
designated in scholarship as “extended Prolog redaction.” The appearance of such readings in the
East Slavic service Menaia prior to the sixteenth century is a rare occurence in and of itself, because
of their availability in other sources, like Prologs or Synaxaria.'®® Yet, the writer of Kaz. 4635 or
its original may have included this prolog reading here because it was one of the earlieast vitae to
St. Feodor after his canonization and was not yet widespread.'®” It also reflects an earlier practice
of placing the Synaxarion reading after the third Ode of the Canon rather than the sixth.'%8

One trait that sets Kaz. 4635 apart from all other V2 copies described here (as well as V1
and V3 ones) is that the entire text of the vita is inserted into the very service, where it follows the
third Ode of the Canon.'®® We know of no other V2 or V3 service that follows this pattern; instead

the ones that include such readings at all place them at the end of Matins.'*® While this practice

186 Anatolii A. Turilov, “Zabytye i maloizvestnye fakty iz istorii drevneishego perevoda Prologa u iuzhnykh
slavian,” Slavianovedenie, Ne2 (2012): 12. Another exception is seen in the earliest service to Metropolitan Peter
dated to late fourteenth century (KhGNB 816281 — cited from Sedova, Sviatitel’ Petr, 76).

187 B. Kloss has located only five Prolog vita redactions that seem to predate the one in Kaz. 4635 (Kloss,
“Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 137-39).

188 Vitalii P. Efimenkov, “«laroslavliu velikoe utverzhenie»: zarozhdenie pochitaniia i pervaia sluzhba sviatym
Feodoru, Davidu i Konstantinu laroslavskim.” Vestnik laroslavskoi dukhovnoi seminarii, vyp. 4 (2022), 73.

139 Variants of this Short version of the Prolog Redaction (“Kratkii vid Prolozhnoi redaktsii”) are published in:
Kloss, Izbrannye trudy, 2:258-59, and Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 173-76.

190 T ater we will encounter five V2 and one V3 texts that include a vita reading of one type or the other. The early
service to Metropolitan Peter mentioned above in footnote 143 presents its vita after the sixth Ode of the Canon.
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may have been adapted later for practical reasons (in order not to interrupt the office of Matins by
several vita folia), Kaz. 4635 is more faithful to the sequence of the service and the earlier
Jerusalem Ustav practice that prescribed the daily saints’ readings after Ode 3 of the Canon. !

Summing up the sources which might have been used in the creation of Kaz. 4635, the
foremost attention falls on a vast amount of material from the General Menaion services: those to
a single venerable father (first three stichera on “Lord I call” and the 50" Psalm Sticheron), to
several venerable fathers (stichera 5-7 on “Lord I call,” Litya Sticheron 8, Aposticha ‘Glory’
verse, second Kathisma Sedalion and a portion of the first Canon’s troparia), and the hierarchs
(various troparia of the first Canon). Other hymns were borrowed from the existing services of
the Russian saints: Metropolitan Peter (Litya stichera 5-7, Praises “Glory” verse), Leontii of
Rostov (Litya Sticheron 4 and Polyelos Sedalion) and Sergius (Lytia stichera 2-3. Several hymns
from the venerable Byzantine fathers are copied verbatim: fathers of Sinai-Raithu (‘Glory’ verse
on “Lord I call”’), Anthony the Great (Lytia ‘Glory’ verse), Sabbas the Sanctified (Aposticha
stirchera 1-3) and Nicholas the Wonderworker (Theotokion of the first Kathisma Sedalion). A
certain number of texts, the close sources for which could not be located, may have been
composed by the very author of this service, as evidence sometimes suggests: “Lord I call”
stichera 4 and 8, Lytia Sticheron 1, first Kathisma Sedalion, the entire second Canon, the

Svetilen and the Praises stichera 1-4.

The total word count of the Kaz. 4635 demonstrates that more than half of its hymns are
written for St. Feodor alone — namely 53 hymns. All three saints are mentioned in 35 hymns,

while 7 invoke only SS. Davyd and/or Konstantin. An important liturgical feature attesting the

191 These readings were prescribed up to seven times during the Vigil, including after Ode 3 and Ode 6 of the Canon
(Skaballanovich, Tolkovyi Tipikon, 11:189). Vasilii P. Vinogradov, Ustavnye chteniia, vyp. I (Sergiev Posad:
Tipografiia Troitse-Sergievoi Lavry, 1914), 142-43 explains that carrying out the Prolog readings after third Ode of
the Canon reflects the earlier Jerusalem Typicon practice, while later these readings were moved to the sixth Ode.
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the revalence of St. Feodor’s memory is the Litya stichera that are dedicated to him exclusively.
Similarly, the Prologue reading is dedicated only to him, as well as the placement of this service
under Septeber 19 — the date of Feodor’s repose. Nevertheless, the stichera and troparia of this
service are much more preoccupied with the finding of relics and the healings than the life or

repose of the laroslavl’ princely father.'*?

Based on the context of this service, there is high probability that it was composed in
laroslavl’, and that the second Canon was created in the Spassky Monastery — the original place

of rest of the princes’ relics.

In general, Kaz. 4635 service testifies that during its creation (or its protograph) SS.
Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin were venerated as miracle-workers and not yet as the righteous
princes. The words “kniaz’/kniaz’ia” are used only once in the entire service, while
“chiudotvortsy/chiudonostsy” are used eight times.'**> Similarly, the title of the service calls them
“novoiavlennii chiudotvortsy” without mentioning their princely rank. More widely yet the
laroslavl’ saints are venerated as “pre-/vse-/blazhennii” (Feodor — 26 times, all three or only
David/Konstantin — 13 times). Finally, the most widespread title is “prepodobnyi” (Feodor — 30

times, all three — 13 times). One Canon troparion directly classifies them as such:

ITonsuzacrecst modph, moohbauBIIe BpaXkbs Best mbUCTBA M HAKOHEIh )KUTHA BhHYAacTecs MyapH, U
KO 8CroM NpenooodHbIM npuymocmecs; ¢ HUMIKe Bac utem npucHo. (Canon 1, troparion 8:5,
#103).

GIM Chud. Ne75 [V2a]

2 <

192 Various forms of the words “raka,
“istseleniia” — 19 times; “chiudesa” — 22 times. At the same time, the words “konchina
and “smert’” (in regards to St. Feodor) are encountered only 7 times in total.

193 Five of these they are also called “novoiavlennii.”

moshchi” and “grob” appear in this service 13 times; the forms of the word
” “prestavlenie,” “uspenie”

2
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Dated to the end of fifteenth century,'® Chud. Ne75 appears in a September Menaion under
September 19 (f.132v.—144v.) and has the title “HoBosIBI€HBIXs YIOAOTBOPIIOBH SPOCIABCKBIXb
omaroBbpabIx KHs13en Deonopa u JlaBeina u Kocrentuna.” Being the first service to the Iaroslavl’
princes that reached the Menaion codex, Chud. 75, as will be shown below, became the most stable
and widespread Version 2 text.!®> For this reason, the order of this Vigil-ranked Chud. 75 service
was chosen as reference for other V2 texts’ comparison (see the chart at the beginning of this

chapter).
Apart from the small textual deviations, the main differences with Kaz. 4634 are as follows:

1. No mention of the daily Vespers Prokimenon (#11);

2. Litya stichera are not assigned a specific tone;

3. The Litya has only four stichera (#13-16) before the ‘Glory’ verse, while the texts
listed in Kaz. 4635 as stichera 5-8 appear here — and in many V2 services — as the
additional end-of-Matins stichera;

4. The Troparion “lako apostolom soprichastni” is absent;

5. There are brief mentions of ‘God is the Lord’ and Polyeleos in the beginning of
Matins (#26);

6. Neither the kathisma sedalia nor the Polyeleos one are prescribed (#28-30); instead,
“Zlatyi zaria,” “Zhiteiskoe more,” and “Tverdostiiu razuma” appear after Canon’s
Ode 3 (#55-57), while the theotokia from Kaz. 4635 are dropped;

7. The directive of the festal Antiphon is missing (#31);

194 Protas’eva, Opisanie rukopisei, 52.

195 Cf. the rest of the fifteenth-century V2 services are essentially Trifoloi-type anthologies of services to the early
Russian saints (Kaz. 4635, Chud. 152, TSL 643). The next closest Menaia that list any version of service to the
princes are: TSL 466 (dated 1505, V3), Uvar. 710 (first half of sixteenth cent., V3), and Chud. 79 (mid-sixteenth
cent., V2) — all described below.
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8. Psalm 50 Sedalion is omitted (#34);

9. No mention of the first Canon to Theotokos is present;

10. No mention of the Katavasia is given;

11. New C1-3:3 Troparion “Napoivshe dushi” is present (#47, absent in Kaz.);

12. Instead of at Canon Ode 3, both kontakia and ikoi appear after Ode 6 (#85-88); Ode
3 lists only the three sedalia mentioned above (#55-57);

13. No Prologue vita is given or mentioned anywhere in the text;

14. New C1-6:4 troparion “Blagom zakonom™ is given (#78, absent in Kaz.);

15. The Theotokion C2-9:4 in Chud. 75 (#118) presents a shortened variation omitting
the words “s prechistoiu Ego Mater’iu za ves’ mir”;

16. The Svetilen Theotokion (#120) is neither present, nor mentioned;

17. Praises ‘Glory’ verse “Prepodobnii otsi vsi” (#125, known as Litya Sticheron 7 in
Kaz.), is added at the end of four Praises stichera;

18. Three stichera appear at the end of Matins (#126-128) with their two refrains
(known as Litya stichera 5-8 in Kaz.), and their ‘Glory’ verse.

The fact that each of the two services — Chud. 75 and Kaz. 4635 — contains texts not present
in the other one leads us to conclude that they could not have been directly copied from one
another, but rather demonstrate a parallel hymnographic development. For instance, certain
exclusions in Chud. 75 may be justified by their self-evident nature (points 1 and 7 from the list
above), while others may reflect local practices (points 6, 12, 13, 15, 19) or deliberate truncations

(points 3, 4), or simply errors (points 2, 8, 9, 10, 17).

The new texts for Chud. 75 (points 11, 14) — apart for the clarifying directives (point 5) —

are the two Canon troparia: C1-3:3 “Napoivshe dushi” to the princes (#47) is known from certain
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GMV2 services as C-3:1,'% while C1-6:4 “Blagom zakonom” to Davyd alone (#78) exists in
GMV1 as C-1:2."7 Neither of these is present in the same early General Menaia (Cod. Slav. Ne37
and SNB 122) that influenced a number of other Canon 1 troparia, as shown above (see footnote

151).

The presence of the three special stichera, their two refrains, and the ‘Glory’ verse at the
end of Praises'”® (all of which are moved to Litya in Kaz. 4635 and provene from December 21
service to Holy Metropolitan Peter, as shown earlier), present a special liturgical interest. First, the
Sticheron-refrain structure betrays their Matins Aposticha origin. Secondly, their placement in the
text presents an improper blend of the two stichera sets: the Praises must have been first concluded
by a ‘Glory’ verse and its Theotokion before the Aposticha could begin. Instead, the ‘Glory’ verse
is followed directly by “iny stikhiry, gl. 2, pod. Dome Eft.,” the three stichera with both of their
refrains, and an additional ‘Glory’ verse. Lastly, Matins Aposticha are not considered part of
Slavoslovie, Polyeleos, or Vigil services according to Jerusalem Typicon.!*® The two most obvious
explanations for these stichera’s superfluous appearance here is that they are vestiges of either an
earlier non-festal service to Feodor (Six-stichera or Simple), or the one that fell during the season

of Great Lent.? The second scenario agrees more with our previous cues, such as the absence of

1% MDA 77, £.167v.; TSL 379, f.149v.

Y7 MDA 77, £.165v.; TSL 379, f.146v.

198 This pattern is observed in 9 out of 13 complete V2 texts analyzed in this work.

199 Examples of such can be seen throughout the Ustav and Menaion (Jerusalem Typicon-type), but it will suffice to
name a few from the month of September: a) Slavoslovie service to St. John the Baptist’s Conception, September 23
(Ustav TSL 239, £.74), Slavoslovie on the Founding of the Resurrection Church in Jerusalem, September 13 (Menaion,
TSL 465, f.154v.). At the same time, the services of the Simple and Six-stichera ranks do prescribe the Matins
Aposticha: Martyr Mamas, September 2 (Ustav TSL 239, £.59), SS. Joachim and Anna, September 9 (Ustav TSL 239,
f.64).

200 For the Menaion commemorations that overlap with the Triodion (Great Lent) season, the Jerusalem Typicon
prescribes — even for the festal ranked texts — to end the Matins by reading (not singing) the Great Doxology, adding
the Aposticha and the prostrations with St. Ephraim’s Prayer. See directives for the Matins of Annunciation, March
25 (e.g. TSL 241, £.195v.), as well as the Polyeleos service to Holy Forty Martyrs of Sebaste, March 9 (TSL 241
£.192). More thorough descriptions in Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 503, 556.
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the Cross-Elevation rubrics in V1 and V2 services. The protograph might have been composed for
the Relics Translatio (“IIpenecenie momemsp”) feast on March 5 and contained the additional
Matins Aposticha set, which the scribe of Chud. 75 either mistook for Praises, or consciously
attached them here not wanting to discard these hymns. The writer of Kaz. 4635, however, took a
different (and liturgically a more correct approach) by transferring these extra texts to the Litya,

as shown above.

Another hint on the possible Lenten origins of V2 might be in the fact that the majority (9
of 14) and the earliest of them omit the directive to sing the Great Doxology at the end of Matins,
despite the fact that it should be done for any Polyeleos or Vigil ranked saint, if outside of the

Lenten Triodion.?°!

Essential information is contained in the adjacent services to SS. Trophimus, Sabbatius,
and Dorimedon (hereafter cited as St. Trophimus), preceding on September 19, and to SS. Mikhail
and Feodor of Chernigov, following on September 20,22 both of which do include rubrics for
Cross-Elevation. The absence of such in the service to the holy princes signifies that it was copied

here without any integrative revisions or liturgical editing.

GIM Chud. Ne152 [V2a]
An almost identical Vigil service appears in an anthology of services to Russian saints (GIM Chud.

Nel52 under September 19) and titled “Prestavlenie novoiavlenym chiudotvortsom” without their

201 The directives to sing the Great Doxology are not uncommon in similar-ranked contemporary services: SS.
Mikhail and Feodor (Shchuk. 331, f.74v. and TSL 466, £.230v.); St. Sergius (TSL 466, £.297v.); Metropolitan Peter
(Shchuk. 331, £.300).

20220 cenrt: cBaTaro Myu. EBcTadis... B ToilK JIeHb CBATBIX HOBOSBJIEHBIX MYUYEHHK M HCIIOBbIHUKD BEIL. KH.
Muxanna” — this Doxology-ranked service dedicates the first three stichera to thevCross-Elevation on “Lord I call”
and three at the Aposticha. At the conclusion of the saints’ troparia, it prescribes “ciiaBa u HbIHE: IPa3THUKY.”
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names.?*®> The sequence of hymns is exactly the same, while the textual differences are minor:
“Lord I call” Sticheron 4 (#4) is erroneously followed by an insertion of “i nyne”; the Aposticha
Theotokion is “Bogoroditse Devo” instead of “Bogoroditse, Ty esi loza” (#23); an extra “Step glas
4> directive is inserted at Matins; C1-6:4 troparion (#78) is not included; C2-9:4 Theotokion
(#118) adds a phrase “s Prechistoiu Ego Mater’iu za ves’ mir molitesia”; a Prolog Vita (short
version) is given at the end of the service (f.109v. — 113).2%* Although minimal, these mutual
additions exclude the possibility of inter-copying between Chud-152 and Chud-75, while still
allowing for a common prototext.

The Aposticha Theotokion “Bogoroditse Devo” mentioned here (and in some other V2
texts’?>) may have been mistaken for the original “Boropomuiie, Tsl ecu 7103a,” mentioned in
others. However, tone 6 Octoechos does list a hymn starting with “Bogoroditse Devo” matching

the tone of the Aposticha is probably the one in discussion.?%

Also worth noting is the word “Prestavlenie” at the title of this service, which appears to
be used by the editor as a contrast against “Pamiat’...” seen in Shchuk. 331 and Kaz. 4635.2°7 One
possible explanation may be that the copier of Chud. 152 knew of the March 5 service to the Relics

Translatio of the Iaroslavl’ princes and wanted to distinguish the two different feasts.

An observation should be also made in regards to this service’s place in the Chud. 152
Miscellany. While all other services to Russian saints are positioned here according to their church

calendar chronology, the service to the laroslavl’ princes seems to be the only exception, as it

203 Protas’eva, Opisanie rukopisei, 81 dates it as end of fifteenth — beginning of sixteenth century.

204 This manuscript was not included in Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 137-38.

205 Namely, TSL 643, [aMZ 15483, Chud. 79, Und. 101.

206 TSL 313 (Psalter, late fifteenth cent.), £.220v. The more recent Lenten Triodion’s Week 3 Sunday Matins lists a
very similar Theotokion at the end of the Canon Ode 3 sedalia, although it shows no signs here in the sixteenth
century Triodia (e.g. TSL 27, £.45).

207 This rare feature is seen only in one other V2 service: Uvar. 1037.
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appears between the texts to St. Leontii of Rostov (May 23) and Ven. Cyril Belozerskii (June 8).
Even though previous descriptions of this manuscript>*®® do not mention any inserted quires or
folia, we are inclined to think that the service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin was inserted
here later. The basis for such assumption is its varying handwriting (skoropis’ with smaller
characters in this case), and significantly larger top, bottom, and side indents compared to other

texts in this anthology, as well as several blank folia preceding and following this service.

RGB TSL Ne643 [V2a]

TSL 643 (a liturgical Miscellany of the services and readings to the Russian saints,?’’ 4°, dated
1497-98 or end of fifteenth century)?!? contains a service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin
on f.3-21. This service follows the same order as in Chud. 75 and 152, yet has several significant
deviations from both: “Lord I call” lists a different podoben “O npecnaBroe 4ton0”’; the Aposticha
Theotokion follows Chud. 152 by listing “boroponunie J[bBo” in place of “boropomune, Ter ecn
no3a” (#23); “Cren ric 4, Aatud 17 directive is present (#31); troparion C1-5:1 (#67) is divided
and listed as two different troparia — “IIpocBbtn TBOe >kmTHe” and “llepkBu TBI OBIC
nponoBbaauK”; troparion C1-6:4 presents a variation “/7tacoioms ¥ 3aKOHHOM HCIIOTHUTENb
(#78); troparion “/la BxomsaTs HbIHE” listed in Chud. 75 and 152 as C2-9:2 (#116) is omitted;
troparion C2-9:4 (#118) does not include a phrase “s Prechistoiu Ego Mater’iu za ves’ mir,”

following Chud. 75; a Prolog Vita (“Ilpoctpannsrii Bug”)?!! is given at the end of the service (f.21—

208 protas’eva, Opisanie rukopisei, 81.

209 Other services to Russian saints in this Miscellany include: SS. Mikhail and Feodor (Sept. 20), Sergius (Sept. 25)
with a vita, and Peter the Metropolitan (Dec. 21).

210 Dated as 1497-8 (Ierom. Arsenii, ierom llarii, Opisanie slavianskikh rukopisei biblioteki Sviato-Troitskoi Sergievoi
lavry, vol. Il (Moscow: Moskovskii universitet, 1878-79), 221-22. Kloss, Izbrannye tredy, 2:149 — extends this to the
end of fifteenth century.

211 Kloss, Izbrannye trudy, 2:260.
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25v.), similar to four V2 services. These differences minimize the probability of direct inter-
copying with Chud. 75 or Chud. 152, although the common prototext scenario remains.

TSL 643 contains several unique or rare features among other V2 texts. Thus, the “Lord I
call” podoben “O preslavnoe chudo” (vs. the general “Chto vy narachem”) does not occur in any
other V2 or V3 services.?!? The partition of C1-5:1 (#67) is observed in only two other V2 services
(see below), yet retained in most V3 texts. The truncation of the troparion C2-9:4 “Da vkhodiat
nyne” (#118) not observed elsewhere, is irregular, as it leaves Ode 9 with only 3 troparia (including
the Theotokion) without substituting it for another. This may have been driven by a need to
eliminate the invocation to enter Feodor’s “sviatyi khram sei k chestnym ti moshchem,” which the
scribe thought not very appropriate if the service was copied for a diocese other than Iaroslavl’.
Another partial phrase truncation is seen in the Theotokion C2-9:3: “za ves’ mir molitesia” that

was part of Kaz. 4635 and Chud-152 (#118) is omitted here.

IaMZ Ne15483 [V2a]:

This Miscellany of vitae and services to primarily Russian saints>!® dated 1530s—1540s,?!* begins
with the service to the three Iaroslavl’ princes, despite omitting SS. David and Konstantine from
its title: “Kusto Oeonopoy lapocnaBckomy.” The label neither names this service, nor gives a date
for its celebration.?!> Beginning on f.1, this text is interrupted by seven folia from the service to

another Russian saint, Dionisii Glushitskii listed as f.6 — 12v, then returning back to the holy

212 Although both podobens belong to tone 8, such a deviation might have been triggered by a melodic preference of
“O preslavnoe chudo,” or unfamiliarity of the target choir with the melody for “Chto vy narechem.”

213 The contents list only two other Russian saints, Zosimas of Solovki (April 17) and Dyonisius Glushitskii (June
1).

214 Kloss, Izbrannye trudy, 2:297-98.

215 The September 19 date is mentioned, however, on the cover verso of this book, and in the title of the vita that
immediately follows this service (f.24).

67



princes’ service. Two folia are absent (not reflected in the pagination) which contain the Canon

parts from C2-1:2 through C2-3:2, and from C2-7:4 through C1-8:4 to the princes.>!®

Although this text does not add anything new to the previously analyzed V2a services and
has most in common with Chud-152 and Chud-75, it nevertheless contains several unique traits
that distinguish it from all of the above. Unlike in any other service, the first four “Lord I call”
stichera are lacking both the tone and the podoben. A directive “Tax npoxk anto” is inserted (#11).
The Parimia readings (#12) are not written out, and a prescription “Paremii: napisany prepod
Dionisiiu” sends the reader to another place in this anthology. Litya stichera directives have a later
addition of “glas 6” on the sideline. The Vespers Theotokion is “Bogoroditse Devo” — a trait not
seen in Kaz. 4635 or Chud.75 (#23). Canon troparion C1-5:1 “Prosveti tvoe zhitie” (#67) is joined
with “Tsrkvi ty byl esi,” distinguishing it from TSL 643, while its C1-6:4 “Gl[agolo]m 1 zakonom”
(#78) was not present in Chud-152 and read “Blagom zakonom” in Chud-75. C2-9:2 “Da
vkhodiat” (#116) is present, contrary to TSL 643. C2-9:4 (#118) follows the variation of Kaz. 4635
and Chud. 152 by adding “so Prechistoiu Ego Meter'iu za ves' mir molitesia,” which did not appear
in Chud-75 or TSL 643. Two less significant liturgical copying mistakes include not labeling the

second Ikos (#88), but instead placing “ukoc” in front of the Svetilen.

All these differences, although secondary, are substantial enough to exclude the possibility

of inter-copying between the five V2 services previously analyzed.

The service is followed by a new type of vita not seen in the previous texts — the redaction

of Hieromonk Antonii (f.24-61v.).2!”

216 Thus, the correct folia for this service should be f.1-5v. and f.12-23v.
217 Variants and sources for this redaction (“Penakuus nepomonaxa Anronus’) are published in: Lenhoff, Early
Russian Hagiography, 242-81; Kloss, Izbrannye trudy. 2:289-303; Lenkhoff, Kniaz' Feodor, 195-229.
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GIM Chud. Ne79 [V2a]

This September-October Menaion from the mid-sixteenth century?!® contains another Vigil V2a
service to the three princes (f.161v.—193), which is the first text of this variant to exclude the
word “novoiavlennykh” from its title.2!® The fact that several other V2 services edit out this

220

descriptor-”” may mean that Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin were no longer considered newly-

revealed saints.??!

This particular service resembles Chud. 152 and [aMZ 15483, yet bears unique traits not
seen in the previous texts.??? Firstly, it contains new theotokia at the end of each Kathisma
Sedalion (#28-29).2* The first one (“MonuTsennIy T cTskesmie k bory”) is the Ode 6 Sedalion
from the Monday Compline service from the tone 1 Octoechos.??* The second (“Pamymucs mxe ot
aHrTaa pagocTh npiembnin’’) is a widely used ‘God is the Lord” dismissal Theotokion of tone 8§,
also on Monday.?* Although both kathisma sedalia already existed in Kaz. 4635, their theotokia
were not copied here, making the possibility of copying from the Kazan Menaion highly
unlikely.

The second unique trait, not common to any previous services, is the appearance of the

Sedalion after the third Kathisma, “Rachiteli lubvi Khristovy,” with its Theotokion “lako Devu v

218 Protas’eva, Opisanie rukopisei, 52.

219 The earliest service with this feature chronologically is Uvar. 710 (V3b) dating to the early sixteenth century,
which will be discussed in Chapter 3.

220 E.g. Uvar. 1037, Uvar. 1102, MGU 721 — all dating to the sixteenth century (see below).

221 Gorodilin, “Kul’t sv. Fedora,” 175.

222 The absence of an additional four Litya stichera and the presence of the Matins Aposticha distinguishe it from
Kaz. 4635; the presence of the Aposticha Theotokion “brie nBo” differs it from Chud. 75; the combined C1-5:1/2
troparion and the presence of C2-9:2 differs from TSL 643.

223 Although Shchuk. 331 (V1) and Kaz. 4635 (V2a) prescribed the theotokia, these particular texts appear only in
Uvar. 752 (V2a) and Uvar. 1037 (V2b) amidst all V2 services. TSL 643, Chud. 75, Chud. 152 and [aMZ 14583
moved these sedalia to Ode 3 and contained no references to theotokia.

224 TSL 368, (Octoecheos, 1497), £.35.

225 TSL 313 (Psalter, late fifteenth cent.), £.220v.
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zhenakh.”??® This Sedalion appears to be an exact copy of the Canon Ode 3 Sedalion (same tone

and podoben) to St. Theophanes the Confessor (March 12):

Canon Ode 3 Sedalion to St. Theophanes: Chud-79 Sedalion to the princes:

PaunTens mob6Be McycoBsl ObIBB, OTpa3unb | Pauumenu mo6Bu XBbI OBICTE, 03apuiu
€CH CJIACTEH U KUTEUCKBIU MITEXb. U [ompasunu — in Uvar. 1037] ecTe cnagocTs u
WHOYHCTBOBABb, IOKHMIIH €CH HA 36MJIH IKO | JKETEUCKUU MSTEXK, HHOYECTBO Bb HONCUTD
HOCHBIU aHTJTb, U Yl01eChMb TOUHUIIN €CH Ha 3eMJTH, SIK0’Ke HOCHBI aHTTIIb U
JIapoBaHus npraOHe. ThMKe Bb YI0JIeC TOUHUIIIN JapoBaHia npnooHe
cebronocubu u crbu TBOGH mamsiTH, BEpHO Dewoope. TbMb CBBTOHOCTYIO CTYIO 8auty
BBCXBAISIUEMb TsI. ChIIIACHO BOITMEMB TH namsTh BEpHO BOCXBAJISIEMb U CHITIACHO
oraocue @eodane, momu Xa bra BOIIHEM 8aMb 620HOCHUU oyu: Moaume XA
nperphiieHuemM ocTaBiIeHHe 1apOBaTH bra nopaBatu HaMb BEJHIO MIICTb.
YTYIIUM JTF000BBI0 TamsaTh TBot0. (TSL 533, | OBx[met]” (f. 170v.)

£.77)

The apparent fluctuations between the plural and singular addresses (italicized) reveal the
scribe’s attempt to adapt the original to praise all three princes, although the monastic life and

miracles seem to be attributed to Feodor alone.

The third Kathisma Theotokion “Iako Devu v zhanakh <...> poklaniauishchikhtisia

Rozhdestvu Tvoemu” copies the tone 8 Theotokion of Canon’s Ode 3 from the services to St.

Nicholas (December 6)??7 or St. Athanasius of Athos (July 5).2%

The presence of the third Kathisma here??’ presents a liturgical problem. The Jerusalem
Typicon does prescribe three Kathismas for the daily non-festal Matins services from September

22 through December 20, as well as the daily Matins during the Great Lent.?*° However, since

226 Among the V2 services this third Kathisma Sedalion occurs only in Uvar. 752 (V2a) and Uvar. 1037 (V2b).

227 TSL 504 (December Menaion, end of fifteenth cent.), f.49.

228 TSL 569 (June-July Menaion, first half of sixteenth cent.), f.254v. Later this hymn will be transferred into the
July 5 service to St. Sergius’s Relics Translatio, but it was not present there in the 1514 July Menaion (TSL 568,
£.268).

229 This phenomenon is observed in only two other services: Uvar. 752 (V2a) and Uvar. 1037 (V2b).

230 TSL 239 (Ustav, first half of fifteenth cent.), f.9v. and TSL 241 (Ustav, mid-sixteenth cent.), f.14 both move the
beginning date two days earlier: September 20 to December 20, although both in their September 21 rubrics
prescribe to begin reading three Kathismas starting on Monday after the Cross-Elevation Leavetaking (f.73v. and
f.88 respectively). For additional explanations on Katavasia, see: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 185-87.
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September 19 does not fall under either time frame, the third Kathisma Sedalion in Chud. 79 may
be considered a remnant from a protograph service that might have belonged to the Lenten

season, i.e. March 5.

Another rare hymn, common to only other two V2 services (Uvar. 752 and 1037)?*! is the

Polyeleos Sedalion:

XBH BBCICIOBAIA €CTE€, MUpPA OTPEKIIArOoCs WM IUIOTH TMMOKOPWIM €CTe TO3JphkKaHIeMb SCHO
BceOnmaxxenanu ot Dewmope u JIenb ¢ KocrsatuHOMB cnaBHbM. [locToMb M MiITBaMu
oykpamiecss ¥ HHb ke BbUHBIMB oOuTeneMb mpucenucrecs. MoauTecss ® HAC BOCXBaJSIFOIIUX
namsaTth Bamoy. (f. 171v.)

The Theotokion that follows — “Pod krov Tvoi vse Devo pribegaem” — already existed in

the Byzantine service to St. Sabbas the Sanctified (December 5, Second Kathisma Sedalion).?

Yet another previously unseen feature shared only by the same two above-mentioned V2
services, is the Matins Prokimenon “Chestna pred Gospodem [smert’ prepodobnykh Ego]”
replacing the common “Vozveselitsia pravednik [0 Godspode]” (#32). By using this particular
Prokimenon, these three services seem to shift the emphasis of the three princes from the rank of

the righteous (“pravednye”) to that of the venerable ones (“prepodobnye”).?*

Lastly, it should be noted that this service is followed by a Polyeleos rank service to SS.
Mikhail and Feodor (September 20) reflecting all Cross-Elevation rubrics absent in the service to
the laroslavl’ princes, as well as the Vigil service to St. Sergius (September 25) containing Small

Vespers and Litya.

231 Kaz. 4635 was the only other V2 service that had prescribed the Polyeleos Sedalion, but it was a different text —
“Tverdostiu razuma” — ruling out the borrowing possibility.

232 TSL 504 (December Menaion, end of fifteenth cent.), f.26.

233 It is worth noting that this change was later adapted by many V3 services and finally solidified in the modern
variant of the the princes’ service.
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GIM Uvar. Ne707 (856) [V2a]

This Trefoloi (1°) “for the September part” (September-February) from the sixteenth century?*
contains a Vigil service to the laroslavl’ princes on f.43-57. Retaining “novoiavlennykh” in its
heading, Uvar. 707, and is unique in clarifying that Davyd and Konstantin were “dvu synove
€go.”

In its content, Uvar. 707 continues the trend of Chud. 75, although it bears numerous
signs of liturgical developments and clarifications, while also presenting several novelties.
Among the obvious clarifying addenda, absent from the previous V2 services, are a reminder of
“Blazhen muzh” and “Vykhod. Prokimen dniu” at Vespers — both of which were undoubtedly
carried out in the past, yet were often left out of the services for self-evident reasons.>*

An absolutely unique element, which has no precedent or consecutive examples in any
variants of the princes’ service, is the tone 1 podoben of “Prekhvalnii” prescribed for the “Lord I
call” stichera, despite the fact that the stichera texts remain the same as in other V2 or V3 types.
Similarly, the prescribed “Lord I call” Theotokion “Vladychitse priimi molitvu rabov...” stands
completely alone among other services, although it is a very common tone 8 Theotokion.

More strikingly, Uvar. 707 acquires a completely new major hymn — a Troparion not seen

anywhere else until much later,>*® presented as a third Troparion at Vespers with the title “in trop

234 Arkhim. Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie slaviano-rossiiskikh rukopisei sobrania grafa A. S. Uvarova, v
chetyrekh chastiakh, vol. Il (Moscow: Tipografiia Mamontova, 1893), 147. This Trefoloi probably belongs to the
first half of the sixteenth century, as it does not contain any services to the newly-canonized saints at the Makaryev
Councils of 1547/49.

235 See footnote 126 above. Also, Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 190, 208.

236 Although no V2, V3, or V4 services dating to the fifteenth—sixteenth centuries copy this Troparion, it has been
revived in the more recent services both under September 19 (Miniia: mesiats septemvrii, Kiev: Tipografiia Kievo-
Pecherskoi lavry, 1893, £.189) and March 5 (Mineia: Mart, Moscow: I1zdatel’skii Sovet Moskovskoi Patriarkhii,
2002, 165).
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chiudotvortsem, glas 4.” Presumably original, this text distantly echoes the Kontakion to St.

Sergius (September 25):
Kontakion to St. Sergius, tone 8: Uvar. 707 third Troparion to the princes,
XpHUCTOBOIO JII0O0BUIO YSI3BUBBCA, tone 4:
npenoo0He, TOMy HEBb3BPAaTEHOMb W>xe ot roHOocTH XpUCTOBH NprirbnuBIecs,
XKellaHUeMb ocIbI0BaTb €CH. BCIKO CBSITIH, M YCEpAHO 3aKOHBI U OIpaBaHia

HaCJIAXICHHUE TUIOTCKOE Bh3HECHABUAB M KO | TOTO ChXPaHSIOININ, OTHIOTYKE U
COJTHIIE OTE€YHCTBY CH BO3CHSUTH €CH. ThMb M | YIOJICCHBIMHU JIAPOBaHIN 000TaTHCTECS U

XpHuCTOC 1apoMb uyaech 000raTH Ts. ucirbienia ucrayaere mwke Bbporo Bac
NOMHUHA Hac, YTymuX npecBbmiiyto maMate | nmountaromux. Thvxe momute Xpucra bora
TBOIO J1a 30BeM TH: pasyiics, Ceprue cnacucs aymam Hamum” (f. 46)

ooromyape. (TSL 643, f. 66v.)

Additionally, this hymn presents a highly unusual phenomenon of writing out three troparia
consecutively, observed only in Kaz. 4635 (V2a), although this third Troparion is unique to Uvar.
707. All three are prescribed to be repeated not only during ‘God is the Lord’ at Matins, but also
“...1 po Mnogomilostive tezh tropari” — which is an evident error.

The Sticheron at Psalm 50 “Prepodobne otche, glas...” that appeared earlier on Litya
(#17, 34), is not written out once more, but supplied with an instruction: “pisan nazadi, perekini
list.”

The two ensuing canons follow the same ones in Chud. 75 with two exceptions: a) The
Kontakion “Iavisia velie” and Ikos “Na vysote” (#85, 88) both have “i pokhvala” added to their
endings, seen only in [aMZ 14927 (V3a, see Chapter 3); b) Canon troparion 7.1.4 “Ploti vasha”
(#92) is divided into two troparia, which is not seen anywhere else.

Similar to the “Lord I call,” the Praises stichera (#121-125) are the same as in Chud. 75,
yet the tone and the podoben are different — in this case, tone 5 and podoben “Raduisia,” seen
only in Uvar. 1102 (V3b, see Chapter 3). The additional set of Matins “iny stikhiry” follows

(#126-130), similar to Chud. 75 and TSL 643. What this service adds is the mention of the
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obvious “Slavoslovie velikoe 1 otpust” (#131) and a directive for the Liturgy: “Na liturgii sluzhba
iakozhe nastoiatel proizvoli” (#132) — neither of which appeared in any earlier V2a services. The
last one is completely unique among any other V2, V3, and V4 variants.

One omission that might reflect a copying error can be seen in the absence of the Litya
stichera (#13-16) that would normally follow the given directive “Na Litii Feodoru” still present
here. What follows instead is the ‘Glory’ verse and its Theotokion (#17-18).

Similar to numerous other V2 versions, this service to the three princes lacks any Cross-
Elevation rubrics despite the fact that the following September 20 service to SS. Mikhail and

Feodor includes them.??’

GIM, Uvar. Ne752 (844) [V2a]

The last Vigil ranked commemoration of the “Novoiavlennykh chiudotvorets iaroslavskikh” we
will mention is the one found in a more recent seventeenth century September Menaion, GIM
Uvar. Ne752 (1°) (f. 157v.—174).238 Its Vespers texts and order virtually copy those of Chud. 75
(V2a), while Matins deviate from it and adds several hymns seen only in Chud. 79 (V2a) and
Uvar. 1037 (V2b — see below). These include the three kathisma sedalia (“Zlatyu zaria,”
“Tverdostiiu razuma,” and “Rachiteli luibve”) and their matching theotokia (“Molitvennitsu Tia
nashiu,” “Raduisia izhe ot angela,” and “lako Devu v zhenakh™), as well as Poyelei Sedalion
“lavi posledovali este” with its Theotokion “V krov Tvoi svi Devo” (all described as part of

Chud. 79). The Matins Prokimenon “Chestna pred Gospodem” differentiates these three services

237 Other services to Russian saints in this Miscellany include: Sergii (Sept. 25), Varlaam Khutynskii (November 6),
Metropolitan Peter (December 21), and Metropolitan Aleksii (February 12).

238 Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie, 11:139. The fact that this seventeenth-century service still mentions
“Novoiavlennykh” while many other services starting from mid-sixteenth century eliminate it (as will be shown
below), tells us that this service was copied from an older pre-1550s source.
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from all other V2 texts which list “Vozveselitsia pravednik™ instead (#32). The Canon most
closely follows Chud. 75 and Chud. 152, yet contains one rare copying error in the Theotokion
troparion to the first Canon’s Ode 8 — “Sviati Bozhiia” instead of “Mati Bozhiia” (#104) — not

seen in the holy princes’ services of any variants apart from Uvar. 1037 (V2Db).

The end-of-Matins order (Praises and the additional stichera, #121-130) follows the
standard sequence found in the previous V2a services and Chud. 75, the only difference being
that the Praises Sticheron “Vsia chtushchaia” (#124) is hereby omitted, and that the vita is absent

from this text.

In regard to the adjacent texts, it should be said that not only the September 20 service to
SS. Mikhail and Feodor contain the Cross-Elevation rubrics, as in many other instances, but

more so, the regular September 19 service to St. Trophimus and his companions (f.147).

% %k ok ok sk

In addition to the Vigil services to the three princes devoid of the Cross-Elevation rubrics,
Variant 2 incudes those belonging to the Polyeleos rank. The majority of them are of a later
origin and the earliest ones found are predated by at least three V2a versions (Kaz. 4635, TSL
643 and Chud. 152). This inadvertently testifies to the scaling down of the earlier Vigil rank to
Polyeleos by the later commissioners/scribes. The reasons for such rank reduction are obvious
and still practiced today in the Orthodox Church: when a venerated saint in a local diocese
reaches church-wide popularity, their names are inscribed into the national menologies and
calendars, while their services enter the pan-Russian Menaia next to the original/primary daily

commemorations, but are not obligatory and are left for the discretion of the local
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rector/precentor.?*” In our case, it would be logical to assume that the Polyeleos variants of the
services to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin were written for a broader audience in the areas

more distant from laroslavl’ and where no special veneration of the princes existed.

As noted above, the vast majority of the V2b services follow the structure of Chud. 75
(V2a) — with the main difference of omitting the Litya stichera, — we will continue using that

service and the chart above as the basis for their description.

GIM, Uvar. Ne1134 (858) [V2b]
This Trefoloi of services to various Russian saints from the sixteenth century (4°)2*° contains a
Polyeleos service of the “Novoiavlennykh chiudotvorets” (f.28-39), which follows the structure
of Chud. 75, adding the following liturgical clarifications:

a) The mention of “Blazhen muzh” at Vespers;

b) The mention of the Matins Stepenna of tone 4 and the Antiphon (#31);

c) The inscription calling for the “Slavoslovie velikoe i otpust” to the end of the Matins

(#131);
d) The directives for the Liturgy: “Apostol chiudotvortsem glav. 213. Evangelie ot Mf. glav.

136. Prichasten ‘Raduitesia’.”

Uvar. 1134 does not write out the Parimia (#12), but instead gives the following reference:

“Pisany na Sergiev den’, sentiab[ria] 25.” More importantly, Uvar-1134 is among the first

239 A full Vigil service might still be published with an inscription leaving up to the rector/precentor to decide the
rank (e.g. [aMZ 14898, see Chapter 3).

240 Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie, 11:149. This Trefoloi contains the following services to Russian/Slavic saints:
Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov (Sept. 20, Polyeleos with Cross-Elevation rubrics), Serguis (Sept. 25, Polyeleos),
Savva of Serbia (Jan. 14, Vigil), Dimitrii of Vologda/Prilutskii (Feb. 11, Vigil).
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services to recognize the error behind the additional end-of-Matins stichera (presumably, the
remnants of the Matins Aposticha from the small-feast Six-stichera rank service) that were
included in all the previous V2 texts (#126-130) apart from Kaz. 4635, and edits them out.?*!

The most significant deviation in Uvar. 1134 from Chud. 75 and other predecessors is its
unique attempt to blend the two canons (to Feodor and to three princes) into one. This is
achieved by taking the first Canon to Feodor “Tone 8, Vodu proshed” as a base and adding select
troparia from the Canon to the three princes, known in other V2 services as “Tone 4, Otverzu.”
Thus, all four troparia at each of the odes 3, 5, and 7 are transferred here from the second Canon,
although all three beginning irmoi belong to the first Canon. Apart from this, the remainder of
the Canon remains similar to Chud. 75: three sedalia at Ode 3 (#55-57), two kontakia with their
two matching ikoi at Ode 6 (#85-88), and a Svetilen (#119). However, the Ode 8 Irmos is
different — “Tsaria nebesnago” — and was not present in either of the two canons.

Although the exact reason behind this Canon alteration may never be known, the most
plausible hypothesis may lie in the intent to decrease the number of hymns to the laroslavl’
princes in order to integrate their commemoration with the daily September 19 service to
Trophimus, Sabbatius, and Dorymedon. This would imply that the previously major Vigil ranked
service to the laroslavl’ saints was now being scaled down and carried out as a Polyeleos, not on

its own, but as a part of the regular daily commemoration.

RGB, £.310 (Sobr. Undol’skogo) Ne383 [V2b]

241 The only other two V2 services with this feature available to us are Und. 383 and Shib. 154, described below.
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RGB £.310, sobranie Undol’skogo (hereafter cited as Und.) Ne383 belongs to a previously
unseen category of small pamphlets (tetradki) dedicated to one particular saint or group of saints.
It is a size 4° Miscellany containing only 80 folia. Titled “Blagovernykh i khristoliubivykh
kniazei novoiavlennykh chiudotvortsev smolenskikh i iaroslav’skikh Feodora i Davyda i
Konstiantina,” it was later designated as “Sluzhba i zhytie.” It belongs to the end of sixteenth
century’*’and begins with the Polyeleos ranked service (f.1-30v.) followed by the vita of

Antonii’s redaction (f.31-80).

Although Und. 383 follows the general V2 sequence and introduces no new texts, it does
not closely copy any particular source, but instead seems to borrow elements from various
services. Thus, its inclusion of the kathisma sedalia “Zlatyi zaria” and “Tverdostiiu razuma”
(#28-29) is typical only to Kaz. 4635, Chud. 79, Uvar. 752, and Uvar. 1037, although the latter
three also add the third Kathisma Sedalion and contain a different Matins Prokimenon. The
presence here of a Psalm 50 Sticheron (#34) is only seen in Kaz. 4635 and Uvar. 707, although
the actual hymns differ in all three cases. The single Sedalion at Canon’s Ode 3 “Zhitiiskoe
more” (#57) is seen only in Uvar. 1037, while other services have more than one sedalion and/or
kontakion here. Omitting the additional end-of-Matins stichera assimilates Und. 383 with only
three other V2 services, Kaz. 4635 (V2a), Uvar. 1134 and Shib. 154 (both V2b). This similarity
in pattern reveals Kaz. 4635 as one of the probable sources for Und. 383, although there are

enough divergences to rule out a hypothesis of direct copying.?*’

242 Vukol M. Undol’skii. Slaviano-russkie rukopisi V. M. Undol’skogo (Moscow: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1870),
260.

243 E.g. differences in the Aposticha Theotokion and the kathisma sedalia, the absence in Und. 383 of the Troparion
“lako apostolom soprichastni,” as well as its transfer of Kontakion “Iavistesia svetilnitsy” and Ikos “Na vysote” to
Ode 6 instead of Ode 3, and the absence in Kaz. 4635 of the Canon troparion 3:1:3 “Napoivshe dusha.”
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Liturgically speaking, Und. 383 contains several previously unseen directives that
demonstrate its conscious liturgical editing. Firstly, its mention of “Bogorodichen po glasu” at
the end of the Aposticha and Praises may have been introduced to avoid the discrepancies in
previous sources that list either “Bogoroditse, Ty esi loza” or “Bogoroditse Devo™ for the
Aposticha (#23), and “Raduisia i veselisia” or “Kto Tebe blazhit” for the Praises (#130).
Secondly, both kathisma sedalia (#28-29) are followed by “Slava i nyne, tozh,” thus avoiding the
Theotokion that generally follows the Sedalion. This could be explained either by a copying
error, a deliberate simplification (in case the author was copying a source that did not include the

text of the Theotokion), or a reflection of a local custom.

Another element that sets this service apart is the inscription “Na liturgii sluzhba
prepodobnicheskaia.” Even though there are several other texts within the V2 type that spell out
the order during the Liturgy (Uvar. 1134 and Shib. 154), they simply list the Prokimenon, the
readings, and the Communion hymn without associating the laroslavl’ princes with the venerable

fathers as we see here.

Among the minor peculiarities of this service is the separation of Canon 1 Ode 4
troparion 2 (#59) into two separate troparia (“Dukhovnyi argan” and “Troitsiu iasno”).
Additionally, the text “Prepodobne otche Fedore, ne dal esi sna...” is copied here twice — as the
‘Glory’ verse at the Aposticha (#22), and as the Psalm 50 Sticheron (#34). The fourth Praises
Sticheron (#124) is missing the initial phrase “Vsia chtushchaia veroiu” and begins with
“Spodobi molitvami tvoimi,” while its ending integrates the words “Prepodobnii ottsi vsi...”
which in all other variants are part of the ‘Glory’ verse. Instead of this ‘Glory’ verse (#125), the
scribe places another one (“Ravnoangelskoe zhitie pozhivshe”), already seen as the “Lord I call”

‘Glory’ verse in this very service (#9).
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GIM, Uvar. Ne1037 (868) [V2b]

This Miscellany (4°) contains the services to the newly-revealed Russian miracle-workers.?** The
presence of commemorations to such saints as Arsenii of Tver’, Makarii Koliazinskii, and
Mikhail Klopskii newly canonized at the Makarii’s 1549 Moscow Sobor,*** allows us to correct
the previous generalized dating of sixteenth century?*® to no earlier than that year. The codex
begins with the September 19 Polyeleos service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin (f.1-31)
titled: “Prestavlenie blagovernago i khristoliubivago kniazia Feodora... i synov ego...” The
omission of “novoiavlennago” in the title may be due to the more recent saints mentioned in this
anthology.?’

Apart from the absence of the Litya, the main differences with Chud. 75 are as follows:
Uvar. 1037 adds a note on Vespers “Tazhe prokimen dnevnyi” (#11) and presents a new
Troparion “lako apostolom s’prichastnii” with an addendum “Bogorodichen po glasu” in
addition to the other two ubiquitous troparia (#24, 25). At Matins, Uvar. 1037 — similar to Chud.
79 and Uvar. 752 — adds the three kathisma sedalia sets (“Zlatyu zaria,” “Tverdostiiu razuma,”
and “Rachiteli luibve”) with their matching theotokia (“Molitvennitsu Tia nashiu,” “Raduisia
izhe ot angela,” and “Tako Devu v zhenakh”), as well as the Polyelei Sedalion “Dvi v’sledovali

este” with its Theotokion “V krov Tvoi vsi Devo” (see Chud. 79 above). Similar to these two

244 The title page of the codex names it “Sbornik sluzhb novoiavlennym chudotvortsam.” Other services in this
Miscellany include: Mikhail and Feodor (Sept. 20, Polyeleos), Evfrosinia of Suzhdal’ (Sept. 25, Vigil), Avraamii
Bogoiavlenskii (Oct. 29, Vigil), Paul the Confessor (Nov. 6, Vigil), Stefan Surozhskii (Dec. 15, Polyeleos), Peter
Metropolitan (Dec. 21, Polyeleos), Pavel Obnorskii (Jan. 10, Simple), Mikhail Klopskii (Jan. 11, Polyeleos), lakov
of Rostov (Feb. 6, Simple), Vsevolod-Gavriil (Feb. 11, Six-stichera), Arsenii of Tver (Mar. 2, Vigil), Makarii
Koliazinskii (Mar. 17, Vigil).

245 “Sobornaia gramota” from Feb. 26, 1547 cited in the mid-sixteenth century Typicon TSL 241 (f.1-2v.).
24Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie, 11:160.

247 This omission is also present in Chud. 79, Uvar. 710, Uvar. 1102, and MGU 721.
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services, the usual Prokimenon “Vozveselitsia pravednik” (#32) is replaced by “Chestna pred
Gospodem.” Only in Uvar. 1037, a peculiar podoben “Znamenasia na nas” is prescribed for the
Canon Ode 3 Sedalion “Zhitiiskoe more” (#57), not observed anywhere else. Contrary to Chud.
75 and most other V2 services, Canon 1 troparion 5-1 (#67) is divided into two separate troparia:
“Prosveti tvoe zhitie” and “Tserkvi ty byst’,” resembling only TSL 643 (V2a) and a later Und.
104 (V2b — see below).

As for the Canon, a significant number of troparia found in Chud. 75 and most other V2
services are missing from this service: “Blagim zakonom” (#78), “Luk sil’nykh” (#82),
“Khoteniem” (#96), “Slez vashikh” (#101), “Podvizastesia” (#103), “Iskrushenym” (#112),
“Vyspre” (#113). Probably to match the new title of “Prestavlenie” dedicated to Feodor, only one
Kontakion and Ikos remain at the Canon — those to Feodor alone (#85, 88).

For the Svetilen (#119), the added side-inscription directs to read/sing it “dvashchi.” The
regular Praises stichera (#121-124) are present as well as the additional end-of-Matins ones
(#125-130). The last difference with Chud. 75 is that Uvar. 1037 publishes a short Prolog Vita at
the end of Matins (f.27v.=31v.).

Probably the most noteworthy feature of Uvar. 1037 is that it is the only V2 service that

resembles Kaz. 4635 (V2a) in including the Troparion to the three princes “Iako apostolom™:

Troparion, tone 4 (Kaz. 4635): Troparion, tone 4 (Uvar. 1037):

SIK0 amocToNIOM COMPUYACTHH, U BPAYEBE [ako 1armocTOI0M CHIPUYACTHUU U BpaueBe
peaoopH, CIyKUTEITH OOTONPUITHH pairh Yi00HIU caudcenu O1a2oTIPUSTHAN. K pairh
Balien 00kecTBEeH'bU MPUTEKAIOIINM CBATUH, | Bamieil 60kecTBeHbi MPUTEKAIOIINMb
Ooromynpu OJ1aKeHNUH, OJIArOYECTUBHU CBATHH OOTOMYApUH ONKEHHH, IAKO
KHSI3[H| HOBOSIBIIEHUU YOJIOTBOPIIH, OIaro4ecTBHiA KHI3U HOBOSIBIICHHI
®eonope u [asbine u KonctsHTHHE. yrooTBOpen Oewnope u Jlasoiae, u
Comresiiecst TI000OBHIO TAMSTDH BaIITIO KoctsuTune. Comenmiecs 1000BHIO MTaMSITh
cBb1i0 mpazaayems B mbcHex u B mbHUM BaIlly NPaA30HOYUM C8IoMI0 B TTBCHEX U
paayroriecs, XprucTa ClIaBsIie, TAKOBYIO nbHUUXD panyromiecs: ¥ XpucTa CIaBsIIy,
0J1aroaTh TOPOBABIIATO 8aM UCITBICHHEM, TaKOBOYIO 0J1arojaTh JapoBaBIlia
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rpany Baiiemy SIpociaBiiio BeIHKOe ucibienieM: u rpany Hawemy SIpociaBio
yrBepxkenue. (f.6v.—7) Benikoe oyrBpmxkaeHue.” [f.8v.—9]

The comparison suggests that Uvar. 1037 does not follow the 1480s Kazan manuscript
verbatim, but copies another more primitive — hence, older — text, which may have originated
from a local laroslavl’ source, as attested in “gradu nashemu laroslavliu.”

Lastly, it should be mentioned that the service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor in this
Miscellany (f. 52) includes all proper Cross-Elevation rubrics, contrary to that of the laroslavl’

princes.

RGB, {.152 (sobr. Lukashevicha-Markevicha), Ne57 [V2b]

An unusual liturgical compilation, RGB, f.152, sobr. Lukashevicha-Markevicha (hereafter cited
as Luk.-Mark.), Ne57 dates to 1550s—1560s>*® and begins with a collection of separate services to
various Russian saints from different parts of the year.?** This section is followed by a September
Menaion chapter that is truncated at September 25 and restarts with the beginning of that month.
Varying in their handwriting and format, the services of the first part of this Miscellany are
evidently sewn into a single binding from different sources.
The Iaroslavl’ princes have not a single, but two services dedicated to them under this

binding, both belonging to the Polyeleos rank and bearing no reference to Cross-Elevation. The

first one (f. 112—134) is presented without a date in its title, and because it is followed by the

248 Jaroslav N. Shchapov, Sobranie I. la. Lukashevicha i N. A Markevicha: opisanie (Moscow: Gosudarstvennaia
biblioteka imeni Lenina, 1959), 50.

24 These include the services to the following saints: Iakov of Rostov (Nov. 27, Six-stichera), Savva Storozhevskii
(Dec 3, Polyeleos), Isidor of Rostov (May 14, Polyeleos), Vsevolod-Gavriil (Feb. 11, Six-stichera), Stefan of Perm’
(July 26, Vigil), Arsenii of Tver’ (March 2, Six-stichera), loann Novyi (June 2, Vigil), Feodor, David, and
Konstantin (presumably March 5, Polyeleos), Antonii, loann, and Evstafii (April 14, Six-stichera), Prokopii of
Ustiug (July 8, Polyeleos).
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April 14™ service of SS. Antonii, Ioann, and Evstafii, we will attribute it to the March 5 date, and
will describe it in Chapter 4 as a V4 type.

The second service for “Novoiavlennym chiudotvortsem” (V2b) is located in the
September Menaion section under the 19™ of that month (f. 420v.—440v.), preceded by a
standard September 19 service to St. Trophimus, and followed by the September 20 service to
SS. Mikhail and Feodor, both of which include the rubrics to Cross-Elevation. The Iaroslavl’
princes service lacks several folia, not noticed or corrected by the paginator: from Canon
troparion C1:5-1 to C1:6-2, from Canon troparion C1:8-5 to C1:9-2, and from the first Praises
Sticheron on. To correct the lacuna in the first instance, one folio was removed from the first
service to SS. Feodor, David, and Konstantin, and inserted here (presently indicated as f. 433).
The second lacuna still remains.

In its structure and content — aside from the missing folia — this service follows almost
verbatim Chud. 75 (V2a), the main differences mostly being the copying errors: a) In the first
Kontakion after Ode 6 (#85) the final words “Slava prepodobnym™ is mistaken for the ‘Glory’
verse and written out in red; b) Canon troparion C1:7-3 “Postom i molitvoiu” (#91) is attached to
“Ploti vasha povinuvshe” (#92); ¢) Canon troparion C1:9-3 (#111) renders the initial “Se
otverzesia” as “Ne otverzesia.” Additionally, this service doesn’t publish the Parimia “Pravednik
ashche postignet” (#12ii), but instead sends the reader to the 25™ of September for it.

One later correction involves Canon troparion C2:4-1 “Na zemli stepen’” (#63) which
has the words “bozhestvenyi khram vash” crossed out with red ink, most probably reflecting the

non-laroslavl’ usage.

RGB, £.344 (Sobr. Shibanova) Ne154 [V2b]
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This end of the sixteenth century September Menaion contains a service to the “Novoiavlennym
chiudotvortsem...” (£.342-358) very similar to the above-described Luk.-Mark. 75. Both texts
send the reader to find the Parimia to St. Sergius’s September 25 service, and the two are unique
in mistaking the Ode 6 Kontakion’s ending “Slava prepodobnym” (#85) with the ‘Glory’ verse,
written in red. Although the missing folia in Luk-Mark. 75 make it impossible to compare the
last part of the Matins, at least two slight differences between these two services can be detected:
Shib. 154 does not contain a clarification “Vkhod, prokimen dniu” at Vespers (#11), and does
separate the Canon troparia C1:7-3 “Postom i molitvoiu” (#91) and “Ploti vasha povinuvshe”

(#92).

Apart from the absence of the Litya stichera and the two traits mentioned above (the
Parimia and the Kontakion), Shib. 154 follows Chud. 75 (V2a) almost verbatim up until the
Praises. Here it leaves out the additional end-of-Matins stichera (similar to its predecessors, Und.
383 and Uvar. 1134), and adds the directives for “Velikoe slavoslovie i otpust” and the Liturgy

(#131-132).2%

The positioning of the laroslavl’ princes’ service in this particular Menaion differs from
other fifteenth—sixteenth century September Menaia previously analyzed. Here it is moved to the
back of the book, while the ending of the regular daily September 19 service contains only a
reference to the three princes’ service saying “ishchi ot dosky” (find next to the [back] cover).
The same scenario is observed at the end of September 20, with a reference to the back of the
book for the Polyeleos service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov. The higher-ranked Vigil

service to St. Sergius, however, appears in the main body of the anthology under September 25

250 “Na liturgii apostol chiudotvortsem k Galatom: Bratie plod dukhovnyi. Evang[elie] ot Maf [Matfeia]: Reche
Gospod’ Svoim uchenikom vy este svet. Prichastno: Raduitesia pravednii.”
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rather than at the back. This may be due to the fact that the Iaroslavl’ princes and SS. Mikhail
and Feodor services were added to this Menaion later, while St. Serguis’s service was already

part of it at the time of its writing.

RGB £.310 (sobranie Undol’skogo), Ne101 [V2b]

This sixteenth century Trefoloi to the Russian saints®>!

contains a Polyeleos service to the
laroslavl’ princes (f.12—28) which continues treating them as “novoiavlennye.” With the Litya
stichera exception, this service bears more resemblance to Chud. 152 (V2a) rather than Chud. 75,
specifically seen in the Aposticha Theotokion “Bogoroditse Devo” in place of “Bogoroditse, Ty
esi loza” (#23). With no new texts added and no vita present, this service would be unremarkable
had it not been for the fact that it is the youngest V2 service known to us that still mentions no
Cross-Elevation rubrics, although the first services containing those rubrics had appeared as
early as late fifteenth century (see Chapter 3 and variant V3).

% sk o3k

The comparison of eight V2a and five V2b of the above earliest available services reveals a

number of notable patterns and allows us to partially trace the development of certain services:

1. None of the V2 texts copy or borrow from any part of the V1 Shchuk. 331 service.
2. Atleast four V2a (Vigil ranked) services belong to late fifteenth / early sixteenth century

and predate the earliest known V2b (Polyelei ranked) texts.

251 Undol’skii, Slaviano-russkie rukopisi, 113. Among the 25 services to Russian saints, there are 9 Vigil, 10
Polyeleos, and 6 of the Six-stichera rank. The September services include that of Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov
(Sept. 20, Polyeleos with the Cross-Elevation rubrics), Sergius (Sept. 25, Vigil), and Grigorii Pel’shemskii (Sept. 30,
Polyeleos).
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3. The earliest known V2 service is Kaz. 4635, despite its notable liturgical impeccability and
minimal textual/copying error, is not directly reproduced in any of the observed later V2
services and remains on the periphery of the V2 variant scheme. No other services of this
type call for either the kathisma sedalia congruent with the Jerusalem Typicon’s rubrics for
Vigil ranked services, or the Theotokos Canon preceding the two canons to the princes, or
the Katavasia at the end of each ode. The Polyeleos Sedalion “Tverdostiiu razuma” and the
Psalm 50 Sticheron “Prepodobne otche, vo vsiu zemliu,” although present in the other
fourteen analyzed V2 services, are found in different locations and serve different functions.
The Troparion “lako apostolom sprichastnii” is seen only in one other text — Uvar.1037
(V2b), although direct copying is highly improbable. What cannot be liturgically explained
is the use of three troparia at the end of Vespers, which can reflect a local tradition.
Additionally, Kaz. 4635 translocates to the Litya the extra end-of-Matins stichera inherent in
most V2 services — as a possible Matins Aposticha remnant of a simpler Six-stichera rank
service, that will later be edited out in several V2b and most V3 services. This unique
relocation does suggest that at least one of the sources for Kaz. 4635 or its protograph was
an earlier service that contained Matins Aposticha. Finally, the placement of the vita after
Canon’s Ode 3 is a unique trait among all other services to the Iaroslavl’ princes of any
variant, which may reflect an older or a local tradition of reading it during the Canon rather
than at the end of the service.

4. Chud. 75, being one of the earliest known services to the Iaroslavl’ princes, is also the first
one to appear in the Menaion, attesting that by the end of fifteenth century their memory has
entered the broader standardized codices. Not surprisingly, Chud. 75 contains the largest

number of features that appeared in the subsequent services, the closest of them being Luk-
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Mark. 57 and Shib. 154. The discrepancies with the earlier Kaz. 4635 service that
demonstrated better liturgical precision attest that the latter version was not known to the
writer of Chud. 75, and it will take at least another half-century to make all the necessary
adjustments, such as adding the kathisma sedalia, the Theotokos Canon, and eliminating the
Matins Aposticha. While the new texts in Chud. 75 eliminate any possibility of its being
copyied from Kaz. 4635, the two versions undoubtedly have a common origin, which could
be either a more primitive Six-stichera ranked September 19 service, or a Lenten March 5
service, neither of which have been found.

5. TSL 643, previously thought to form the basis of other V2 and V3 texts,?>? in fact contains
multiple unique or rare features that were not included in the later versions. It is most
similar to Chud. 79 and Und. 101. Its omission of the Canon troparion C2:9-2 may suggest a
conscious avoidance of the topos of venerating the saints’ relics at the local laroslavl’
church.

6. The services in Chud. 152, [aMZ 15483 present two very similar versions of the V2 variant,
only marginally different from Chud. 75, both including the vita at the end of the service,
similar to TSL 643. Along with TSL 643, Chud. 79, and Und. 101 they contain a special
Theotokion “Borogoditse Devo,” which may be a remnant of the Lenten origins of the
September 19 service, completely edited out in the remaining V2 services.

7. A definite common source or an inter-copying pattern exists between Chud. 79 (V2a), Uvar.
752 (V2a), and Uvar. 1037 (V2b). These three, although distinguished by several minor
differences, present a unique version of V2 in their introducing the Third Kathisma

Sedalion, the Psalm 50 Sticheron, the different Matins Prokimenon “Chestna pred

252 Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 140.
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Gospodem,” and the special theotokia supplementing all their kathisma sedalia. Chud. 79
and Uvar. 752 have more in common and both appear in the September Menaia. Uvar. 1037,
however, not being limited by the Menaion, retain a vita at the end. This latter service
(Uvar.) also retains the unique Troparion to all three princes “lako apostolom” found
elsewhere only in Kaz. 4635, but the evidence suggests that it may copy a version that
predates the 1480 Kazan manuscript.

Among the most extraordinary V2a services is the Uvar. 707, which bears the signs of
distinct liturgical editing and clarification (the more specific title of the service, the
directives for the entrance at Vespers, the Great Doxology, and the order at the Liturgy).
Several abbreviations are introduced, such as the notes at Parimia, Litya, and Psalm 50 that
send the reader elsewhere to find the texts. Some corrections are made compared to the
earlier V2 services, although the superfluous end-of-Matins stichera still remain. An
absolutely unique feature is the addition of the third troparion to the princes “Izhe ot
iunosti...” not observed in any of the analyzed V2 texts. Several new podoben melodies are
added to the already existing stichera, which had no earlier precedents.

All V2a services, with an exception of Kaz. 4635, contain the additional end-of-Matins
stichera and an extra ‘Glory’ verse attached to the Praises with no apparent designation.
These constitute a likely remnant of the Matins Aposticha from either an earlier Six-stichera
ranked service to the three princes, or the Lenten March 5 one. Not called for by the
Jerusalem Typicon at the Polyeleos or Vigil ranked services, this liturgical error finally
caught the attention of scribes at some point during the sixteenth century and the seemingly

superfluous texts were eliminated, as seen in Uvar. 1134, Und. 383, and Shib. 154 (all V2b).
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10.

11

12.

13.

The fact that all remaining V2a services included those texts contrary to the earliest of them
—Kaz. 4635, adds more weight to the argument for Kaz. 4635’s scarcity.

The inherent feature of all V2b versions is the absence of Litya. The earliest of them are
predated by at least four V2a services, which attests that the fuller Litya version was
developed earlier and then underwent scaling down to the Polyeleos level. Copying from
sources such as Chud. 75 (V2a) is also evident in many V2b texts, although new liturgical

developments are sometimes observed.

. Uvar. 1134, while following Chud. 75, demonstrates some major hymnographic and

liturgical editing. It is among the first services to finally notice and truncate the Matins
Aposticha remnant sticheras. Additionally, it makes an attempt to merge the previous two
existing canons to Feodor and all three princes into one.

Und. 383 is the only V2 manuscript in our possession where an entire booklet is dedicated
solely to the Iaroslavl’ princes that could have been written for a more private cell or chapel
use. While not introducing any new hymns, it bears elements of different versions, including
Kaz. 4635, and is one that appears to be complied from multiple sources. It also shows a
vast number of small liturgical novelties and irregularities. Additionally, it is one of the rare
V2 texts that omits the additional end-of-Matins stichera.

Uvar. 1037 written quite likely after the Council of 1549, introduces two novelties in the
September 19 service title as it stops naming the three princes “novoiavlennye” and begins
the inscription with “prestavlenie.” This focus on St. Feodor’s repose is also attested by
eliminating the Kontakion and Ikos to all three princes at the Canon, while those to Feodor
alone remain. While Uvar. 1037 stays within the general parameters of Chud. 75, it also

demonstrates rare traits occurring in various other V2 sources, such as three kathisma
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14.

15.

16.

sedalia and a Prolog Vita, and a rare Troparion “lako apostolom.” Additionally, this service
uses few previously unseen liturgical elements such as new podobens to the old hymns and
a new Matins Prokimenon “Vozveselitsia pravednik,” thus attributing SS. Feodor, Davyd,
and Konstantin to the righteous rather than venerable fathers. The comparison of this
service’s rare Troparion “lako apostolom” against the same one in Kaz. 4635 allows an
assumption that Uvar. 1037 follows a text more primitive that the earliest known Kazan
service.

In the pool of V2b Polyeleos versions, evident similarity exists between Luk-Mark.57 and
Shib. 154, which bear minimal deviations from the “standard” Chud. 75. Both were
integrated into the September Menaion, while the latter reveals a more particular liturgical
approach, removing the additional end-of-Matins stichera and appending the rubrics for the
Liturgy.

Late-sixteenth—early-seventeenth century service, Und.101 follows Chud. 152 more closely
than Chud. 75. Most ordinary in its content, it is primarily noteworthy for its late appearance
while still bearing no mention of Cross-Elevation, even though V3 services containing those
rubrics had already existed for over a century.

Among the 14 anthologies consulted above, ten also include the September 20 service to SS.
Mikhail and Feodor. Out of those ten, nine services include the Cross-Elevation (Chud. 152
being an exception), while no laroslavl’ princes’ services do. Three of the 14 books — Chud.
75, Uvar. 752, and Luk-Mark. 57 — also include a separately-written service to the ordinary
September 19 saint (Trophimus), and all three are also supplied with full festal rubrics — the

explatation for which will be presented below.
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The above analysis and the search for patterns allows us to make several preliminary
conclusions about the appearance and the development of the V2 type service to the laroslavl’
princes. First and foremost, this version, remarkably, has absolutely no common hymns with the
earliest known service in Shchuk. 331 of the V1 type. Originating around 1480s, V2 versions
span throughout the sixteenth century and contain no rubrics for Cross-Veneration. Although no
primary version has been located, most V2 texts resemble each other, their pattern and order
revolving around the first Menaion service in Chud. 75, while the earliest Kaz. 4635 manuscript
remains unknown to the later copiers. Some deviations between the versions can be attributed to
copying error or diverse primary sources, while others owe it to various liturgical alterations and
adaptations that may have depended on local cult and practices. The Vigi/ ranked versions
predate the Polyeleos ones, which reflects the more solemn initial celebration and the intentional
scaling down of the princes’ rank. This may have occurred naturally due to the cult’s spread to
the areas farther from Iaroslavl’ where these saints were less known, or in light of the new local

Russian saints canonized by Metropolitan Makarii’s Moscow Councils of 1547 and 1549.

Placed under September 19, V2 services essentially celebrate two events: the repose of
St. Feodor, and the Relics Translatio of the three princes. Following Chud. 75, most texts include
two sets of stichera on “Lord I call,” Lytia stichera (for V2a type), the Aposticha, two troparia,
two canons, two sets of kontakia and ikoi, Svetilen, stichera at Praises, and the additional end-of-
Matins stichera. Some manuscripts adjoin occasional new hymns or transfer the existing ones to
another location in the service, filling in the gaps. Above we discovered that a large number of
hymns are based on the General Menaion’s services to either one or multiple venerable fathers
(GMV1 and GMV2), while other texts share sources between various Byzantine saints and the

earlier Russian ones, namely Metropolitan Peter, Leontii of Rostov, and Sergii of Radonezh. No
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convincing sources have been located for approximately one third of the hymns, some of which

betray obvious signs of new composition or borrowing.

As has been stated in the beginning of this chapter, the main feature that distinguishes the
V2 services — as well as Shchuk. 331 (V1) — from the later and modern V3 type is the absence of
the Cross-Elevation afterfeast rubrics. According to the Jerusalem Typicon, this feast starts on
September 14 and lasts until September 21. Each of the festal days has its daily saint’s service
supplemented with some of the hymns to the Cross, particularly the Troparion, Kontakion,
Canon and the theotokia.?>* Naturally, the same is expected of the September 19 service to the
laroslavl’ princes as well. However, not only do the V2 services omit any mention or reference
to the Feast, some of them contain exactly the opposite directives, such as the call for the
Theotokion ‘Tsariu Nebesnyi’ at the “Lord I call” and the Theotokion “Bogoroditse, Ty esi loza”
at the Aposticha, in place of the festal hymns to the Cross.?** In addition to the canons omitting
the Kontakion and Ikos of the Feast, Kaz. 4635 prescribes the first Canon to Theotokos and the
Katavasia “Otverz usta moia,” which directly contradicts the Canon and Katavasia to the Cross,

prescribed by the Ustav.

To explain such phenomena, an argument may be made that at the time of V1 and V2
services’ writing, an older Studite Typicon practice was still in place, where the afterfeast of
Cross-Elevation was not extended beyond September 15.2°° Such an interpretation has several

drawbacks. Firstly, the earliest service available (Shchuk. 331, V1) dates to 1468/9, which is

253 TSL 239 (Ustayv, first half of fifteenth cent.), f.67v.—73v.; TSL 465 (September Menaion, beginning of fifteenth
cent.), f.170v.—222v. See also: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 520-23, 528.

254 These two theotokia would not cause any liturgical conflict had the given service been placed outside of the
afterfeast season or during Great Lent.

255 GIM Sin. 330 (f.77v.—f.78) states that “poprazd’n’stviia ch’st’nago krsta ne byvaet,” although does mention the
hymns to the Cross on September 15 along with hymns to St. Nicetas (cited from Pentkovskii. Tipikon Studita, 283.
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well beyond the timespan of Rus’ transition from the Studite Ustav to the Jerusalem one,**® and
production of the Studite-type Menaia.?>” Secondly, all known services to all three princes are
written in accordance with the Jerusalem Typicon and include at least several of the elements not
present in the Studite services: Litya, Aposticha, kathisma sedalia, and Praises. Lastly, the same
anthologies that contain V1 and V2 services to the Iaroslavl’ princes devoid of hymns to the
Cross, do contain these very hymns in the adjacent services, such as September 19 to St.
Trophimus?>® and September 20 to SS. Mikhail and Feodor.?*® What can be true, however, is that
the scribes simply copied the original services into these volumes without any liturgical analysis
or editing. The question, then, must be extended to the protographs of V1 and V2: why did they
not include any Cross-Elevation rubrics in the first place?

The evidence from the adjacent services to St. Trophimus and to SS. Mikhail and Feodor,
most of which do contain the hymns to the Cross, makes it highly implausible that the liturgists
and hymnographers of the service to the laroslavl’ princes at the turn of fifteenth century were
not aware of the Cross-Elevation afterfeast and the Jerusalem Typicon’s regulations. Instead, we
are more inclined to posit that the original protograph for the V2 services — similarly to our
conclusion at the end of Chapter 1 dealing with V1 variant — was either written for the feast of
the three princes’ Relics Translatio on March 5, or was created as a “generic” service to suit any
calendar date, since neither March 5 nor September 19 feasts were yet fully consolidated in the

period between the relics’ finding in 1463 and the first known service in 1468/9. Both of these

256 pentkovskii. Tipikon Studita, 227-28; Pentkovskii, “Ierusalimskii ustav,” 504—05. While the author does mention
several examples of the Studite rubrics being used as late as seventeenth century (227-88), they pertain to the
regulatory monastic articles of the Ustav (“O trapezakh” and “O lechebnitse”), and not the liturgical rubrics.

257 Sergii (Spasskii). Polnyi Mesyatseslov Vostoka, 1:209-10.

258 Five September Menaion services to St. Trophimus which contain Cross-Elevation rubrics: Chud. 75 and 79,
Uvar. 752, Luk.-Mark. 57, Shib. 154.

2% Eight anthologies containing the September 20 services to SS. Mikhail and Feodor with the Cross-Elevation
rubrics: TSL 643, Chud. 75, Uvar. 707, 752, 1037, Luk.-Mark. 57, Shib. 154, Und. 101. This list includes Shchuk.
331 (V1). The only exception where the SS. Mikhail and Feodor service lacks the afterfeast references is Chud. 152.
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hypotheses will be developed and tested in Chapter 4 dealing with March 5 Translatio service to
the three princes.

As Chapter 3 will show, further liturgical evolution will manifest itself in a V3 variant
that will gradually eliminate the previous inconsistencies, add the Cross-Elevation rubrics, and
finalize the integration of the service to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin into the September

Menaion cycle for the centuries to come.
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CHAPTER 3

VARIANT 3: SEPTEMBER 19 SERVICES WITH CROSS-ELEVATION RUBRICS

The most adapted and widespread group of services to Saints Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin
will be designated hereby as the third variant, or V3. The context and order of these services are
very similar to those in V2, with one significant difference: V3 adds the mentions and hymns of
the Cross-Elevation afterfeast. Most likely this was the single most important reason for this
variant to survive in the later anthologies more than any other, and to serve as the blueprint for
the modern service. With very few exceptions, all texts within this variant are dedicated to all
three Iaroslavl’ princes and the vast majority of these services are found under September 19.%6
Its earliest manuscripts are attributed to the late fifteenth—early sixteenth centuries (TSL 617,
[aMZ 14898, TSL 466). While the spread of V2 texts wanes toward the turn of the sixteenth
century, V3 services continue to be copied to this day. The key to this permanence lies in their
better concordance with the Jerusalem Typicon’s rubrics for the afterfeast of Cross-Elevation,

which was absent in their V1 and V2 counterparts.

Despite being akin among themselves in content and sequence, many early V3 services
vary in their smaller details to an extent that neither of them can be with certainty declared as a
common base text (as Chud. 75 was for Variant 2). Such diversity leads us to postulate that their
common prototype was not a V3 text, but each one developed from an earlier version of V2. For
this reason, Chud. 75 and the table in the beginning of Chapter 2 will continue to serve as a

reference for this chapter, against which all V3 services will be compared. While there is no need

260 With the exception of the services under March 5, which have been categorized as V4 and will be analyzed in
Chapter 4.
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to describe the provenance of hymns already covered in Chapter 2, we will concentrate only on

the elements and texts that have not appeared previously.

Similar to the preceding chapter, Chapter 3 divides the services into two groups: V3a

containing the Vigil/ (Litya) and V3b of the lower Polyeleos rank.

TaMZ Ne14898 (837) [V3a]

This Miscellany of select services for September (4°) dates to the last quarter of the fifteenth
century,?®! lists the service to the laroslavl’ princes under September 19 (176v.—199v.) titled
“Pamiat’ sviatykh novoiavlenykh chiudotvorets, kniazia Feodora laroslavskago i detei ego
Davyda 1 Konstiantina” after a brief mention of the daily saints, Trophimus, Sabbatius, and
Dorimedon.

The service begins with “Ashche proizvolit eklesiarkh, poem Blazhen muzh — a trait that
has not been seen in any previous V2 or V3 texts. This suggestion that the service can either be
kept simple (Six-stichera) or elevated to a festal (Polyeleos or Vigil) rank may indicate that the
service was intended for a diocese outside of laroslavl’, where the three princes may or may not
have been solemnly venerated.

Another new trait is the appearance of the three “Lord I call” stichera to the Cross: “Krest
presviatyi neoborimaa pobeda...,” “Drevle ubo opolchenie...,” and “Derzhava nepobedimaa nam

krest...”

261'V.V. Luk’ianov, “Kratkoe opisanie kollektsii rukopisei laroslavskogo oblastnogo kraevedcheskogo muzeiia,”
Kraevedcheskie zapiski, vyp. 3 (laroslavl’: Iaroslavskii oblastnoi kraevedcheskii muzei, 1958): 207.
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These are followed by the usual four stichera of tone 8, podoben “Chto vy narechem”
(#1-4)*%? and another three of the same tone, podoben “O preslavnoe chiudo” (#5-7). While the
‘Glory’ verse is the same (#9), the ‘Now and ever’ directives revert to the festal Theotokion:
“praz. glas 2: Vospleshchem dnes’ pesnoe torzhestvo...,” which is unique among V2 and V3
texts.

The “Vykhod, prokimen dniu” instructions are present (#11), followed by the usual
Parimia readings (#12), all written out. These are followed by the four Litya stichera already
seen previously (#13-16), their ‘Glory’ verse (#17) and the Theotokion “Vospoite luidie” (#18).

The Aposticha section constitutes another novelty: all three stichera and their two verses
are dedicated to the Cross-Elevation afterfeast (“praz gl. 1, pod. Nebesnym chinom”): “Krest
vozvysitsia 1 besi progonimi...,” “Voznosite Gospoda,” “Priide bogoliubi vsi...,” “Bog zhe tsar’
nash,” “Goresto drevle oslazhdaa Moisei...” While the ‘Glory’ verse coincides with Chud. 75
(#22), the Theotokion is again to the Feast: “praz gl. 5: Glas prorok Tvoikh...”

The only Troparion given hereby is the one to all three princes, “lako zvezdy” (#24),
while the Feodor’s Troparion (#25) is omitted. Instead, one finds here an incipit to the festal
Troparion “slav 1 nyn praz. Spasi Gospodi liudi Svoa:”

As the Vespers end, the instructions call for a Compline with a Canon and three stichera
to St. Trophimus (f.183v.—188), not seen in any V2 service and only one V3 (Uvar. 710): “Poem
sviatym muchenikom na pavechernitse,” “Kanon glas 8, irmos Vooruzhna: Tresvetnymi sianmi
dukha...” This Canon lists Sedalion to the martyrs with a Theotokion to the Cross after the third

ode, and an entry “xona u ukoc mnpaz” after the sixth.

262 As above, the # sign is referring to the hymns from Chud. 75, represented by the chart in the beginning of
Chapter 2.
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The Matins resume at f.188 with “Zri na utr: trop praz, tazhe chiudotvortsem trop, slava i
nyn praz.,” not repeating any of these texts. Again, the Troparion to Feodor alone (#25) is not
mentioned.

While Chud. 75 had no sedalia at either Kathisma (#28-29) or Polyeleos (#30), this
service lists all three. The first Kathisma Sedalion to the Cross was not present in V2, and is rare

among V3:263 «

po 1 kaf. sed. glas 7: Tserkvi vopiet Ti Khriste Bozhe... dvazh.” Similar case is
with the second Kathisma Sedalion, “po 2 kaf sed glas 4: Krest Tvoi Gospodi iako... dvazh.”?%4

Conversely, the Polyeleos Sedalion, tone 1 “Zhiteiskoe more vozderzhaniem... dvazh”
was already seen on multiple occasions in V2 (as a Sedalion at the second Kathisma or the
Canon’s third ode), as well as some V3b versions. The Theotokion “Nebesnuiu dver’ i
kovcheg...,” however, is found only seen in V2 Kaz. 4635 (also as the Theotokion at the
Polyeleos Sedalion) and is nowhere to be found in V3.

Matins continue with the regular festal Antiphons (#31) and Prokimenon “Vozveselitsia”
(#32), followed by the same Gospel “Vy este svet” (#33), yet the Psalm 50 Sticheron, tone 6
“Prepodobnii otsi, v vsiu zemliu...” (#34) has only one single parallel in Kaz. 4635 (occurring at
the same location in service), dedicated to Feodor alone, while this service introduces plural
tense to reflect all three saints.

One of the previously unseen elements that appears in virtually all V3 services, is the first
Canon to the Cross-Elevation feast “on 6” in accordance with the Jerusalem Typicon,?® yet is

content with simply mentioning it as “Kanon prazd na 6.” It is followed by the two familiar

canons to the saints (#35, 40) “on 8”: “glas 8, irmos Vodu preshed” and “glas 4 Otverzu usta.”

263 Occurs only in TSL 466 and Uvar. 59.

264 TSL 466 is the only other service that contains it.

265 TSL 239 (Ustav, first half of fifteenth cent.), £.71-73; TSL 465 (September Menaion, beginning of fifteenth
cent.), f.174v. or 207. See also: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 522.
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While the order and most texts are the same as in Chud. 75, there are certain variations worth
mentioning:

a) The only hymn appearing after the Canon’s third Ode is “glas 8, lavistesia svetil nitsi
vsesvetlii...” which is labeled here as “sed[alen],” even though it is widely known as Kontakion
to all three princes (#86). This is followed by “sl. i nyn praz.” to the Feast.

b) Ode 6 is followed by one Kontakion of the 4" tone — “Iavisia velie solntse...”
concluding with “...slava prepodobnym” (#85) and one Ikos “Na vysote...” concluded with
“slava prepodobnym” (#88) — both dedicated to Feodor alone with their endings matching.

c¢) The Svetilen is the same as in Chud. 75 (#119), but adds a festal reference of “slav inn
praz.”

As one might expect from decades of copying and dozens of redactions, several Canon
troparia contain slightly different wording. Thus, Canon 1 troparion 6-3 (#77) instead of
“Blagimi nravy ukrasivsia, Khristovi prilepilsia esi on iunosti...” in Chud. 75, reads “Urkasilsia
esi blagonraviem 1 Khristovi ot iunosti prisvoisia.” Canon 1 troparion 6-4 (#78) renders
“Glagolom Bozhiim zakonnym ispolnitel bys, ispoln’sia o Davyde” as “Glagolom I zakonnom
ispolnitel’ Bozhiim byl esi ispolnisia, itche mudre Davyde.” Lastly, Canon 2 troparion 7-3 (#96)
changes the previously known “Khoteniem ot mir’skykh sladosti otluchaiushchesia to
“Zhelaniem ot mir’skikh sladostei otluchaiushches...” While relatively miniscule, such
differences occur throughout the manuscripts, and may one day serve as cues for locating exact
prototexts and their copies, once the entire codex of services is located and transcribed. This

undertaking, however, reaches far beyond the scope and magnitude of the present study.
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The first four stichera at Praises (#121-124) and their ‘Glory’ verse “Prepodobnii ottsi
svechestnii...” (#125) match Chud. 75, yet this service does not contain the additional three
stichera found in most V2 services (#126-130), but goes directly into the festal “Inne prazdni.”

The end of Matins adds a directive for the Great Doxology and Dismissal (“Slavoslovie
velikoe, 1 otpust™) (#131), and concludes with “Sluzhba vsia prepodobnicheskaa +,” referring to
the GMV2 rubrics for the venerable fathers.

A Polyeleos service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor follows immediately on f.199v.—212v.

under September 20, and reflects similar Cross-Elevation rubrics.

RGB £.304 (TSL), Ne617 [V3a]

This Miscellany of services for Russian Saints, aka Trefologion (4°), is dated to the late fifteenth
— early sixteenth centuries?®® and begins with the service to the Iaroslavl’ saints.?%” It is missing
an unknown number of initial folia, while folio 1 on the current pagination begins with the
“Lord I call” Sticheron “Prepodobnii ottsi Feodore, Davyde s Konstiantinom slavnym...” — a
slight variation of the fifth Sticheron from Chud. 75 (#5). The next three stichera (#6-8) are
followed by a short standalone entry “i muchenikom 3.” This reference, absent from any V2 or
V3 texts, may be an extension of a satellite service to holy martyr Trophimus and his

companions celebrated that same day, as it follows the trend of other references to these saints

266 Updated in Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 166.

267 This service was previously described in Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 142—44, where the author makes
the following valuable observations about TSL 617: a) It represents an intermediate stage between the initial local and
the broader national veneration of the three princes; b) It combines the hymns found in Shchuk. 331 and in TSL 643;
c) Its writer often — although inconsistently — adds the names of SS. Davyd and Konstantine to the hymns previously
dedicated to St. Feodor; d) The Kontakion “Tavistesia svetilnitsy” to the princes adds a line to the previous version
known from KB-6/1083, expressing the extended patronage of the princes over the entire land of Rus’; e) The editorial
tendencies in TSL 617 reflect “the church’s increasing separation from the affairs and fortunes of the appendage
princes, and its widening horizons.”
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later in the Canon.?®® The ‘Glory’ verse (#9) coincides with Chud. 75, but the Theotokion to the
Cross “I nyne togozh glas: Proobrazuia kresta Tvoego Khriste...” is unique among V3 services
as it copies the third Litya Sticheron from the September 14 Cross-Elevation Great Vespers

service.?%’

The mentions of “Vykhod, prok. dniu” (#11) and the full Parimia readings in the usual
order (#12) are present. Litya is designated here as “Na iskhozhenii,” listing three stichera out of
four already seen in Chud. 75 (#13, 15, 16), save “Izhe na zemli angela...” (#14). The ‘Glory’

verse and Theotokion are identical as well (#17-18).

The Aposticha hymns (#19-22) differ only in their Theotokion to the Cross “I nyn
togozh: Dnes’ drevo iavisia, dnes’ rod evreiskii pogibe...,” not found in any V3 other texts; it

copies the Aposticha ‘Now and ever’ verse of the September 14 Small Vespers.>”

The two usual troparia, “Iako zvezdy mnogosvetlyia...” (#24) and “Iako tselitelia

preizriadna...” (#25), follow in the same order with identical inscriptions.

The beginning of Matins reflects the Jerusalem Typicon norms for the Cross-Elevation
afterfeast: “trop. praz., sviatym dva, slava i nyne, praz.” The first and second kathisma sedalia
(#28-29) are in honor of the Cross and mimic the ones mentioned above in [aMZ 14898, and are
prescribed to be repeated twice each. It is the Polyeleos Sedalion to Feodor alone (tone 4,
podoben “Skoro va”: “Plot’skoe mudrovanie porabotil esi...””) (#30) that is unique among V2 and

V3, yet is a successfully pluralized version of the Shchuk. 331 Sedalion:

| Shchuk. 311, Kathisma 1 Sedalion to Feodor: | TSL 617, Polyeleos Sedalion to the princes:

268 TSL 617 is not unique in this aspect, as allusions to SS. Trophimus, Sabbatius, and Dorimedon occur in [aMZ
14898 and others.

269 TSL 465 (September Menaion, early fifteenth cent.), £.159v.

20 TSL 465, £.156.
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[TnoTckoe MyapoBaHUE MOPAOOTHIIH €CH, [T10ThCKOE MypOBaHUE MTOPAOOTHIIH €CH,
onaxene kusbke denope, u ropiiee onaxxene Pewaope KHsKE ¢ J60Mb U
MOKOPHITH €CH, JTyUbIliee BOCIPUSID €CH, Kocmsanumunom, ropiiee MOKOPHITA €CTe
MpecIaBHBI OTYE, H CKPYIIUIH ecu Obcomb JyYIIeMYy ¥ BbCIIPHUSIIA €CTE MOYCTh
BBIS, M HBIHB BocHs cu droziece, sIKO MIPECIIaBHYIO wyu, UCKpyImHcTe 0bcom BbIs;
COJTHEYHHI JTy4b, B 10OpoabTens cusist 1 HHb cHseTe 4I0JIeChl, SKO COTHEYHBIS
00krero 6J1aro1aThlo; TOTO paJy BEJIETIacHoO | Joyda B 1o0poabrenu cusere Oxkiero
ciaBuM T4. (£.63) o6nroaThio. Toro paau BENericHO CIaBUM
sac. (f.5v.—6)

The choice of the V1 text as a source over the V2 Sedalion “Tverdostiiu razuma,” that
sometimes appears here in other V2 and V3 services, may be attributed to the author’s decision

to use a smaller number of monastic topoi and the presence of the miracles theme in the former.

This Sedalion is followed by the festal “slav inyn: Krest Tvoi Gospodi iako svet.” incipit,
which is seen in only one other V3 service, Uvar. 59, where it will be analyzed due to being

written out in full.

The regular Antiphon (#31) is followed by a new type of Prokimenon — “Chestna pred
Bogom smert’” and its verse “Chto vozdam,” typical mostly for the younger V2 and V3 texts.?”!

The Gospel pericope is the same (#33).

Psalm 50 Sticheron is unique among V2 or V3, and instead once again reverts to the V1

text seen in Shchuk. 311, while making a pluralization attempt:

Shchuk. 311, ‘Glory’ verse at Aposticha to TSL 617, Psalm 50 Sticheron to the princes,
Feodor, tone 8: tone 8:

Heb 151 BepHUEM MOATh: XprCTOBa Hut 1 BbpHMM MonsTe XcBa oyrogauka
YTOJHHUKA, OOTOMYIparo KHs3s, beobicnaco Demaopa, 0:kCTBEHATO
00’xecTBeHaro cBbTUIIHUKA, IPOCIIaBhCKAro CBBTUITHHK 1apOCIaBbCKAro Yr010TBOIIA,
YI0JI0TBOPIIA, PYCHCKBIMB KHSI3EMb BEJIMKA PYCCKBIM KH3eMb BEJIMKA TTOMOIIHHKA,
MIOMOIITHUKA, BO3/ICP)KAHUIO HACTaBHUKD, B3JIEP)KaHIO HACTABHHK, TEPITBHUIO SIKO
TepirbHUIO, SIKO TEPABIM CTOIb, TPocTOTh TBEPJIBIU CTOJITB, TPOCTOTH ckpoBuIIle,
CKpOBHUIIE, CMUPEHHIO 0JIarOTIOTPEOUTENb, CMUPEHUIO OITONOTPEOUTEh, HUIITUMb
HUIIUMD yThXa, CTpaHHBIMB HEOCKYIHO yThXa, CTpaHHBIMB HEWCKYHO MOIATENb,

271'y2: Chud. 79 (mid-1500s), Uvar. 1037 (mid-1500s), and Uvar. 752 (seventeenth cent.). V3: laMZ 14927 (first
half of 1600s), RGB Or. 209 (1660s—1670s), [aMZ 15173 (1670s—1680s), and Und. 111 (eighteenth cent.).
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NI0J1aTeJIh, HATIOJHUITBCS €CH, KHAMNCE, HATIOJTHUJICSI €CH X CBBI JTFOOBH, STBUIJIHACS €CTE
XpUCTOBHI JIIOOBH, SIBUJICS €CH BOUCTUHY gpauege (sic!) BOUCTHHY genuyuu u BChMb
Bpadb BChM CKOPOSIIMM®B JIIOIEMb, U CKOOSIIINMB JIFOAEMB U BEJIMOKaM
BEJIMOXKaM’b HaKa3aTellb, U MHUXOMb HakKas3aTellb, © MHUXOMb HAaCTaBHUKDG. HHb T
HacTaBHUKL. HetHb 15 BBporo Gnaxums, Bbpor1o O/KMMB U GKCTBEHYIO TIAMSAT 8auL)y
00XECTBEHYIO TBOIO MAMSITh JOCTOUHO (sic!) nocronno nmountaem. (f.6)

noutems. (f.62v.)

While the topoi of Iaroslavl’ and the intercession for all Russian princedoms are retained,
the pluralization attempt is problematic. Similar to the tactic used in the Polyeleos Sedalion
above, the scribe may have chosen to use the more personalized V1 text here instead of the more

generic V2 “Prevodobne otche” which already existed since Kaz. 4635.

A distinctive trait of all V3 texts, the “Kanony praz. s ermos na 6 directive is followed
by another instruction: “i sviatym na 8, chidotvortsem na 4,” whereby “sviatym” signifies the
regular calendar saints — St. Trophimus, and the “chidotvortsem” — the laroslavl’ miracle-
workers.?’? The total count of the troparia prescribed hereby for each Ode (18) exceeds that
allowed by the Jerusalem Typicon (a maximum of 14).2”® One explanation for this error may be
that the scribe intended to integrate the service to the new laroslavl’ saints into the regular
September 19 service that coincided with the Cross-Elevation afterfeast, but forgot to correct
“sviatym na 8” to “sviatym na 4.” In that case, however, we would see indications for at least the
Troparion and Kontakion to St. Trophimus, and perhaps a Sticheron at the Aposticha and
Praises. Yet, apart from one short inscription at “Lord I call,” TSL 617 contains no other
mentions of the daily saints. This allows us to explain the two references to St. Trophimus and

his companions as casual copying errors from the source that contained their service.

272 Likewise, SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin were referred to as “aymotsopusr” earlier in the Vespers
Troparion.

273 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 295. Other V3 services known to us avoid this error by omitting the
Canon to St Trophimus and requiring six troparia to the Cross, and eight to the princes.
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The first two canons (Cross and St. Trophimus) are not written out as they could be

readily found in a regular September Menaion. Hence, the only Canon present is that to

“chidotvortsem” — Tone 8 “Vodu proshed.” It is not, however, to be confused with the Canon to

the three princes from V2 services with the same initial Irmos (#35) for the reasons described

below.

Although the troparia of the first two odes seem to mention all three holy princes, this

Canon is essentially a close — partially-pluralized — resemblance of the earliest known Canon to

St. Feodor alone — that of Shchuk. 331. Following are the two more basic examples

(pluralizations italicized):

Shchuk. 311, Canon 1-1 to Feodor:
braaruMsb HpaBBI YKPACHITb €CH, PO I00He
KHSDKE, OT YHOCTU XPHUCTa BB3IIOOUBH, U
MUPBCKBIS BEIH TOCPAMHUBBIH,
60)KeCTBeHaI‘O BOSIICp)KaHI/IH HaIIOJIHUBCA,
JIOCTOUIOTHBIN KHspke Denope. (£.63)

Shchuk. 311, Canon 1-3 to Feodor:
Bocnpusurs ecu, MyIpsl KHDKE, 3anoBban
Onary B3upas k bory cepaednoro 1r000BHIO,
u ThEMBb BHATS 3anoBbau 'ocrioguu, v bIHEIL
C TPEenoI00HBIMB COUTaNh Ta [ 0cTIOb.

(£.63v.)

TSL 617, Canon 1-1 to the princes:
bnareiMu HpaBbl ykpacucmecs,
npenooooHuU, OT IOHOCTH XPHUCTa
6b311001€ele U MAPBCKBIS BEIIH
nocpamucme, 60KECTBEHATO BB3ACPIKAHUS
HanonHenu, domouroonuu Deodope, /lasude
u Kocmsinmune. (£.6)

TSL 617, Canon 1-3 to the princes:
Bwcnpuscme 3anosbau 6narel, npemyopuu,
B3mparoie Kk bory cepaednoro moboBuio, U
ThMB eHsacme 3antoBbau ["'ocrionusa. U aeiab
¢ mpenoioOHbIME couTta gac ['ocrionk. (f.6v.)

Having pluralized troparia 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 3-1, and 3-2, the editor did not continue in the

same manner and left the rest of the Canon as in the original. The following examples of this

liturgical adaption are more complex as they attempt to alter some of the important topoi

(underlined):

| Shchuk. 311, Canon 1-2 to Feodor:

| TSL 617, Canon 1-2 to the princes:
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BoXUUMB 3aKOHOMB HCIIOTHEHD €CH, BOXbUMB 3aKOHOM UCHOIHUCTECS
peMyIpbl KHsDKE, U B 3anoBbau npemyopuu 1 Best 3anoBbau XprucToBbI
XpHCTOBBI COXPAHWITh €CH, U HBIHE coxpanucme, M HbIHB HanonHucme 0TEYLCTBO
HATIOJTHIITH €CH IPaJlb CBOU OOXKECTBEHBIXD | CBOE 00’KECTBEHBIX YIOECH, M BChMB
qiosiech M BcbMb BEpHBIM OnaronatHo Jiyds | BbpHBIM OoratHO Jiyda ucnycmucme. (f.6v.)
ucnyctins ecu. (£.63v.)

Shchuk. 311, Canon 3-1 to Feodor: TSL 617, Canon 3-1 to Feodor, adding D/K:

Heb 151 MonATh, 60TOMYApBIN, TpaskaHe, Heb 151 MOnATh 6201106u6uy HAPOIH,

pernogo0HbIN KHSKE, CTIacH TPajl Halllb U Dewoope ¢ 0061UMD MBOUMD NIOOOMD:

Bchbxb BbpHBIXB chXpaHu. (f.63v.) CIICH TpaJl Halllb U BCS BEPHBISI cxpanume.
(f.6v.)

Shchuk. 311, Canon 3-2 to Feodor: TSL 617, Canon 3-2 to the princes:

M3pMiana npeiekaBsb BeeAepKaTeIIeBhI, W3Mnana mpemjieskaBb BCEICPIKUTEIICBH,

0oro0aXkeHbl KHSKE, COXPaHU HACh OT 6orobnaxene @eodope, /sde c

0COBCKBIS 37100BI, ¥ IPajl CBOM COXPAHH Kocmanmunom, cxpanume Hac ot

HeBpeauMb. (f.63v.) 0bCOBBCKBIS 31001, ¥ 3EMIIIO PYCHCKYIO

cxpanume HeBpeaumy. (£.6v.)

These three examples demonstrate that in addition to adjusting the Canon to extol all
three princes, the scribe/editor had elevated the three laroslavl’ princes from the level of patrons
of their principality to those over the entire Rus’.?’* For reasons yet to be determined, however,
both the pluralization and the changes of topoi were interrupted at troparion 3-2.273
Although a number of Canon troparia remain completely unchanged in comparison to

Shchuk. 331,%7® while others add only Feodor’s name,?’’ the minor divergences observed in

troparia 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 8-1, 8-2, 8-3, and especially the theotokia 5-4, 6-4, 7-8, are enough to

274 G. Lenhoff reaches a similar conclusion: “The recasting of Fedor, David, and Konstanin from local sovereign
saints to intercessors for the land of Rus’ clearly anticipates Metropolitan Makarij’s nationwide search for new
wonder-workers, whose powers are extended to all faithful subjects of the Muscovite grand prince.” (Lenhoff, Early
Russian Hagiography, 144).

275 Further troparia such as 4-1 (“grad nash™), 5-3 (“siiaet grad tvoi rustei strane”), 6-1 (“gradu svoiemu”), 6-3
(“grad svoi”) bear no changes.

276 Canon troparia 3-3, 4-1, 4-3, and especially the more stable theotokia 1-4, 3-4, 4-4.

277 In addition to 3-1 and 3-2 seen above, the following troparia add “Feodor” to a simple “kniazhe” as compared to
Shchuk. 331: 4-2, 5-1, 5-2, 6-2, 8-2.
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conclude that the exact source for TSL 617’°s Canon could not have been the Shchuk. 331 text,
but rather one of its variants.

Odes 7 and 9 of this Canon follow an entirely different source — the first Canon to the
three princes seen in Chud. 75 and the rest of V2 services (#35), although a close comparison
does not reveal any evident V2 protographs. Additionally, the composer of TSL 617 omits
troparia “Ploti vasha povinuvshe” (#92), “Na zemli zhiv” (#110), and “Iskrushenym serdtsem’”
(#112) — seemingly avoiding the epithets that extol Feodor’s alleged monastic exploits and/or
ascetic battle with demons.

Such an atypical selective copying tactic raises a question as to why the composer of TSL
617 attempted to pluralize the V1 Canon while already having at his disposal the Canon(s) to the
three princes from V2. The answer may lay in the context of the V2 Canon(s), which — as seen in
Chapter 2 — might have seemed too generalized and for the most part detached from the saints’
vita content. Conversely, the V1 Canon, though originating from the general Canon
“prepodobnomy edinomu” (as seen in Chapter 1), seems to be more personalized and developing
the theme of the miracle-working relics’ importance for the laroslavl’ citizens. To demonstrate
this contrast, a context analysis was undertaken of each V1 Canon troparion that the scribe chose

(134

to include in TSL 617 in place of each V2 troparion not included (“~" means there were no

personalized topoi in that troparion):?’

V2 troparia (per Chud. 75) notin TSL 617 V1 troparia (per Shchuk. 331) included in TSL 617

1-2: — OTEYBCTBO CBOE; UIOJIECh (epadn ceou in V1)

3-1: 3a Bec MUp; BCIO BCEJICHYIO MOJISATG. .. HAPOIH (Moasmeb... epadcare in V1)
CriacH Tpaj Hallb

3-2:— 3eMITI0 PYCBCKYIO CXpaHUTE (2pad cou coxpanu in
V1)

3-3: BCSKH... YIOIECHI —

278 These parallels reflect only the troparia that contained the personalized topoi of relics, miracles, the city of
laroslavl’, intercessions, as well as princely and universal patronage.
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4-1: - IpaJlb Halllb; UCITBJISCIIN... CTPACTH; YBPAUIOCIIIH;
TBOHUM YCECTHBIM MOIIEMDb

4-2: — Ipajl CBOM UyJIECHBIMH OJIarOFOXaHMH

5-1: BciO BCeleHy1O —

5-3: MHOTH YI0J1€ChI CHUsICTh I'paJlb TBOU BB pycThu cTpanh / dromecs
TBOUXb

5-5: BocionTe BCS 3eMJIA —

6-1: Ts1 s1Bb... MUpOBH TOYMILY TPpajly CBOEMY MHOTa HCIIBICHUS OT TBOMX

YECTHBIXb MOLIECH

6-2: 3a BECb MUp IIOMOJIUCS; KHS3I0 HAIEMy Ipalb U JIIOJU CBOS

6-3: — MHOTO SIBUIEH €CH YIOJIECH
6-4: napoB®b yroJeC -

8-2: 3a BCIO BCEJIEHYIO... MOJISCSA —

8-3: paky ke 4rojiec mokacascte Bchm -
CaeTuIieH: 4t0/1eC TBOUX MMaMSITh pyceThii ctpanb

As seen, the V1 Canon contains significantly more personalized topoi, while V2 contains
only five mentions of the miracles (3-3, 5-3, 6-4, 8-4, Svetilen), and only one mention of relics
(8-3). It is important to note that the scribe chose to edit out all phrases to SS. Feodor, Davyd,
and Konstantin as universal intercessors (3-1, 5-1, 5-5, 6-1, 6-2, 8-2) in favor of various V1
topoi, including relics, the city of laroslavl’ (or simply “grad nash”) and the land of Rus’ in
general.

The Canon analysis is somewhat complicated by the scribe’s choice to omit the V1
Canon odes 7 and 9 in favor of their V2 versions. This decision not only fails to follow the
pattern described above, but contradicts it altogether:

V1 (Shchuk. 331) troparia not in TSL 617 V2 troparia included in TSL 617
7-3: pyChCTHUM KHSI3U; SIPOCIABbCKUU TPaKaHE -
9-1: nucubaenue TBOU YECTHBIA MOIIHA —
9-2: conHue pychcThbu cTpanb; cBou rpaab —

9-3: cTpactu ucirbnsenis; Bech MUp —
MPOCTIAaBIIAIONIE YI0ICCHBIMU JThITBI
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Although the exact reasons driving such selectivity are not evident, the scribe’s
randomness in this process is highly improbable. One reasonable explanation may be that the V1
protograph manuscript had missing or damaged folia which rendered copying from it impossible
and led the scribe to revert to the V2 text he so diligently tried to avoid earlier in the Canon.

Post-third Ode hymns include a single Sedalion to all three princes “Molim vas
prepodobnii,” which is a pluralized variation of Shchuk. 331 second Kathisma Sedalion. The
‘Now and ever’ verse to the Cross “Izhe prevyshe iako Bog” follows — it will be seen in other V3
texts, although most of them will suffice by mentioning “Slav. inyn praz.” This text is not copied
directly from the festal Cross-Elevation September 14 service, as seen above in similar instances,

but rather from the base service under September 19 to St. Trophimus, where it also serves as the

‘Now and ever’ verse at Canon Ode 3 Sedalion.?”’

The Sixth Ode is followed by a Kontakion that for the most part follows the Chud. 75

type, yet is worthy of special mention:

Chud. 75, Kontakion o the princes
SBuCTECS CBETUITHUIN BCecBbTIbIN, BB
IUIOTHU aHTeJH, KO )KMBOTA IPEBO PANCKOE
nomeHieM u ObHiem siBucTecst Bbporo
BB3BpallaeMu, U NpolBhiIn ecTe MOIUTBAMU
CBOMMHU HeOeCHbIa 0J1aroaTu NpiuMbIy,
BpadeBe KphIKbI sBUCTECS, UCIThbiseTe
HEAYXKHBIX JTyIa ¢ Bbpoo MpUXOASIuX K
pairk Molen Bamux, Y10J0TBOPLHU
nokaszacrecs, @eonope u [aBuzae u
Kocrentune, monure Xpucra bora rpbxoss
ocTtaplieHie moaatu Bbporo u moOoBi0
YTymuM namsTh Banio. (f.140v.)

TSL 617 Kontakion to the princes:
Hosouszbpanuu siBuctecs cBETHITHUIH
BCcecBbTIINMM, BO IIJIOTH sIKO aHTEJIH, )KUBOTA
JpeBeca pauckas MmoreHneMs u 0bauem
sBUCTeCs BEpOro B3pacTaeMu, MPOIBEIIH €CTE
MOJINTBAMHU CBOMMH, HeOBCHEIA OarogaTu
npHueMIlle, BpadeBe Kpbmmum sBucTecs,
ucirbisiere HeAyKHBIX JyIIa, ¢ Bbporo
MPUXOAAIIUX K pairk MOITeH BallluXb,
4I0A0TBOPIIHM TToKa3actecs, Deonope, JlaBumne
u Koctaatune, monute Xpucra bora, oa
3068eMb bl padyumecsi, Cmpaj cue 3emiu
pycockou u ymeepxcerue. (£.14)

Two important discrepancies are the addition of “Novoizbrannii,” which is not seen in

any other V1, V2, or V3 services, and the custom-made ending that seems to resemble the sixth

279 TSL 465 (September Menaion, early fifteenth cent.), £.208.
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Ode Ikos in Shchuk. 331 containing “Raduisia, bozhestbenyi novyi chiudotvorets’, rus’skym
kniazem pomoshchnik i krepky strazh gradu nashemu.” This new ending has been edited to
resonate with the Ikos, which comes from one of the unidentified V1 services, similar to Shchuk.

331:

Shchuk. 331, Ikos to Feodor:

VYsicHu, oTde, ONIaXeHbI KHsICe,
MBHO2OCPIoUIHBIU S3BIKD, U OTBEP3U MU
CK8epHasl yCTa TICOCIIBUTH TBOE YECTHOE
KHUThE U BCEOOKECTBEHOE YIOIOTBOPEHHUE U
SIBJICHHE HEOCKYIbHBIS TBOES 0JaronaTu,
NPeCIaBHOMY TBOEMY TPaJly MoJas u
IPOYNMb CTPaHAMb, MbHOTAsl UCIThJICHUS OT
TBOUXBH MHOTOIBI€OHBIXD MOIIIEH,
UCITBIISIFOIII MHOTOPA3INYHbISL CTPACTH, U
TBMOHBCKBISI IOJIKBI IPOTOHSICTITh, U
CJIaBbHBIW I'PaJI CBOM CIIacaellb, U HeIHD T
BcH BbpHHM O1arogapbCTBEHO OJIaXKUM U
BEJICTJIIACHO B30MBEMB: PAyHCH,
npecBbTabin cBbTHIIHHKD cllaBHArO rpajia
Spocnapiis, TpocBBTUBEI €T0 YIOAESCHI
cBouMu. Pamyncs, 60’)KeCTBEHBIH HOBBIU
YI0JI0TBOPEIIb, PYChCKBIMB KHI3EMb
MOMOIIHUKD ¥ KPBIIKBI CTpaxs epady
Hauwemy. Padyucs, npeno0dobHuvlu Kusdice,
00dIceCcmeeHbLs PeBHOCU HANOTHUBCAL.
Panywucsi, 6oro0naskeHbIN KHSIKE,
0J1aroIaTHRIS Japbl IPUUMBIIIE, U OIAHCEHbLS
cnasvl yrooece Hanoanusca. Pagyucs, Bchbxb
KYITHO criacaensb. Ho u azv MHo202prauHtbl u
HeO0CMOUHbl pads HAOTBIOC MUTLOCTD
npUsmu 6 0eHb CYOHbIU MEOUMU MOIUNMBAMU.
Bcraxv Hvl 301081b1X 3010 U30a8U, 8ePOI0
306em mu (modue). Pagyucs, ecemupHulu

cermunHuye, Kusxce Degope bozomyope.
(f.65-65v.)

TSL 617, Ikos to Feodor + D/K:

VYsicHu mu, omye, SI3BIKD U OTBEP3U MU yCcTHD
MIPOCJIABUTH TBOE YECTHOE KUTHE U
BCE00KECTBEHOE YIOJOTBOPEHUE, U SBICHUE
HEOCKY/IHBISI TBOESI 0JIaro1aTH MPECcIaBHOMY
TBOEMY Tpajy Mojas ¥ IPOYHMb CTpaHaM
MHOTast UCITbIICHHSI OT TBOUXD
MHOTOIBINOHBIXD MOIIEN, UCITBIISIOMIME
MHOTOPA3JINYHBIS CTPACTH U TBMOHBCKBIS
TIOJIKBI TIPOTOHSIEIIN, U CIIABHBIN TPaJl CBOH
criacaemiv; M HelHb T4 Bcu BhpHUN
O5arogapbCTBEHO OJAXKUMB M BEJIETIIACHO
BB30MHUEMb: PATyHCs, CBETHBIM CBBTHITHHKD
ciaBHaro rpajaa Spocnasis, npocBbTUBIH
€r0 YI0IeChl CBOMMU; PATYHUCH,
00KECTBEHBIN HOBBIN YIOJIOTBOPEIIH
DPYCBCKBIMB KHSI3€Mb TIOMOIIIHUKD H
KpbIKBIU CTpaXb; paayucs, 01aro1aTHbIS
Japbl IPUEMb; Palynucs, KYITHO criacast
BCchX®b; pagyucs, omue @eonope, cmpasicy
epaody nauwemy u ymeepoicerue. (f.14-14v.)

Apart from the abbreviation and de-personalization of the original, the editor/scribe,

while retaining the acknowledgements of St. Feodor’s importance for laroslavl’ and patronage

over the Russian princes, avoids calling him “vsemirnyi svetilniche.” He not only replaces the
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Ikos refrain, but also alters the Kontakion’s matching ending, as seen above. Additionally, it
should be noted that this Ikos was not pluralized to match the Kontakion to all three princes,
which may reflect the scribe’s incompetency with grammatical alterations of this sort.?3°

The Svetilen duly acknowledges the presence of the Cross afterfeast (“Svetilen praz.”),
while the following text to the saints, podoben “Dukhom”: “Velmi tia proslavi Gospod’...”
copies the Shchuk. 331 version and retains “rus’stei strane,” while omitting “krepkago
pomoshchnika gradu nashemu.” The ‘Now and ever’ verse (“Izhe ot Boga mirovi...””) does not
follow the Cross-Elevation rubric, but retains the equivalent text from Shchuk. 331, editing out
the “s prepodobnym kniazem.”

Apart from the Svetilen’s ‘Now and ever’ deviation, the Canon observes all the proper
Jerusalem Typicon traits of the Cross-Elevation afterfeast: the Katavasia “Krest nacherta”
mention (which is omitted in most V3 services), the ‘Now and ever’ verse at Canon’s third Ode
Sedalion, and the initial Svetilen verse.

The first four Praises stichera (tone “podoben Nebesnym chinom na 4”) follow, with
small variations, the similar ones in Chud. 75 (#121-124). Although all four are dedicated to St.
Feodor, the fourth one in TSL 617 inserts “otsi preblazhenii” in place of the previous

“preblazhene Feodore,” despite leaving the singular in “veriou pamiat’ tvoiu” and “spodobi

tvoimi molitvami” earlier in this same Sticheron:

Chud. 75, Praises Sticheron 4 to Feodor: TSL 617, Praises Sticheron 4:

Bes urymas Bbporo mamste TBOIO CBbTIIO, Bes urymas Bbporo namsTs TBOI0 cBbTIIO
CHOZ00M TBOMMH MOJIUTBAMH JIFOTHIX CIOA00M TBOMMHU MOJIUTBAMH OT JIFOTHIXb
HATIACTEH U CTPACTHBIX Oypb BChX TOH3yTH HAMacTeH U CTPACTHBIXH Oypb; U BChXb
NPUCHO, ¥ TPbXOBB MPOIICHUE PUSITH, U TOHB3HYTH TIPUCHO ¥ TPpbXOBH MpoIIeHNE
JOUTHU MUJIOCTH U PaJIOCTH BbUHBIS, MPUSTH, U JOUTH MIJIOCTU U PAJOCTH
npebnaxene Peomope. (£.22) BbuHbLs, omyu npebraxcenuu. (£.9)

280 This supposition can be further strengthened by the editor’s abandonment of the pluralization after the first two
odes of the Canon.
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This type of editing was probably instigated by a hasty or superficial approach, where a
more obvious ending phrase was changed, while others were left intact.

The Praises ‘Glory’ verse, tone 8 (“Prepodobnii ottsi...”) undergoes no changes from
Chud. 75 (#125), while the ‘Now and ever’ verse calls for “praz. Glas proroka Tvoego” with a
curious addendum: “pisan na Khval.” Since there is no other Praises stichera in the service, this
entry must be referring to the September 14 service of Cross-Elevation, where the named text
was indeed written at the end of the Praises (the last Cross-veneration Sticheron).?¥!

The service ends with two short directives: “Slavoslovie vel. 1 otpust.” for the end of the
Matins, and “Sluzhba prepodobnich’skaia” for the Liturgy. These two generalizing mentions are
among the earliest of their kind among any larsoslavl’ princes services, V2 or V3 (along with

[aMZ 14898, which is also dated as fifteenth century).

Based on the above observations of TSL 617, we may posit with a certain level of
confidence that:

a) The scribe had a definite goal to synchronize this service with the Jerusalem Typicon
rubrics of the Cross-Elevation afterfeast absent from the V2 services.

b) The TSL 617 service is the earliest and only known “missing link” between V1 and
V2/3, which was first suggested by G. Lenhoff (see footnote 266). While a significant
part of the service follows the V2 variant, certain hymns (Polyeleos Sedalion, Psalm
50 Sticheron, Canon, Kontakion, Ikos) follow those seen in Shchuk. 331 beyond the

simple Troparion and Kontakion.??

281 TSL 465 (September Menaion, early fifteenth cent.), £.170v.
282 Shchuk. 331 Troparion to St. Feodor “Izmlada iavilsia esi” is seen only one other service: Uvar. 707 (V2a).
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c)

d)

2

h)

The textual evidence from the Canon troparia allows us to rule out direct copying
from Shchuk. 331, which leads to the logical assumption that other V1 services must
have existed apart from that in the Shchukin Menaion.

The scribe’s apparent effort to pluralize Feodor’s texts to reflect the new celebration
of all three princes in Canon odes 1 and 3 was not always successful and was
abandoned in the subsequent odes, which were left as unedited texts to Feodor alone.
The changes in Canon odes 1 and 3, as well as in Psalm 50 Sticheron, reveal an
attempt to raise the importance of SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin to a pan-
Russian level. This tendency, along with the multiple references of “grad nash” may
be explained that TSL 617 originated in laroslavl’ or its diocese and was intended for
a broader usage.

The composer’s overall choice of following the more personalized V1 Canon over the
more generic V2 one, despite the need to pluralize the former to include all three
saints, reflects the push to make this service suitable for larger audience outside
[aroslavl’ or its diocese.

While raising the importance of the three princes and adding/retaining the phrases
that attest to their importance for laroslavl’ and “russtei strane,” the scribe avoids the
previous highly exalted epithets such as “vsemirnii” (as seen in the Ikos and the
excluded V2 Canon troparia) and edits out the texts that praise Feodor as an example
to monastics (Canon odes 7 and 9).

The presence of the two St. Trophimus references (“i muchenikom” at the ‘Lord I
call” and “i sviatym na 8” at Canon), not found in any other V2 or V3 services, may

be explained as an oversight of the scribe copying the sources which contained them.

112



1) The presumed copying errors (out of place mentions of St. Trophimus references), the
grammatical pluralizing errors, and especially the abrupt abandonment of Canon
editing at troparion 3-2 suggest that the service may have been copied in haste, or by

several scribes of diverse abilities.

IaMZ Ne14927 (889)

Attributed to the first half of sixteenth century,?® this Festal Menaion (1°) contains services to
numerous Russian saints from the entire calendar year. September 19, after a mere mention of St.
Trophimus, continues with “V toizh den’ prestavlenie sviatago blagovernago kniazia Feodora
Smolenskago i laroslavskago Chiud.,” omitting SS. David and Constantine from the title (f.17-

24).

A brief mention of “Vechr. Poem Blazhen muzh” is followed by regular eight “Lord I
call” stichera seen in Chud. 75 (#1-8) with the exception of a self-corrected error of re-copying
the fourth Sticheron “Grekhovnyi mrak,” which was later crossed out. An identical ‘Glory’ verse
(#9) is followed by a feast-oriented entry: “Inyn praz. glas tozh: Glas proroka Tvoego Moiseia”
written out in its entirety, which originates from the end of the Praises to Cross-Elevation and

has been already seen as the Praises ‘Now and ever’ verse in TSL 617.

A brief entry refers to the Parimia written out elsewhere: “pisany v 28 sego mesiatsa
prepodobnomy Kharitonu.” This is followed by the four usual tone 2 Litya stichera (#13-16), the

tone of which coincides with [aMZ 14898, but not TSL 617. The ‘Glory’ verse (#17) retains tone

283 Luk’ianov, “Kratkoe opisanie,” 217.
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2 for consistency, while the widespread ‘Now and ever’ verse “Vospoite liudie Materi” (#18)

reverts to tone 5 instead.

The Aposticha are similar to Chud. 75 in content and number (#19-22), keeping the same
inconsistency of singular vs. plural in the first Sticheron and retaining an archaic “&” from its
source: “Raduisia postnykh <...> vsesviatuiu vashiu obstupaiushche vsekhvalnii raku.”
However, the festal “‘Now and ever’ verse “glas tozh: Dnes’ iako voistinu stoveshchannoe slovo
Davyda...” is unique among V2 and V3 services, and is taken from the Litya of the Cross-

Elevation service.?%

The presence of the Troparion “lako apostolom soprichastnitsi” makes this service
unique among all V3 and most V2 texts, apart from Kaz. 4635 and Uvar. 1037. Considering that
both of these services also listed other troparia (“lako tselitelia” to Feodor alone among them),
while [aMZ 14927 omits them, this could be a sign of liturgical editing as the scribe was
adapting this service for the Cross-Elevation afterfeast. The only remaining text at the Vespers is
“Slav inyn praz. ili bog[orodichen]: Izhe ot veka utaenoe.” While prescribing the festal troparion
here is in congruence with the Jerusalem Typicon rubrics, the option of a regular Theotokion is
quite unusual and may reflect the local or the contemporary practice of substituting one for

another.

Opening the Matins, the three following kathisma sedalia, the Polyeleos Sedalion and
three of their theotokia do not follow Chud. 75 or Kaz. 4635, but rather correspond to the Chud.

79 (V2a), Uvar. 752 (V2a) and Uvar. 1037 (V2b) services.

284 TSL 465 (September Menaion, early fifteenth cent.), £.159
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The next special trait is the Prokimenon “Chestna,” seen in TSL 617 and more recent V2
and V3 services. Unique among V3 is the repetition of the Psalm 50 Sticheron “Prepodobne
otche, ne dal esi...” from its earlier appearance as the Aposticha ‘Glory’ verse (#17) in this very

service.®

A major part of the two ensuing canons follows the order seen in Chud. 75 and other
V2/V3 texts, although there is a significant number of hymns omitted: Canon Ode 3 sedalia
“Zlatyi zaria” and “Tverdostiiu razuma” (#55-56), Canon Ode 4 troparion 1-4 “Kadilo
blogoukhaniia” (#61), Canon Ode 6 troparion 1-4 “Blagom zakonom ispolnitel’” (#78), Canon
Ode 6 troparion 2-3 “Luk sil’nykh skrushil” (#82), Kontakion “lavistesia svetilnitsi” (#86), Ikos
“Svyshe svoe zvanie” (Ne87), Canon Ode 7 troparion 2-3 “Khoteniem ot mir’skykh” (#96),
Canon Ode 8 troparion 1-3 “Slez vashikh kaplia” (#101), Canon Ode 8 troparion 1-5
“Podvizastesia dobre” (#103), Canon Ode 9 troparion 1-4 “Skrushenym serdtsem” (#112), and
Canon Ode 9 troparion 1-5 “Vyspre k Bogu mysl” (#113). Similar omissions are seen only in
one other service — the already mentioned Uvar. 1037 (V2b), while both services also share the
same Canon Ode 3 Sedalion sequence (apart from the festal ‘Now and ever’ addendum in [aMZ
14927),286 and list only one and the same Kontakion and Ikos: “lavistesia svetilnitsi” (#86) and

“Svyshe svoe zvanie” (#87) respectively.

Despite being closer to Uvar. 1037 than to any other V2/V3 service, [aMZ 14927
diverges from it in not including the following: Canon Ode 7 troparion 1-4 “Ploti vasha

povinuvshe” (#92), adding “slava prepodobnym i pokhvala” endings in both, Kontakion and Ikos

285 Only Und. 383 (V2b) positions this hymn at the exactly same location in the service.
286 Uvar.1037 is the only other service that contains only one Sedalion and Canon’s Ode 3 “Zhitiiskoe more” of the
same unique Podoben “Znamenasia” not mentioned anywhere else.
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at the 6™ Ode (#86-87), and adding the phrase “prilezhno s prechistoiu Materiiu za ves mir

molitesia” in Canon Ode 9 troparion 2-4 (#118).

The Svetilen “Gospod’ tia proslavi” (#119) follows the general trend, yet the prescription
“dvashch” is a new element not encountered previously. The ‘Now and ever’ verse follows the
pattern already seen at the troparia, by giving a choice to sing the Theotokion or the festal verse:

“Bog[orodichen] ili praz.”

The first four Praises stichera and the ‘Glory’ verse “Prepodobnii ottsi vsi” follow Chud.
75 (#121-125). This is followed by a short note “inyn bog.” and directly by “Na stick. stikhiry gl.
2, podoben Dom Efran,” mimicking the three stichera and their refrains, as well as the
‘Glory/Now and ever’ verse — all seen in Chud. 75 (#126-130). Although the earlier two V3a
services seen in this chapter also omit these additional stichera, not called for during the Cross
afterfeast, there is nothing unusual in this scribe’s placing them here, especially considering that
he might have been copying from a text similar to Uvar. 1037, which did contain them. The
peculiarity, however, is in the new clarification label “Na stikh.” which essentially admits that
these are the Matins Aposticha stichera, but previously were only seen as simple “iny stikh.” If
the scribe chose to treat these hymns as Aposticha, it is unclear why he did not consider the
conflict which their presence poses for the Vigil rank of this service. Moreover, there is no
obvious explanation as to why he did not substitute the Theotokion (#130) with the festal ‘Now

and ever’ verse, as he has done in other places of this service.

As has been shown, [aMZ 14927 does not have exact counterparts among the V2/V3
services. While it most closely resembles Uvar. 1037 (V2b), the possibility of direct copying
from the latter can be ruled out based on the differences in the Litya and the festal rubrics

addenda. The reverse inter-copying could not have taken place as well, since it would be
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irrational for the Uvar. 1037 scribe to deliberately omit the Cross-Elevation rubrics found in
[aMZ 14927, especially in light of the service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of September 20 in
Uvar. 1037 that includes them. A conclusion can be made therefore that these two services come
from the same protograph that contained the Litya, but not the Cross-Elevation rubrics, but
different editing approaches were undertaken: Uvar. 1037 eliminated the Litya stichera to
simplify the service, thus catering to the wider Russian audience outside of laroslavl’ or its
diocese, while laMZ 14927 retained the Litya, catering to the local faithful, while perfecting the

liturgical side by standardizing it with the Jerusalem Typicon.

Because at this time we know no immediate V3 analogs of this service, it may be
surmised that [aMZ 14927 derives from a V2 version, which means the Cross-Elevation rubrics
had to be added. The text reveals that the author/scribe achieved this with various levels of
success. Some festal propers are indeed added (‘Now and ever’ verses on “Lord I call,”
Aposticha, Svetilen), while others are prescribed as optional (‘Now and ever’ Troparion at
Matins and the concluding Svetilen verse), while yet others are not mentioned or ignored (Canon
Katavasia, festal Kontakion at the 3™ ode). Finally, some prescribed a ‘Now and ever’ verse,
contradicting Jerusalem Typicon directives by giving the non-festal texts (Sedalion 1, 2, and 3,
Polyeleos Sedalion, Praises). This variety of choices disposes us to surmise that the scribe (or the
author of the primary protograph redaction) was only partially aware of the requirements of the
Jerusalem Typicon regarding the Cross-Elevation rubrics.?®” The array of inconsistencies seen in
this service might also attest to the transitional period between the Studite and Jerusalem Ustavs

that was not yet finalized in the scribe’s (or author’s) diocese or monastery.

287 Similar sporadic patterns are observed in the service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor immediately following on f.24-28,
which prescribes the festal texts in some instances (kathisma sedalia, Canon, Svetilen, Praises), while omits their
mention in others (“Lord I call,” Aposticha, Troparion, Katavasia, Kontakion).
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GIM, Uvar. Ne59 (806)

While the previous services came from the supplementary Festal Menaia or the Trefologia to
mostly Russian saints, this Miscellany is a regular September Menaion (4°) that includes the main

services for that month. Dated to the sixteenth century,®

it is the only regular September Menaion
known to me of the V3a type that contains a service to the laroslavl’ princes. Following the daily
September 19 service to St. Trophimus, it is labeled “V toizh den' sviatykh novoiavlenykh

chiudotvorets', kniazia Feodora smolenskag i laroslavskag i syna ego Davyda i vruka ego

Konstantina” (£.244-263). This is only service that calls Konstantin Feodor’s grandson. 2%

This Vigil ranked service follows the basic patterns of V2, adding festal references. Below
is the list of traits that may distinguish this service from Chud.75 and Kaz. 4635, and attest that it
cannot be a direct copy of either one, while also comparing it to Uvar. 707, which seems to have

the closest resemblance to it:

Uvar. 59 (16 cent.) Kaz. 4635 (1480s) Chud.75 (late 1400s) Uvar. 707 (16" cent.)
«Beuep. bnaxen myx» - - +

LC “Yro BeI HapeueM” + + “ITpexBamHin”

LT: 4 stichera, GL, NE 7 stichera, GL, NE + +

- TROP: “fxo anoctonom” | — -

TROP: “Sxo 3853181 + + +

TROP: “Sxo whmmrens” + + +

- - - TROP: “MNxe ot toHOCTH
“Ha ytpenu Ha brs I's - “Ha YTtpenu bI' u “Ha ytp. Ha bro I's
Tponapu Tex’” MHIOMHUJICTBY Tpomnapu Texe”

SED-1: “3narsiu 3aps” + — (at 3" ode) — (at 3™ ode)

SED-POL: “TBepuocturo” | + — (at 3 ode) — (at 3™ ode)

SED-50: “IIpenonoOue — («IIpenomobHe oT4e, BO | — “IIpenomobHe 0TYE, TIIAC
otue @., TIIac eBriCKUid...” | BCIO 3eMIIIO...) €VaHTebCKBIN
CANON

3-1-3: “HanowuBme mymra” | — + +

KONT: “SBucs senie” — (at 6™ ode) — (at 6™ ode) — (at 6™ ode)

- KONT: “Ssucrecs cebr.” | — (at 6™ ode) — (at 6™ ode)

- IK: “Ha BbicoTh” — (at 6" ode) — (at 6" ode)

IK: “Csbie cBoe 3anue” | — (at 6" ode) — (at 6" ode) — (at 6" ode)

288 Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie, 11:128.
289 The Sofiiskaia II letopis’ identifies David as Feodor’s grandson and Konstantin as his son (PSRL, vol. 6, vyp. 2,
(2001), 162).
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SED: “Xureuckoe mope”
6-1-4 “I'maronoms...”

— (at 3" ode)

KONT: “SBucrecs”

— (at 3" ode)

IK: “Ha BrIcoTh”

PR: 4 stichera, GL, NE
AP: 3 stichera, GL, NE
“CnaBociL. Bell. U OTIyCT.”

— (as SED-1)
— (as SED-2)

Kurue

KONT: “SBucs seiie”
— (at 3" ode)

IK: “Cspsimie cBoe 38aH.”
— (at 3" ode)

+

SED: “3natemu 3apst”
SED: “TspaocTio p3yma”
+

+ “Brazom 3aK0HOM...”
KONT: “SBucs emie”

+

IK: “Csprmre cBoe 3BaH.”
+

4 stichera, GL

+

SED: “3nateiu 3aps”
SED: “TspaocTio p3yma”
+

+

KONT: “SIBucs Bemnie”
+

IK: “Csplme cBoe 3BaH.”
+

4 stichera, GL

+

+

“Ha nurypriu...”

The differences we have pointed out lead to the conclusion that Uvar. 59 could not have
been copied directly from any of these services: Kaz. 4635 does not contain the Matins Aposticha
and Canon troparia 3-1-3 and 6-1-4, while Chud. 75 contains an orthographical deviation in Canon
troparion 5-1-1, but has no Psalm 50 Sedalion present in Uvar. 59. A different podoben at “Lord I
call” in Uvar. 707 may be enough to rule out the possibility of mutual inter-copying with it as well.
Nevertheless, it could be surmised with some degree of certainty that Uvar. 59 and Uvar. 707 come

from the same protograph.

Special attention should be drawn to the fact the scribe of Uvar. 59, contrary to any V2 and
V3 services known to us, except Kaz. 4635, chose to place the Kontakion to Feodor after the third
Canon ode. While Kaz. 4635 inserts here the Kontakion to all three princes, Uvar. 59 transfers
here the one to Feodor alone. The fact that the Jerusalem Typicon places more importance on the
Ode 6 Kontakion and dedicates it to the greater of the two commemorations,>*° may tell us about

the scribe’s higher prioritizing of the memory of SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin and the

290 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 301. Among the numerous contemporary fifteenth or early-sixteenth
century Typica examples one may point to the services of September 4, where the Kontakion to St. Babylas prevails
over that of Prophet Moses (TSL 239, £.60), September 20, where SS. Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov Kontakion
takes precedence over that of Cross-Elevation afterfeast (TSL 46, £.229v.—230), or October 1, where the Protection
of the Virgin Kontakion takes precedence over that of Apostle Ananias (TSL 239, {.78v.—79).
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translation of their relics rather than rthose of Feodor alone, which may reflect local veneration

tendencies.

One oversight on the scribe’s/author’s part is that the Kontakion and Ikos he placed under
odes 3 and 6 do not match. Kontakion “na prestavlenie Feodoru” beginning with “lavisia velie...”
(#85) is incorrectly followed by the Ikos to all three princes “Svyshe svoe zvanie” (#87), which is
also attested by their contradicting ending phrases (“slava prepodobnym” and “velikoe
utverzhenie” respectively). The severed counterparts of both of these pairs are found after the sixth
Ode as the three princes Kontakion “lavistesia svetilnitsi” ending in “...pamiat’ vashu” (#86) is

13

paired with Feodor’s Ikos “Na vysote” ending in “...slava prepodobnym” (#88). The most
reasonable explanation of this is that the compiler/scribe of Uvar. 59 had access two sets of
kontakia/ikoi from different sources, but was not aware of the Byzantine matching tradition, and

hence arbitrarily intermixed them. A similar error was seen in Kaz. 4635, where these two pairs

mismatched in a reverse order (see Chapter 2).

Of all known V3 services, Uvar. 59 is the closest to [aMZ 14927 as they are the only two
services of this type to retain the additional Aposticha stichera at the end of Matins. The scribe of
the given manuscript does a significantly more diligent job of adding the Cross-Elevation
references: at “Lord I call,” Vespers/Matins troparia, Kathisma and Polyeleos sedalia, Canon Ode
3 sedalia. He only fails to change the ‘Now and ever’ verses to the festal ones at the Aposticha and
the Svetilen. Additionally, the scribe avoids using the Sedalion at the third Kathisma that was not
called for, and might have been a remnant of the March 5 Lenten service. At the same time, he
fails to delete the extra Aposticha hymns at the end of Matins — a remnant of the Six-Sticheron

service rank, which will be corrected in all following V3 texts.
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RGB, Or. (1.218, Otdela rukopisei) Ne209; [aMZ Ne15173; Menaion (Kiev, 1893 / Moscow,

1997/2017

The last two V3a services to SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin, despite belonging to the late
seventeenth century, are included here as the earliest variants closest to the modern-day Menaion
services (also V3a), demonstrating the gradual completion of liturgical editing. Among

themselves, they are for the most part identical and therefore can be discussed in the same section.

RGB, £.218, Otdela rukopisei (hereafter cited as Or.) Ne209, although labeled as Shornik
kanonov (4°) dated 1660-70s,2°! is essentially a collection of texts in honor of the laroslavl’
princes, preceded only by several canons to the Holy Trinity, St. Sergius, the Theotokos and St.
Nikon of Radonezh. The liturgical service under September 19 titled “Blagovernomu kniaziu
Feodory i chadom ego blagovernym kniazem Davydu i Konstiantinu smolenskim i iaroslavskim
chiudotvortsom” (f.39-63v.) is followed by Feodor’s vita (f.64-88), the vitae of David and
Constantine (£.88-91v.), a reading titled “Mesiatsa marta v 5 den’: Prenesenie chestnykh moshchei
blal. Vel. Kniazia Feodora i chad ego Davyda i Konstantina laroslavskikh chiud., slovo 3 (f.92-
98v.), an article on the saints’ miracles (£.99-140v.), and finally a “Pouchenie” (f.140v.-144),
which ends this book. The service resembles a separate pamphlet not sharing any folia with the
previous or the following texts, and written in unique calligraphy, that was most likely bound

separately into this anthology.

IaMZ 15173 is dedicated solely to all three princes and dates to late 1670s — early 1680s.2%>
The service — “Sluzhba blagovernomu velikomu kniaziu Feodoru i chadom ego blagovernym

kniazem Davydu i Konstantinu Smolenskim i Iarsoslavskim chiudotvortsem” (f.1-29) — is

21 Last update: Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 160.
22 Last update in Kloss, “Arkheograficheskii obzor,” 161.
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followed by the extended version of their “Zhitie” and a “Pokhval’noe slovo” (f. 32-186) of a
different format that concludes with an article “O perelozhenii moshchei” (f.186v.—188v.), carried
out in a different handwriting and mentioning the more recent event of the translation of the relics

into a new reliquary on June 22, 1704.

Both services follow the basic V2a pattern seen in Chud. 75 and are closest to Chud. 79,
although they add the Cross-Elevation rubrics and slightly edit a number of texts. The “Lord I call”
texts (#1-10), the Parimia (#12) and Aposticha (#19-23) are the same, with few minor
differences.?”® The Litya hymns (#13-18) are also identical, apart from the first Sticheron that was
altered (#13).2% Both troparia are present (#24-25). The first Kathisma Sedalion (located at Canon
Ode 3 in Chud. 75, #55) has a textual a variation,?> while the second Kathisma and Polyeleos
sedalia undergo no changes (located at Canon Ode 3 in Chud. 75, #56-57). The Praises (#121-125)
are identical, although both services merge into one hymn the previously separated stichera
“Chiuv’stva vsia nastavle” (#122) and “Vyshniago moshchiiu” (#123). As for the canons, while
[aMZ 15173 contains both, Or. 209 lists only the first one, although in both cases the sedalia are

placed after the Canon’s third ode, and the kontakia and their ikoi — after Ode 6.

The major differences (in cursive) may be rendered as follows:

Or. 209 (1660-70s) [aMZ 15173 (1670-80s) Chud. 75 (late 1400s) Chud. 79 (mid-1500s)
Beuep. biaxen Myx - - +

LC: moxa. Yro BBl Hapeuem | + + -

LC-3: (var.2) bracooamiio | (var.2) (var.1) I'pbxoBHBIH (var.1) I'pbxoBHbIH
Bcecsamazo [{yxa... MpAaKhb. .. MpaKb...

LC-7: ...Bame TBOpsIIE ...BaIle TBOpAILE ...Ballle TBOpSIIE ...BaIle TBOpAILE
yCIIeHHE. npa3oHecmeo. yCICHHE. yCTIeHHE.

LC-NE: I uum boe. W uub npazonuxy Iapro HeObcHbin. .. Bro: [lapro HeObcHbin

293 Sticheron 3 in both services adds “Blagodatiiu Vsesviatago Dukha” to the typical “Grekhovnyi mrak...”;
Sticheron 7 in [aMZ 15173 has “...vashe tvoriashche prazdnestvo™ in place of ““...vashe tvoriashche uspenie”
everywhere else.

294 “Postnicheskomu zhitiiu porevnoval esi, prepodobne otche...” vs. “Postnicheskuiu nagotu vspleskal esi na zemli,
prepodobne otche Feodore...” in V2a.

2% 1t begins in both services as “Trisiiatelnago sveta zariu...” instead of “Zlatyia zaria...” typical to V2.
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PAR: mention w/o texts
LT-1: Ilocmuuyeckomy
Jrcumiro nopeenosan (var2)
LT-NE: I nuro boe.
AP-NE: I aut Bor.
TROP-GNE: i uure boe.
GIL: tpomaps npas osaic,
ClTaBa CTOMY, U HHIB NpA3.
KATH-1: Tpuciamenvuazo
cgroma 3apio... (var2)
KATH-1 GNE: npas.
KATH-2: Tsepnocrito...
KATH-2 GNE: npas.
KATH-3: -

KATH-3 GNE: —
SED-POL: Xureuckoe. ..
SED-POL GNE: npas.
PROK: Yecmma...

GOS: Mt-44 (43)

PS-50: TIpen. oTip! cTAH
@/1/K, noyuusiecs...

CANON: npas. Ha 6 u
cThIM, rnac 8 (1% canon)
3-1-1: Henpecmannuis
Mmonumewl (var2)

— (was on KATH-1)

— (was on KATH-2)
SED-3 GNE: npas.
KONT: Asucmecs... (var2)
IK: CppImre 3BaHmHe. ..

SVET: TI'ocrioap T41...
SVET GNE: npas.
PR 2 and 3 merged
PR: NE npas.

LIT directives (incl. npas.)

PAR: written out

(var2)

Bocnonre monie. ..

Wnnt npas. Hpiuoume...
CnaBa u HuIs, mpon. npas.
+

(var2)

+ o+ +

+

+

+ YecmmHa...

+ Mt-43 (corrected)
+

npa3. Ha 6 ¥ CTBIM Ha §
(both canons)
Kamasacis np3: Kpcm...

(var2)

— (was on KATH-1)
— (was on KATH-2)
+

(var2)

8.2.2b: Co 6esnnommuvimu...

9-2-1: Yausucs Bo BchM. ..

9-2-2: Jla BXOAT BB Xpam

9-2-4: [Ipecmas J{eo bye...

(var2)

Akooice connye...

+

PR 2 and 3 merged
PR: NE npas.

+ (incl. npas.)

PAR: written out

[TocTHHMYECKyIO HAroTYy. ..

(varl)
Bocmoure mogie. ..
bane Trwl ecu 5103a

— (at 3" ode) 3natem
3apsi... (varl)

— (at 3 ode)

— (at 3" ode)

— Boszsecenuresl...
—Mt-11

—(as PR GL)

Kanowns, riic 8; uH kaHOH
ric 4

HewuspedyeHHBIS TalHBL...
(varl)

SED-3: 3naThiu 3aps...
SED-3: TeepmocrTito...

(varl)

+

7-1-4: IInotu Bama...
7-2-4: CBepIIUB TeueHUE
8-1-1 K bory...

8-1-2: JIro00BEIO. ..
9-1-2: Ha 3emMJi11 ’KUB®b...
9-1-4: CpkpyIlIeHbIM
CepEMb...

VY nusucs Bo BchM. ..

Jla BxoasT HbIHb...
AHrenm, apxaHrenu. ..
(varl)

T'ocrions T4...

PR 2 and 3 separate

PR: NE “Panyucs...”
AP: 3 stichera, GL

PAR: written out
IlocTHHYECKYIO HArOTY...
(varl)

Bocnonre monie. ..
Boropomune /ItBo

+ 3mateu 3ap4... (varl)

Monursenuny T4...

+

Panyucs nxe ot aHrria...
IIpemynpoctu HacTaBH...
Sko nbBy B keHax...

XBHU BBCICIOBAIIH €CTE. ..
ITon xpoBs TBOM. ..

+ Yecmmua...

—Mt-11

—(as PR GL)

Kanowns, riic 8; na kaHOH
ric 4

HewuspeucHHbIsl TaiiHBL...
(varl)

SED-3: 3naTeiu 3aps...
SED-3: TepmocTiro...

IInotu Bamia...

CBepLIMBD TeUEHHE

K Bory...

JI1000BEIO. ..

Ha 3eMnu KuBb...
HckymeHoMb cepaiems. ..

VY nuBucs Bo BChM. ..
9.2.2: Jla BXOAAT Bb Xpam
AHrenm, apxaHreiu. ..
(varl)

T'octions T4...

PR 2 and 3 separate

PR: NE “Panywucs...”
AP: 3 stichera, GL

Juxtaposing Or. 209 and IaMZ 15173 against Chud. 75 and Chud. 79 reveals the following

about them: a) they eliminate several Canon troparia (7-1-4, 8-1-1, 8-1-2, 9-1-2, 9-1-4) and the
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Matins Aposticha, while altering certain hymns (“Lord I call” Sticheron 3, Litya Sticheron 1,
Kathisma 1 Sedalion, Canon Ode 3 troparion 1-1, Kontakion, and Praises stichera 2 and 3). Or.
209 completely omits the second Canon to all three princes. The direct contradictions in

Prokimenon and Gospel pericope in the first two services make the scenario of direct copying from

Chud. 75 or Chud. 79 unlikely.

A comparison of Or. 209 and [aMZ 15173 shows that the latter does better in following
the Jerusalem Ustav’s Cross-Elevation rubrics. While both services correctly prescribe the festal
‘Glory, Now’ verses/troparia at the Litya, ‘God is the Lord’, Kathisma 1 and 2 sedalia, Polyeleos
Sedalion, Canon Ode 3 Sedalion, Svetilen and Praises, and prescribe the festal Canon, the latter
manuscript (IaMZ) rightfully adds the festal “Lord I call,” Aposticha and Katavasia to that list.?*®
It also makes one important correction of indicating Matthew’s Gospel pericope as 43 (vs. 44 in
Or. 209), and includes the Parimia texts, which were only named in Or. 209 without a reference to
their location. These features certainly make [aMZ 15175 — written approximately a decade later
— a perfected and more complete version of Or. 209, yet this possibility is highly unlikely, since

the latter did not contain the second Canon to the larosavl’ saints.

More thorough analysis shows that the scribe of IaMZ 15173 used numerous textual
alterations (‘Lord I call Sticheron 7, both troparia, Canon Ode 9 troparion 2-4), and added one
completely new Canon troparion (2-2b at Ode 8) and Svetilen. Comparing them to the older V2

variants may yield some understanding of the editor’s intentions:

Chud. 75 (late 1400s) [aMZ 15173 (1670-80s)

“Lord I call” Sticheron 3:

I'pbxoBHBI MPaKb OT CEPCIb HANKUX OTTHABD... | Brazodamiio ececmazo 0xa, TpbXOBHBIN MPaKb
OT CPAIlh HAIIKMX OTTHABG...

2% 1t should be noted, however, that the Cross-Elevation Kontakion is not included or mentioned at the Canon Ode
3, where it normally belongs.
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“Lord I call” Sticheron 7:
...TIOMUHAUTE BOU[CTH|HY OJaKaliXb Bac Ha
3eMJIH, TPECBATOE BaIlle TBOPSIIE YCIICHUE.

Litya Sticheron 1:

[TocTHUYBCKYHO HArOTy BHCIUIECKATh €CH Ha
3emty, npenogooHe otue deogope, U CTPACTHBIA
piory B OBICTPUHAX CJIE3h TBOUX BCS
MIPUTYTIHI €CH, JINCTBUIA 00’KECTBEHAS U
yectHad, Ha HeObca Bo3Bomamus, BchbM ckaszacs
OoronpHATHO XUTHE TBOE. biarodectss 60
10161 B ce0hb 1moka3asb, CHIIHO OTraHss
HEMOXEHUS CTPAcTer O BEPHO BOIHUIONIUX TH:
pamyucsi, BcToKa 38b3/1a 3;maTto3apHas,
HMHOYECTBYIOLIUH CBBTUIIHNYE; pamgyucs,
MIPUCHOMIAMSTHE, HYCMbIHU 00OpOe
coecnumrsHtue, LlepbkBU HEMO3bIOIEMOE
YTBEPIKCHHE; PaLyHCsl, 3a0JIyKIITHM BETHKU
BOJKIIIO; PalyHCs, Hallle TIOXBAJIO U BCeenbu
panoBanue cebTi0.

Troparion to Feodor:

Sxo wbnuTens npeuspsaHa U KazaTens
OJIaronpusTHA. .. IPENnoj00He, MOJIUCS O AyIIax
HaIINX.

Troparion to the princes:

SIko 3Bk3a61 MHOTOCBBTITELL... MonmuTe XpucTta
bora rpbxoBb ocTaBieHue JapoBaTH qylIaMb
HAIITUM, MUDPD U BEJILIO MHUJIOCTb.

Kathisma 1 Sedalion:

3naThiv 3aps Bb AYII CTSKaBb, OTYC
npenogoone deogope... paspapbmu Hel oT rpbx
U OT 30JIb OCIINCIICHBIXh MOJIMTBAMH TBOUMH,
npebiaxxeHe oTye.

Canon Ode 3 troparion 1-1:

HewuspedeHbis TaMHBI IPUCHO BO3HOCH, OJIaXKeHe
®deonope u JlaBune u KoctsHTHHE 32 BeCh MUPB,
cesime, yuumenu oaadxceHu TpecBbTIIO0 3apero
npocBhTHTE, NPoUde TKO MOHBS 8Cl0 BCEIICHYIO.

Kontakion to the princes:

SIBucrecsa cebrminunm BcecBbmimm. .. Monute
Xpucta bora rpbxoB® ocTaBeieHNEe TOIATH
BEpoI0 1 JIF000BBIO YTYIIMM IAMSITh Balllio.

...IIOMHAHANTE 110006110 OIaXKaINXb BaCh HA
3€MJIH, U CTOE BaIlle TBOPSIIUXb npaadnecmeo.” 7

Tocmuuubckomy dHcumiro nopesHo8as ecu
npradHe ode Oemaope, U CTPACTHBIS IPUIOTH Bb
OBICTPHHAX CJIe3b TBOMXD NOMONULH ECH, U
OnromnpisiTHOE *kHTie TBOE, IbCcTBHLA OXecTBEeHa
W UCTHA BO3BOAAIIA HA HOCAa BChMB mOKazacs..
BarouecTisa 0o mioasl B cedb mokazass, cinorw
0xa cmaeo OTTOHS HEMOXKEHIs CTpacTei OT
BbpHO moromux TH: pagyics BcToka 385310
cersmo3apHasi, padyticsi THOYECTBYIOIIBIMb
CBBTHITHIYE IPUCHOTIAMSTHBIN; pamyics IPKBU
006poe ocnumroHie N HETO3bIOIEMOE
yTBEpIKIEHie; paayucs, 3201y K IbIIUMb BEJUKil
BOXY; paayics, HaIlIa IOXBAJIO M BCEICHHbBIH
panoBaHnie cBbTIIOE.

Sko whauTens npeuspsaaeHdb U Ka3aleTiib
OJITOMPISITeHb... NpIAOHE Gewdope, Moau Xpcma
6ea cnacmucs OWAMb HaUUMb. >

Slko 3Bk3ae1 MHOTOCBBTIELL... MonuTe Xpcera 6ra
cnacmucs AMSAMb HAITBIMB. *°°

Tpucismennazo cérsma 3apro Bb AYIIH CTHKAB
oTye npenojgodHe Oewaope. .. u36a61muy Hbl OT
0150 U 301 0€34UCIICHBIXb, MOJIMTBAMU
TBOMMH, MTPeOIaKeHHE OTUE.

HenpecTraHHbIs MOJIMTBBI TIPHUCHO MPUHOCSIIIE K
Bry, bnaxene Oewaope u ABlie C KOCTAHTHHOMb
3a BECh Mipb, U TpUCBBTII00 3apeto
POCBhTHCTE, SIKO MOJHIS BCEICHHYIO.

SIBucrecs cebrmmHUIEI BcecBbTiN... Ceco padu
8CU BrBLPOIO U N10006i10 O1a200apHE BONieMb

297 This change does not appear in Or. 2009.
2% This change does not appear in Or. 209.
299 This change does not appear in Or. 209.
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Canon Ode 8 troparion 2-3:

Uromecsl, CBITE, TBOUMU JYIIEBHBIS MU 00TB3HI
ucibnu TBOMMHU MOIUTBaMH, cBsiTe [laBue ¢
KOCTSHBTHHOM CIaBHBIM, POCSIIE OTIIYCTa OT
OelleciIeHbIX TH 30J1b, C 0ECIUIOTHBIMH TH
cwiiamMu XpuctoBu npeacrounin. C HUMIDKE
MOCIITN HEeTIPeCTaHHO: J1bTH, OJIaroCcIoBUTE.

Canon Ode 9 troparion 2-4:

AHTeI1, apXaHrelid, IPOPOLIM U allOCTONH, U
BECh JIUKD IIPEMOJTOOHBIX OTEIb U CBSIICHBIX
MYYCHHUKB, TpedakeHsiM Deoqopom K XpUcTy
NPUIBICHO MOTTUTECS, 1a U30aBUT HbI OT BChx
0bn, Erosxe Bcu BennyaeM.

Praises Sticheron 2:

YroBbCTBA BCS HACTABJIE HAKA3aBbh 3aKOHHOM,
npemyzape, 00KeCTBEHAro pa3ymMa UCTOYHHKD
OBIBB, CIIaBHE, U OT CJIaBBI BO cliaBy npeuje Jlyxa
CasTaro cujoro; yrojgeca 60 guBHa abs,
npenoaooHe otue Meosrope, U OT CUITBI B CHITY
IbsSHUS CllaBy MPUKM, allOCTOJIOM PaBEHb OBIBb.

Praises Sticheron 3:

BBIMIHATO MOIIBIO U IMUTOMb UCTUHBIMB
OTPAKECH... U YE0BIbUbCKbISA YMbl IPOCBhIaeH
YI0/IeChl MHOTHUMH, YOUBJISS BCSL OTosIHI MBEOUX
noodsgucu, Geogope npediaskeHe.

8aMb, padyiimecs pady Haulemy 6eluKoe
ymeepoicoenie.

Co 0e3MIOTHBIMU CHIJIAMH TTPETIOIO0HIH OITBI
XPCTBHU IPEJACTOUTE MOJIMTBAMH BaIllIUMH CTIH,
JUIEBHBIS Harra 0oxk3au ucirhasure u oT
0e3CUNCIIEHHBIXD 301h H30aBUTE HACH
BomirouIbXbk: I'caa nmocmbsaiite pbia u
MIPEBO3HOCUTE €ro BO BLKH.

Ilpecmas J{eo boye Mpie, co arTiibl B apXarribl
U CO 8CToMU HOCHBLIMU CULAMU W CO TIPPOKH H
aTICIIBI, ¥ Cb JIUKW MPOTHBIXE OIlb, M CIICHHBIXb
MYHHUKB U CO OJDKEHHBIMB ©e®I0pOMD MOJHCS
CHY TBOEMY XPCTy 62y Hautemy, 1a N30aBUTH HbI
ot Bchxb 0bab, mebe senuuarowpis.

Praises Sticheron 2 (+3):

YroBCTBa BCA M/I0MU OCTABIIb... alIOCTOJIOM
paBeHB OBLITH €CH, BHIIIHSTO TIOMOIIIII0 1
IIUTOMD UCTUHHBIMB OTPAXKICH. .. M YIKU SICHO
Hayuu, ipocBbas droaecsl MHOTUMU. Oemaope
O1a)xeHHe, MOJIU CIIaCHUCs HaMb.

The following patterns may be derived from these correlations:

a) Several alterations improve the grammar and eliminate incomprehensible phrases

(Litya Sticheron 1, Kathisma 1 Sedalion, Canon Ode 3 troparion 1-1, Canon Ode 8

troparion 2-3, Praises Sticheron 2).

b) Some hymns edit out the monastic topoi present in the previous versions and the

original venerable father(s)’ or hierarch(s)’ texts that lie at the foundation of the holy

princes’ service (Litya Sticheron 1, Canon Ode 3 troparion 1-1, Praises Sticheron 3).
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c) A few corrections seem to be geared toward improving the theological concepts in the
hymns (“Lord I call” Sticheron 3, Litya Sticheron 1, Canon Ode 9 troparion 2-4).

d) Other modifications pursue liturgical and tonal purposes of matching (both troparia
and Kontakion, the new ending of which perfectly matches the Ikos that remained
unmatched in manuscripts since Kaz. 4635).

Replacing “prazdnestvo” with previously customary “uspenie” in “Lord I call” Sticheron
7 may have been used to avoid the calendar discrepancy of Feodor’s repose on September 19 and
the three princes’ relics Translatio on March 5. Noteworthy also is the fact that both Or. 209 and
[aMZ 15173 reverse the order of troparia seen in all V2 and V3 texts, and place Feodor’s Troparion
“Na prestavlenie sviatago: lako tselitel” preizriaden...” (#25) before the three princes’ Troparion

“Na prenesenie moshchei sviatago: lako zvezdy mnogosvetlyia...” (#24).

The only new hymn in [aMZ 15173 not seen in any earlier V2 or V3 texts, is the Svetilen
“Jakozhe solntse...,” for which we were unable to find exact parallels.>®® Curiously, the scribe did
not write this Svetilen to reflect the memory of all three princes, to whom both canons are

dedicated:

Chud. 75 Svetilen: [aMZ 15173 “Cpbrunens cTeiMp”:
Tlocnionk T mpocnauu B uroneckx, BceOnaxene | [Akoxke ciHIle OJUCTAst 3apI0 UCTTYIIIACTITH
deomope, KUBa IIpecTaBlIeniacs N30aBUI €CH OT | YIOAECh, MpocBhimast BChbx® cpama, mwke TBOO

oecmeptus, siko CBoero yrognuka. Cero paau CJIaBHYIO TIAMSITh TPOPSIIBIMB BBpHO, TpeOIDKEHHE
YIOJIEC TBOUX MAMSITH BHCXBAJIIEM. Ocwaope, u cacaemm ot 0bab 1 Oymymaro
rabBa.

300 More recent anthologies include two similar hymns that might be interconnected: 1) The modern General service
to venerable fathers (Praises Sticheron 1: “CeetJieiirie mpoCHsIBIIY, SKOXKE COIHIIE, IPETIOT00HUH,
BCENpPa3(HCTBEHHAs [aMsITh Ballla, JIydaMHy OOJIMCTaBaeT BAIUX JO0OPOJCTENbHBIX ASSHUN, OJIAXKEHHUH, 03aPSIOLIN
BEPHBIX YyBCTBA CBETOM UYEC BAIINX; CHIO YOO Mpa3IHYyIOIIE PaJOCTHO BaC BOCXBASIEM, H BEpHO yOJaxaem
BCENpa3IHCTBEHHYIO NaMsTh Bamry.”); and 2) The July 5 service of St. Sergius’s relics’ Translatio (Praises Sticheron
1: “SIxo 3Be3/ma MHOTOCBETIIash XPHUCTa COJTHITA HE3aX0AUMAro, 3apsiMi TBOUX JTIOOpOIETENeH BceX MPOCBEIACIIIH,
OJMCcTaHWeM 4YyIec BCS KOHIIBI 0o3apsien, 6orodmaxkeHHe U 6oromyape orde Ceprue, BEporo YTYIIUX CBITYIO
MaMsTh TBOKO, U YECTHOE 0OpETEHHE MOIICH TBOUX B MECHEX CBETIIO MOYUTAIONIUX.”).
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[aMZ 15173 is so far the earliest known service practically identical to the modern version

in its content, order, and textual versions. Here is how it compares to the Kiev 1893 Menaion

service widely used by the Russian Church today:

IaMZ 15173 (1670-80s) V3a

“B Beueps braxen myx”

LC: “Uro BBI Hapeuem”™

LC-3: “bnaronarito BeecBsraro [yxa...”
“...BaIe TBOPAILE npazoHecmso.”’
W vuk npasaHuky

Written out entirely

LT: 4+GL+NE

LT-NE: Inub Bocnowure...

AP-3: “JIkcTBULIa HEbOMMBPHAA...”
Wnnt npas. [piungure...

TR: “SIko 3Bb3a61” (var2 to the princes)

TR: SIxo uwbmutens... (var2 to Feodor)

CnaBa u Heb, Tpom. mpas.

GIL: feast twice, GL — saint, NE — feast.
KATH-1: Tpucisrennaro cebra 3apro... (var2)
KATH-2: TBepaocTito pazyma...

SED-POL: Xureuckoe. ..

PROK: YecTha...

Mt-43

SED-50: IIpeneooOHIHM OTLBL... TIOYYHBIIECH. .
CANON: npa3. Ha 6 1 cThIM Ha § (2 canons)
Karagacis npa3gHuKy

3.1.1: HenpecTanublsi MOIUTBBI (var2)

SED-3: Xurinckoe. ..

— CAN-4.1.(2) “IIyxoeuviu apean...”
CAN-6.1.1 “Bbpoto u awobosirw...”

CAN-6 KONT: “SBucs nuecs...” (Feodor)

CAN-6 IK: “Ha BeIicoT)...” (Feodor)

CAN-6 KONT: “sBucrecs...” (var 1 to the princes)
CAN-6 IK: “Cssime 3Banie...” (var 1 to the princes)
— CAN-7.1.(4): “llnomu éawa...”

— CAN-7.2.(4): “Csepuuev meyetnie...”

— CAN-8.1.(1): “K» Bbozy npunroicho...”

— CAN-8.1.(2): “ JIroboswvio u erpoio...”"

8.2.3: “Co 6e3mmoTHBIMH cuiiamu...” (var 1)

— CAN-9.1.(2): “Ha 3emau stcuss...”

— CAN-9.1.(4): “Ce, omsepzecs éamv...”

9.2.2: Jla BXOZST Bb XpaM...

9.2.4: TIpecras /IBo bre... (var2)

SV: “sdxoxe conHue...”

PR: 3 + GL + NE mpas3.

PR-1: “TIIpenono0ne otye...”

Menaion (Kiev, 1893 / Moscow, 1997/2017) V3a
+

+

LC-3: “Bbnaronatito BeecBsitaro [lyxa...”
“...BaIlle TBOPSIIE yCTIeHHe.”

+

+

+

LT-NE: 1 uenb npaszan.

“JIcTBUIa HEOOBOCXOAHAS...”

+

TR: “Otb roHOCTH Bates” (to the princes)

t++++F+++F+ 0+

+
CAN-6.1.4: “I'marojioMb ¥ 3aKOHHOM HCITOJIHUTEIH

+ (var 2)
+ (var 2)

+ (var 2)

+

PR: 3 + GL + NE mpas.

PR-1&2: “IlpenonoGHe oT4e...” 06acov
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PR-2&3: “YysctBa Best...” & “Bpimnsro...” combined PR-3: “UyscTBa Bes...”
PR-4: “Bes urymipis...” +

PR-GL: “IIpingute BCH...” +

PR-NE: “mpa3. Eroxe npesne...” +

— Dismissal directives -

LIT: PROK “Yectna,” EP 213, GOS Mt.10, COM “B +

naMsTh”

Most of the divergences here lay in the slight textual corrections, while the Troparion “lako

b

tselitelia,” Kontakion “lavisia dnes’,” and lkos “Svyshe zvanie” — all to Feodor alone — are
abandoned. The only texts present in the 1893 version and not seen in [aMZ 15173 are the newer

Troparion “Ot iunosti vasheia...” to all three princes and the Canon troparion 6-1-1 “Veroiu i

liuboviiu...”

% %k ok ok sk

This section will deal with four sixteenth-century Polyeleos ranked services to SS. Feodor,

Davyd, and Konstantin (V3b type).

RGB £.304 (TSL), Ne466

The earliest known V3b service is found in the September Menaion TSL 466 (4°),%°! and was

written in Moscow in June 1505, as claimed on folio 354.3°2 Even though the patron or the

301 This service was previously described in Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 144—46, who among other
general observations noted that TSL 466 is approximately 25% shorter than TSL 643 and retains only the Kontakion
to St. Feodor, omitting the one to the three princes. The scholar also proposes that the changes made by
Medovartsov, a Moscow editor, “reflect local religious concerns and observance” and were partially motivated by a
“desire to streamline the unwidely Jaroslavl’ office.”

302 F.354 reads: “Munoctrero boxuero <...> HalucaHa cua KHMra MyHea B IpeMMEHUTOM U CIaBHEM I'pajie
MockBe, B MOHACTBIPH CB. ¥ BeIHKaro 4ro0Teopua Hukosasl CTaporo, 3aMbIIUICHUEM H PYKOK MHOTOTPEITHATO
Muxauna Makosist ceiHa MegoBapiioBa HoBorpaana, B iero 7013 (1505) urons 24.” The the princes service (£.355-
366v.) is located after this dating inscription, and its bulk is attributed to one of the scribes from the same
scriptorium, with only the title and the side additions (on ff.357v.—359 and 365) made by Medovartsev himself (N.
V. Sinitsyna, “Knizhnyi master Mikhail Medovartsev,” Drevnerusskaia letopisnaia kniga (1972): 299. Kloss
likewise attributes the folia containing the service to the princes to Medovartsov or one of his associates, and

approximates its dating to 1505—-1520 (Lenhoff, Early Russian Hagiography, 415).
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recipient church are not indicated, its provenance from St. Nicholas “the Old” Monastery in
Moscow under the metropolitan jurisdiction may tell us about the capital’s reception and

veneration of the Iaroslavl’ princes.

The title for the regular September 19 service to St. Trophimus and Great Martyr
Eustathius (f.208) does include the reference to the laroslavl’ princes’ service (“Sluzhba ikh
pisana ot dski nazadu3%®), which was clearly added later in vermillion (kinovar’) with a different

handwriting, using the vacant top and bottom spaces.>%*

3.39%5 Most of the festal rubrics are

This service follows the basic patterns of V2 and V
present, except for the absence of the festal stichera on “Lord I call” (present in [aMZ 14898 and
[aMZ 15173) and the Cross-Elevation Kontakion at either Ode 3 (present only in Uvar.710 — see

below), as well as of the Praises ‘Now and ever’ verse retaining the older “Raduisia i veselisia”

(#130) in place of the festal one (seen in [aMZ 14898, laMZ 15173 and Or. 218).

Unlike the above-mentioned V3a services, TSL 466 does not introduce any new hymns or
liturgical elements. At the same time, it does not follow verbatim any V2 services discussed in
Chapter 2, including Kaz. 4635°% and Chud. 75.3°7 The simultaneous presence of the Polyeleos

Sedalion and Psalm 50 Sticheron (which were added in chunks on the top and bottom margins on

303 «QOt dski nazadu” refers to the rear board/book cover, next to which the sought service is located.

304 Service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov (f.219, September 20, Polyeleos) and St. Sergius (f.270,
September 25, Vigil) — follow immediately after the services to the ordinary calendar saints for each respective date.
395 The hymns in TSL 466 are as follows: “Lord I call” — 8 stichera with the ‘Glory’ and ‘Now and ever’ verses; 3
Parimia; 4 Aposticha with their ‘Glory’ and ‘Now and ever’ verses; no kathisma sedalia; Polyeleos Sedalion (added
on the top/bottom indents); Prokimenon “Vzveselitsia”; Gospel Mt. 11; Psalm 50 Sticheron (added on the
top/bottom indents); two canons; 4 Praises stichera with their ‘Glory’ and ‘Now and ever’ verses; no additional
Matins Aposticha; Prolog readings.

306 F o discrepancies in wording in “Lord I call” stichera 2, 6, 8, Polyeleos Sedalion, Psalm 50 Sticheron, Canon
troparia 4-2-4, 9-2-4, as well as the presence of Troparion “Tako tselitelia,” Canon troparion 3-1-3, and Canon Ode 3
sedalia.

307 E.g. discrepancies in the Podoben of “Lord I call,” Canon troparion 9-2-4 wording, the presence of Polyeleos
Sedalion, Psalm 50 Sticheron, and Canon troparion 9-2-2.
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£.357v.-359), as well as multiple troparia omissions in both canons (as compared to Chud. 75)

approximate TSL 466 to the earliest V3a services, although no direct sources can be identified:

a) laMZ 14898 (fifteenth century), though containing several common rare features,*%
lacks the Aposticha verses to the holy princes and a Troparion to Feodor;

b) TSL 617 (late 1400s — early 1500s), while containing Feodor’s Troparion, lists different
Polyeleos Sedalion and Psalm 50 Sticheron, and completely omits the second Canon;

¢) IaMZ 14927 (first half of sixteenth century), despite matching in other aspects,>%” lacks
the Troparion to Feodor, Canon Ode 8 troparion 1-5 and Canon Ode 9 troparion 1-5,
while listing different Polyeleos Sedalion, Prokimenon, Psalm 50 Sticheron and Ikos
ending.

Uvar. 59 (V3a, sixteenth century) is the closest variant to TSL 466, and may have come

from the common protograph, as it contains all the texts present therein, despite the differences in

their placement in the service®'’ and multiple deletions in TSL 466°!! as shown below:

Uvar. 59 (V3a) TSL 466 (V3b)
Title: “...n 6uyxa er Konctsaarina.” “...n Koncranniny.”
LC (mox. “Yto BEI Hapeuem™): 4 (the princes) + 4 (the | +
princes)
+ GL + NE (feast) — (removed due to Polyeleos rank)
Litya stichera + (NE = feast)
AP: 4+GL+NE (“boropoauue, Trl eciu n03a”) -
TROP: “SIko 38b315L...” (the princes) +
TROP: “fxo wbmurens...” (Feodor) -
KATH-SED 1,2: “3nareiu 3apsi... ciBa HHBIH mpa3.” — (moved to CAN-3; instead: “utiuckoe mope...")
SED-POL: “TBepnocturio...” +
PROK: “BsBecenures...” +
GOSP: Mt.11 “IIperono6Hin oty csaTin @ u /[ ¢ K, noyuusiecs...”
SED-50: “TIpennomo6ue otue deoxope, riac...”
CANON: — (moved to CAN-6)

308 E.g. identical Polyeleos Sedalion, Prokimenon, and the concluding Ikos phrase.

309 The Podoben for “Lord I call,” with the same reference date for Parimia, and Canon troparion 7-1-4 are absent
from both.

310 These texts are: Polyeleos Sedalion, Psalm 50 Sticheron, Canon Ode 3 Kontakion, Ode 3 Sedalion, Praises
‘Glory’ verse.

311 The deletions are: Troparion and Ikos to all three princes, kathisma sedalia, multiple Canon troparia, Matins
Aposticha.
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CAN-3 KONT: “SBucs Benie” (Feodor) -
CAN-3 IK: “Csplue cBoe 3Banue...” (the princes) CAN-3 SED: “3nartsl 3aps...”

— (was at KATH SED-1) CAN-3 SED: “TBbpnocrito pasyma...”
— (was at SED-POL) — (was at SED-POL)

CAN-3 SED: “XKureuckoe mope...” -

4.1.2 “/lyxoBHBIU apraH...” — (CAN-5.1.1 and 5.1.2 separated)

5.1.1 and 5.1.2 paired
5.1.4 “He3mo0OWBH ¥ KPOTIIHI...” -

6.1.1 “Bbporo u mobosiro...” “Moutst mpurkxHO...”

6.2.1 “I'maronmu npwrbxHo...” -

6.2.4 “Bcebnaxene deonope...” CAN-6 KONT: “fBucs Benie” (Feodor)
— (was at CAN-3) -

CAN-6 KONT: “fIBucrecs... ” (the princes) +

CAN-6 IK: “Ha Boicotk...” (Feodor) -
7.1.4: “IlnoTu Bama...” —
7.2.4: “CBepmuBb TeUCHHE...” -
8.1.1: “K» bry...” -
8.1.2: “JIro6oBrI10...” -
9.1.2: “Ha 3eMiu XuBb...” -

9.1.4: “Ckpymiesim. ..” +

PR: 4+GL+NE — (was at SED-POL); instead: “Ilpungbre BCu...”
PR-GL: “IIpenooOHiu oTIH BCH...” -

MAT-AP: 3+GL+NE + (was at PR-GL)

MAT-AP-GL: “Ilpungbre Beu...” +

PR(AP)-NE: “Panyucs u Becenucs...” -
Ending: “CnaBocnoBue Benukoe. M ornycr:+”

If these two services indeed had a common prototype, this comparison suggests that TSL
466 may in fact be its reworked and simplified version. The deletion of multiple Canon troparia
by the scribe of TSL 466 may be explained by his desire to adhere to the common count of three
troparia and one concluding Theotokion per each Ode of the Canon — the number observed in both
canons invariably. The particular reasons for omitting certain troparia and not the others, though

unlikely arbitrary, can only be surmised based on the observed tendencies:

CAN troparion deleted from TSL 466 Topoi pertaining to hierarchs or monastics:
(numbered according to Chud.75):

4-1-2 (#59) BECh MHUPH CIIAJOCTHO HAydaeM IPaBBIM YICHUEM

6-1-1 (#75) BOCiaBb Ha 3eMJTH KO COJTHIIE, MTITy HIOJICKYIO BCIO
norpeodseM.

7-1-4 (#92) BO3/IepKaHueM Besib oxkucTe U Bo 64bHin

7-2-4 (#97) CoBepIuBh TeUeHIe OOTOHOCHBIX OTEIh THECH

8-1-1 (#99) MOJIBUTH TBOSI U TPYZBI U CIIE3BI TBOS

9-1-2 (#110) Ha 3eMiu %UBbB SIKO aHTEIb, C IUIOTIiIO KO OCCIUIOTEHB

9-1-4 (#112) cokpymucte 6bcoM Ko3HH
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The most evident reasons for omitting the above Canon troparia is the avoidance of the
topoi generally associated with the holy hierarchs (4-1-2, 6-1-1, 7-2-4) and venerable monastics
(7-1-4, 8-1-1, 9-1-2, 9-1-4). Although it can be argued that these topoi do occur in hymns to SS.
Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin elsewhere, the findings in Chapters 1 and 2 above have to be taken
into consideration — that the bulk of V1 and V2/V3 services originated from the generic services
to venerable father(s) or include hymns borrowed from such saints as Leontii of Rostov,
Metropolitan Peter (both hierarchs), and Sergius (a monastic), which certainly contained the
metaphors and similes pertaining to those two ranks. TSL 466 is a good example of how these

were being edited out with time.

Not all deleted troparia, however, included the ascetic or hierarchical topoi.>!? Three of
them, for instance,’!® contained mentions of the saintly princes’ relics and miracles, although

another 19 with such mentions were retained.>'*

Of greater interest is the scribe’s exclusion of the Troparion, Kontakion and Ikos to all
three saints (while retaining those to Feodor alone), despite the fact that both canons and most
other hymns are dedicated to all three princes. Because the Jerusalem Typicon afterfeast rubrics
do allow the presence of troparia and kontakia for as many as two additional Menaion saints, '
such deletion was unnecessary. Presumably copying from an earlier V2 service (all of which

known to me did include Troparion-Kontakion-Ikos sets to both Feodor and the three princes), it

becomes evident that the editor must have had another reason to eliminate the second set of hymns.

312 The omitted Canon troparia 5-1-4, 6-1-4, 6-2-4, 7-2-4, and 8-1-2 did not include these topoi.

313 Canon troparia 6-1-4, 6-2-4, and 9-1-4.

314 Canon troparia 1-2-2, 1-2-3, 3-1-3, 4-2-3, 5-1-3, 5-2-3, 6-1-3, 6-2-1, 6-2-2, 6-2-3, 7-1-2, 7-2-1, 8-1-1, 8-2-1, 8-2-
2, 8-2-3,9-2-1,9-2-2, 9-2-3 (numbering given according to TSL 466).

315 E.g. TSL 242 (Ustav, first half of sixteenth cent.), f.554v. See also: Vasilii Rozanov, Bogosluzhebnyi ustav: opyt
iz’iasnitel 'nogo izlozheniia poriadka bogosluzheniia Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi (Moscow: Pravoslavnyi Sviato-
Tikhonovskii Gumanitarnyi Universitet, 2008), 106—108.
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He may have deemed them unfit for September 19 feast commemorating Fedor’s repose as they
were usually labeled “na prenesenie moshchem.” Another possible explanation is that there may
have already existed a separate feast to the laroslavl’ princes’ relics Translatio (March 5) and the

scribe decided not to confuse the two.3!6

The fact that this specific redaction of the service was included in the September Menaion
written in a Moscow monastery, while V2a/b and V3a versions were available by 1505, allows us
to make several important assumptions about the Muscovite liturgical demands, as well as the

place of the three holy princes of laroslavl’ in the all-Russian pantheon of early native saints:

a) The Moscow provenance of TSL 466 with high degree of probability reflects the
capital’s reception and veneration of the laroslavl’ princes, as well as the local liturgical
customs;

b) The fact that the service to the patron saints of the regional laroslavl’ princedom is
added to the 1505 Moscow Menaion suggests that SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin
were promoted and already revered in the capital;*!’

c) The reduction of the service rank from Vigil/ (V3a) found in earlier manuscripts to
Polyeleos (V3b) inadvertently points to the fact that despite a certain degree of royal
support the laroslavl’ princes were not as highly revered in Moscow as in their

homeland, and had to be downgraded to the level of other regional saints (such as

Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov);

316 As will be discussed in Chapter 4, the earliest known March 5 service dates to the early 1500s.

317 This conforms with G. Lenhoff’s observations — based on number of extant documents and vitae — that the
patronage of SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin may have been promoted by Tsar Ivan IV and the Moscow nobility
(Lenkhoff, Kniaz' Feodor, 59-60).
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d)

2

The presence of the Cross-Elevation afterfeast rubrics absent in the Studite Typicon
implies that by 1505 Moscow had transferred to the Jerusalem Typicon;

The simplification of the Canon odes’ troparia count to the most basic 3+1 form reveals
the drive to standardize the service;

St. Feodor is given a focal point in this September 19 service, while his two sons and
their hymns take secondary position and are less pronounced, which is especially
evident from the omission of the three most important hymns to all three princes
(Troparion, Kontakion, and Ikos) in favor of those to Feodor alone.

Another reason for the omission of the Troparion, Kontakion and Ikos to all three
princes may have been Medovartsov’s acquaintance with the March 5 feast and service
celebrating their relics’ Translatio (see Chapter 4). The editor may have deemed the
said hymns labeled “na prenesenie moshchem” not fit for September 19 feast

commemorating Fedor’s repose.

GIM, Uvar. Ne710 (811)

The service in the September-November Menaion Uvar. 710 (1°) emerges as somewhat unique
and dates to the beginning of the sixteenth century (f.104v.—116v.).3!® Its title “Prestavlenie
prepd otets’ nashikh kniazei liaroslavskikh Feodora i Davyda i Konstantina,” contains the

earliest instance among any V2 or V3 texts when the word “novoiavlennykh” is excluded.

318Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie, 11:129. The month of September also includes the services to SS. Ivan (Ioann)
of Novgorod (September 7), Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov (September 20, including the Cross rubrics), and
Sergius (September 25) — all of Polyeleos rank.
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This Polyeleos service bears only a partial allusion to the Cross-Elevation rubrics.
Initially, an inscription is given about the daily saints, St. Trophimus (“Sluzhba muchenikom na
pavechernitsy”), which allots their service a secondary place at Compline — the trait observed

only in one other service, [aMZ 14898.

The Vespers sequence begins with “Blazhen muzh,” three “Lord I call” stichera to the
Cross,>!” and five to the holy princes (#1, 5, 6, 7, 8)*2° in order to make up the count of eight total
stichera in accordance with the Jerusalem Typicon afterfeast rubrics, and thus correcting the
error made in TSL 466. Following the regular ‘Glory’ verse (#9), the prescription of “Tsar’
nebesnyi” Theotokion (#10), however, contradicts the Cross-Elevation rubrics, which should

have been festal.

Without mentioning the Entrance or the evening Prokimenon, the service prescribes the
typical Parimia (#12), followed by the usual Aposticha stichera with their ‘Glory’ verse, seen in
V2 and V3 (#19-22). Once more an incongruence is allowed by not including the festal ‘Glory’
verse and retaining the regular “Bogoroditse, Ty esi loza istinaia” (#23). Another irregularity is
that only the first phrases are given for the two troparia to the saints (#24, 25), whereby each is
accompanied by a previously unseen directive “pisan v ustave.”3?! An insertion of “I nyne
prazdniku: Spasi Gospodi luid.” is placed between the two troparia in error and should have been

after the second one.???

319 A similar pattern is observed only in IaMZ 14898 and the more recent aMZ 15173.

320 Stichera “Svetlosti dukhovnyia,” “Grekhovnyi mrak ot serdets’,” and “Iako zvezdy vsesvetlyia” (#2-4) known
from Chud. 75 are omitted.

321 This type of reference is the earliest and unique among all the fifteenth—seventeenth century manuscripts
consulted in this research.

322 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 220.

136



Unexpectedly, beyond the last line of folio (f.107) there appears a festal Sticheron “I
nyne praz: Glas prorok Tvoi Isaiia” written in smaller font, which pertains to the Praises (see

below).

The order is continued by a prescribed Compline service and a “Kanon sviatym
muchenikom na pavech.” to St. Trophimus and his companions: (glas 8, “Vooruzhena faraona
porguzi”), including a Sedalion, a Kontakion, three stichera with a Theotokion to the Cross, and
two kathisma sedalia. The fact that this anthology had appointed these daily saints the lower rank
by shortening their service and moving it to Compline, attests to the fact that at least in one
diocese, cathedral, or monastery wealthy enough to afford its own full set of size 1° yearly
Menaia in the beginning of sixteenth century, the cult of the laroslavl’ princes was most

commomly assigned to the September 19 date.

The service resumes with Matins and an inscription: “Na utreni po kaf. sed. i Poliel i
stepenna i1 Evang i stikhira, vse sviatym kniaziu i prepodobnym.” Such an abbreviation adds to
the uniqueness of this service, since one would expect these texts to be written out like in any
other V3 service known to us. Their omission here would be justified in case the scribe was
copying from a V2 service similar to Chud. 75 which lacked the kathisma sedalia and the Post-

Gospel Sticheron (#27-28, 31).

The left margin next to this brief mention (f.108) contains an addendum in red ink
reading: “Trop. na utr. praz, slava i nyne sviatym,” which once again makes the error of placing

the Troparion to the saints last.>

323 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 273-74. This rule has been prescribed by the Jerusalem Typica since the
fifteenth century (TSL 239: £.71, 72, 73, etc.). It was generally followed by all V3 services to the princes described
in this study as well as many other services (e.g. TSL 466 £.210v. — daily September 19 service to St. Trophimus;
£.222v. — service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov, September 20).

137



The Canon follows with directives similar to those in other V3 services: first the Canon
to the Cross on 6, and two canons to the holy princes on 8. The third Ode hymns resemble the
standard V2a services in TSL 643, Chud.75 and Chud.152, rather than any V3a or V3b, retaining
the three original sedalia (#55-57). However, Uvar.710 is unique among V2 and V3 services
analyzed here, in that it calls for a Kontakion and Ikos to the Cross (“Kond. i ikos prazd.”). This
element, although congruent with the Jerusalem Typicon rubrics of the fifteenth-sixteenth
centuries, was not yet very widespread in the services to new Russian saints during that period.
Thus, the Jerusalem Ustavs and Menaia clearly prescribe the afterfeast Kontakion (and often
Ikos) of the 12 major feasts to be sung after Ode 3 for various Byzantine Polyeleos or Vigil saints
throughout the year.?>* Yet, many of the services to Russian saints either omitted the mention of
the feast after the third Ode altogether (possibly following the older Studite practice), or called

for a mere festal Sedalion or Theotokion.>%

The Canon continues with Ode 3 sedalia to the Cross (“Izhe prevyshe iako Bog”),
following the Jerusalem Typicon aftereast rubrics, previously seen only in TSL 617. Both sixth-
Ode kontakia (#85-86) and both ikoi (#87-88) are retained from V2, unlike in any other

predating V3 service.

324 E.g. TSL 239 (Ustav, first half of 1400s), ff.73, 128; TSL 46 (Psalter, Gospel, and Ustav, ca.1500), £.296, 320v.,
345v.; TSL 505 (December Menaion, 1513), £.360; TSL 517 (January Menaion, 1513), £.56-56v.

325 Thus, Trefoloi to Russian saints, TSL 617 (late-fifteenth—early-sixteenth cent.) has four afterfeast services that do
not call for any festal hymns after Ode 3 (ff.13, 145v., 166, 177v.), and only one that does (f.5). This number
slightly grows by the end of that century, as seen in another Trefoloi to Russian saints, RGB .98 (sobr. E. Egorova)
Ne38 (last quarter of 1500s), where all three services that fall during a certain afterfeast include the festal Ode 3
Theotokion (ff.249v., 297, 309). The service to the princes in Uvar. 710, however, is not unique in engaging the
afterfeast’s Kontakion and Ikos after Ode 3; the September 20 service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of Chernigov (TSL
466, September Menaion from 1505, £.224v.) and November 22 service to St. Mikhail of Tver’ (TSL 619, Trefoloi,
second half of sixteenth cent., £.29) are among the similar, if scarce, examples. Modern use supports this practice, as
stated in “Ukaz o sluzhbe sedmichnoi” (Oktoikh, sirech’ Osmoglasnik, vol.1 (Moscow: Moskovakaia Patriarkhiia,
1981), 692).
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The Canon analysis yields Chud.152 (V2a) as the closest copy to Uvar.710, with Chud.75

and TSL 643 as close second and third. Notwithstanding, Uvar.710 cannot be considered an

exact copy of any of the three due to the following discrepancies:

a)

b)

d)

Canon troparion 1-2-1 (#41) is partitioned and presented as two different troparia
“Vsi vy...” and “S veroiu pamiat’ vashu...,” completely eliminating the troparion

“Izmlada Khrista” (#42);

Canon troparion 5-1-1 (#67) integrates “Prosveti tvoe zhitie” and “Tserkvi ty byst™”

in one text (similar to Kaz. 4635, Chud.152 and Chud.75, but not TSL 643);

Canon troparion 5-1-4 mistakenly follows the Cross-Elevation Canon text “Kroviiu

chestnago kresta pokazal esi...” in place of “Nezlobivi i krottsi” (#69);

Canon troparion 7-1-1 unites “Prilezhnyia ti podvigi” (#89) and “Oruzh’em vashikh
molitv”’ (#90) into one troparion, unlike any other V2 or V3 service;

Canon troparion 9-2-2 “Da vkhodiat nyne” (#116) missing from TSL 643, is present
in here and most other V2/V3 services;

In addition to the above, the following Canon troparia from Chud.75 are missing in

Uvar.710: 6-1-4 (#78),326 7-2-5 (#98), 9-1-1 (#109).

Several grammatical errors, not seen in any other V3 services, may have resulted from

rapid copying: Canon troparion 1-1-1 “Zrak grekhovnyi”; 3-1-3 “Zapoivshe...”; 3-2-3 “Tsarstva

Gospodnia...”; 4-2-4 “Gospoda nam rodila...”; 8-2-4 “Vsia prechistago™; 9-1-5 “Khytry mysli k

Bogu”; Svetilen “Ves tia proslavi.”

326 Troparion 6-1-4 is present in Chud.152.
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It should be noted that despite multiple references to the festal rubrics (which also include
the “Slava i nyne, praz.” verse at Svetilen), there is no mention of a Katavasia to the Cross.

The Praises contain four typical V2/3 stichera (#121-124) followed by a ‘Glory’ verse
“Prepodobnii ottsi vsi” (#125) and an inscription at the ‘Now and ever’ that gives a choice to the
precentor between the festal hymn or the regular Theotokion: “inne praz ili Bog.: Raduisia i
veselisia Mati Bozhi, krasuisia.”

Another unique trait of this service not observed anywhere else is that instead of the
additional Matins Aposticha to the holy princes, the Praises are followed by the afterfeast
stichera with their Cross-Elevation refrains: “Na stikh glas 6: pod Tretii den’: Idezhe stoiasta
noze Khve obrazu poklonimsia...” / “Voznosite Gospoda Boga” / “Umertvivshe strasti
pot’skiia...” / “Bog zhe tsar’ nash” / “Zhivotochnyi ot bozhestvenykh rebr...” / “Slava i nyne
grlas 5: Glas proroka Isaie: pisan pred kanonom na vecherne.” The placement of these texts here
presents a liturgical conflict: no Polyeleos service should contain the Matins Aposticha, but
rather end with the singing of the Great Doxology.??” The only instance when this could be
possible is during Lent,*?® which may again hint on a connection with the March 5 service (see
Chapter 4 for an extended discussion). Finally, no Liturgy proceedings or Prolog readings are
present at the end of the service.

The comparison of this text with other V2 and V3 services does not establish any definite
protographs or copies. Among the predating or contemporary V3 texts, [aMZ 14898 (V3a)
shares the most similarities with Uvar.710 that make both of them unique, yet is divergent in

other aspects. Festal rubrics apart, the Canon sequence in Uvar.710 mostly resembles those of

327 Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 318-19; 323.
328 E.g. Typicon's directives for St. John the Baptist’s February 24 Polyeleos service: TSL 239 (Ustav, mid-fifteenth
cent.,), f.164; TSL 46 (Psalter, Gospel, and Ustav, ca.1500), £.188v., 310v.
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Chud.152, with Chud.75 and TSL 643 as close follow-ups (all being late-fifteenth century V2a

texts).

As the second earliest V3b service on our list, Uvar.710 demonstrates a blend of V2 and
V3 elements, integrating many festal rubrics, yet not all. Two abbreviated Vespers troparia with
the references “pisan v ustave” present an important factor for our research, which reveals that
already in the early sixteenth century the troparia to the Iaroslavl’ princes were included in local
Ustavs. Another important factor ensuing from this text is that the service to SS. Feodor, Davyd,
and Konstantin has already taken a primary place in at least one particular Monthly Menaion and

diverted the daily saints’ memory to Compline.>%’

GIM, Uvar. Ne1102 (808); NB MGU (Nauchnaia Biblioteka Moskovskogo

Gosudarstvennogo Universiteta) Ne721

Another attempt of a festal adaptation is presented in the Menaion Miscellany Uvar.1102 (4°)
broadly dated as sixteenth century,*® and is a virtual double from the September Menaion MGU
721 (4°), attributed to the third quarter of 1500s.33! Both services belong to the Polyeleos rank
and take a slightly different and more primitive approach to the new Jerusalem Typicon
rubricizing than the previously described Uvar.710. The “Lord I call” hymns (#1-9) do not

prescribe any festal stichera apart from the mention “i nyne praz” for the ‘Now and ever’ verse.

329 This Miscellany’s size 1° suggests that it was most likely intended for general church kliros — not a mere private
cell — usage.

330 «“Sluzhba laroslav (sic.), v toizh den’ prestavlenie blagovernago kniazia Feodora smolenskago iaroslavskago, i
synove ego Davyda i Konstiantina” (f.232-249v.). Dating: Leonid, Sistematicheskoe opisanie 11:129.

331 “Prestavlenie blagovernago knzia Feodora smolenskago i laroslavskago i synovkh ego Davyda i Konstiantina”
(f.164-180). Dating: Natal’ia A. Kobiak; Irina V. Pozdeeva, Slaviano-russkie rukopisi XV-XVI vekov Nauchnoi
biblioteki Moskovskogo Universiteta (Moscow: Moskovskii Universitet, 1981), 109.
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The Aposticha stichera are for the holy princes (#19-22), while the ‘Now and ever’ verse gives a
choice of “Bog ili krestu.” Only one Troparion — that of the three prince — is given at Vespers’
end (#24), without mentioning the one to the Cross. This renders the following Matins entry “na
Bgo Gospod’ tropari tazh” problematic, most likely resulted in by a copying error, as the troparia

to Feodor (“lako tselitelia”) and the Cross were accidentally left out.>

After the festal kathisma sedalia (“Na 1 stikholog; na 2; sed praz. tazh”), the text
continues with the sedalia at Polyeleos (“Po polieleos: sed glas 8 Izhe na zemli angela <...>. Slav
i nne 2zh, Radisia i veselisia Mati <...>”), which previously never appeared as Polyeleos sedalia
in V2 or V3. “Izhe na zemli angela” appears to be the second Litya Sticheron in V2a and V3a
types (#14), while the Theotokion “Raduisia i veselisia Mati” serves as the ‘Now and ever’ verse
at Praises for most V2 services (#130). This is an important finding for our research, as it proves
that the scribe was using a more complete and festal Litya-ranked service as his source in order
to “scale down” the Iaroslavl’ princes’ service to Polyeleos rank.

The typical Prokimenon and Gospel directives are followed by the “Zlaty zaria” hymn,
which for the first time among all V2/V3 services appears not as a Kathisma or Ode 3 Sedalion
(#55), but as a Psalm 50 Sticheron. The Canon (“praz na 6, sviatym na 8”) avoids any mention of
the afterfeast: there are no Kontakion, Sedalion, Katavasia or Svetilen to the Cross. Both
kontakia and ikoi (to Feodor and the three princes, #85-88) appear after Ode 6, while their two
sedalia (“Tverdostiiu” and “Zhiteiskoe,” #56-57) follow Ode 3.

The sequence of both canons very closely resembles that of Chud.75 (followed by

Chud.152, TSL 643 and Uvar.707 as the slightly deviating followers), apart from only two small

332 Because Feodor’s Kontakion and Ikos are listed later alongside those to all three princes, the omission of the
Troparion to Feodor “lako tselitelia” could have been simply accidental.
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details: that Uvar.1102 has moved Canon Ode 3 Sedalion “Zlatyi zaria” (#55) to Psalm 50, and
has reversed the order of kontakia and ikoi*** after the sixth ode.

The four Praises stichera (#121-124) are assigned a rarely-used Podoben “Raduisia,” seen
only in Uvar.707, although the texts remain unchanged. No additional Aposticha stichera are
present, and the ‘Glory’ verse (#125) is followed by a mere mention of “inyn praz.” The service

ends with the “Slavoslovie velikoe i otpust.”

The marginal variations between Uvar.1102 and MGU 721 are that the latter omits the
inscription “Vykhod, Prok. dniu,” while adding the Troparion to Feodor at Vespers (“lako

tselitelia,” #25).%3

As other V3b services, Uvar.1102 and MGU 721 do not have any striking similarities
with any other V3 services, but are most likely adaptions of a V2 service close to Chud.75, with
which they share virtually the same Canon order. Unsensational in liturgical creativity, these
services nevertheless conceal an important discovery that their scribe was using a Litya service to
the laroslavl’ saints to reduce them to the Polyeleos rank, which could be the case if these

Menaia were intended for the broader Russian hymnographic arena outside of Iaroslavl’ diocese.

The comparison and contrast of the above-analyzed V3b services may be presented as

follows:
Uvar.710 (early 1500s) TSL 466 (1505) Uvar.1102 (1500s) / MGU 721
(third quarter of sixteenth cent.)
Beuep. brnaxxen myx - +
LC 1-3: Cross - -
LC4: IIpeogo6He oTue @ + (1) +(1)
- LC-2-4: Cbrnoctu / I'pbxoBubm | LC-2-4: CBbrnoctu / I'pbxoBHbIH
Mpax / SIko 3Bb3m61 Mpak / SIko 38b3161

333 Feodor’s Kontakion “lavisia velie” (#85) is followed by his Ikos “Na vysote” (#88), and by the princes
Kontakion “lavisia” (#86) with their Ikos “Svyshe” (#87).

334 It should be also noted that the Vigil ranked service to St. Sergius (September 25) in the MGU 721 Miscellany
sends the reader to the the princes’ service for the full Parimia texts by an inscription “sm.19 den’ kn. Feodoru,”
which attests to the correlation and synchronicity of the services in the manuscript.
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LC-5-8: IIpenomobuuu /
Ipenonoouuu /JTukom / CistHin IyX.
LC-GL: PaBHoaHrembckoe

LC-NE: I autb Bor. I{aps HeGecHBIN
PAR: written out

AP-NE: I autb bue To1 ecu 1103a

TR: SIxo 3Bk3161 “niucan B ycrarh”
TR: SIxo wbmutens “nmucan B yctarh”
COMPLINE to St. Trophimus

GIL: npa3, ci. i HBIH CThIM

“Ha yrpenu no xad. cbn u [Tomuen u
crerneHa v EBaHT 1 cTXpa Bce CThIM”
SED-POL: (saints)

PROK: (saints)
GOS: (saints)
SED-50: (saints)

CANON: “KaHoH npa3. co ipM0ocoM Ha
6, u cteiM Ha 8” (2 canons)

CAN-3:

KONT “Kona. u ukoc mnpasz.”
SED-3: 3naTeiu 3aps

SED-3: TepmocTiro pazyma
SED-3: XXurinckaro mops
SED-3 GNE: Kpcty

CAN-6:

KONT: SBucrecs

KONT: fBucs Benue

IK: CBbliie 3Banue

IK: Ha BoicoTh

SVET: I'ocniozis T4 mpociiaBu
SVET GNE: npas3.

PR: 4+GL.
PR-NE: “nmpa3 wim bor: Pamgyucs”

AP-MAT: 3+GNE (all feast)

+

+

u HBIHb TIpas.

Brixoa u npokuMeH IHIO
ITUCAHEI CeTo Mec. 28
AP-NE: “un vptab mpa3z”

+ ko wbmutens — entirely

“Tponaps 2-11 IPa3IHUKY, CllaBa:

CBATOMY”
“] MHOTOMHUJIOCTHBO”

SED-POL: Xurinckoe Mmope 2-1u
GNE: npas.

STEP 4/ ANT 1

PROK: Bn3Becenurcs

Mop.11

[Ipenogo6HiIN OTIIN CBATIN

“KaHoH mnpa3. Ha 6, U CTBIM Ha 8”
(2 canons)
Karapacus mpas.

+ + 1

+ 1

+ 4+

+
Panyucs u Becenucs

+

+

1 HBIHb TIpas.

Brixoa, [Ipoxk. auro

PAR: written out entirely
AP-NE: u vp1H bor inu kpecty
Sxo 3Bb3161 — entirely

“Ha bro I's Tponapu tax”
KATH-1/2: npas.

SED-POL: Ixxe Ha 3emiiu aHrena;
GNE: Pagyucs u Becemucst
STEP 4/ ANT 1

Bo3sgecenurcs

Mo.11

35aTeI 3aps

“Kanou npa3 Ha 6, cTbIM Ha 8” (2
canons)

+ o+

+ 4+ + + +

+
“U HBIH TIpa3z.”
CrnaBocJioBie BeJl. 1 WTIMYCT

My study of the fifteenth-seventeenth century services to the three Iaroslavl’ princes

reveals that it was the V3a type (i.e. the Vigil-ranked September 19 service to SS. Feodor,

Davyd, and Konstantin with the Cross-Elevation rubrics) that was preserved in the modern-day
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Menaion services.** This was largely due to its adherence to the Jerusalem Typicon Cross-

Elevation afterfeast hymns, which has been for the most part finalized by the 1670-80s as seen in

[aMZ 15173. The following two charts will compare the festal rubrics employed in the Litya

(V3a) and Polyeleos (V3b) services, and demonstrate to what extent those were being followed

by each scribe:

“Uxe ot bora”

mpaz.”

[aMZ 15173 (late 1670s — early [aMZ 14898 RGB TSL 617 [aMZ 14927 | GIM RGB 0r.209
1680s); (fifteenth (late 1400s - (1% half of Uvar.59 (1660s —
Menaion (Kiev 1893, Moscow century) early 1500s) 1500s) (sixteenth 1670s)
1997/2017) (V3a) (V3a) (V3a) cent.) (V3a)
(V3a)
“Lord I call”: 3 stichera to Feast + — — — —
“Lord I call” ‘Now’ verse: Feast |+ + + “T'nc mpka” | + -
“Bocmiemem” | “TIpoobpazys”
Litya ‘Now’ verse: Feast + + + + -
(“BocmiouTte”)
- Aposticha: - - - -
Feast
Aposticha ‘Now’ verse: Feast + + + - -
(«IIpingure, Mromiex) “I'ncn “HNuber npeBo” | “/IHCH sIKO
IPPOKB” BO”
Troparia (Vespers): saints, Feast + - +/— “mpas. + —
nim oor”
Troparia (Matins): Feast twice, + + — + +
saints, Feast
Kathisma 1 Sedalion: saints, Feast | + (Feast only) | + (Feast only) - + +
Kathisma 2 Sedalion: saints, Feast | + (Feast only) | + (Feast only) - + +
Polyeleos Sedalion: Saints, Feast | — + - + +
Canon: Feast on 6 + + — + +
Canon Katavasia: Feast - + - - —
Canon: Kontakion/Ikos to
Feast’*®
Ode 3 Sedalion: saints, Feast + + + + +
Svetilen: saints, Feast + + saints, Feast, +/— “bor mnmu | + +

335 Minia: Septemvrii (Kiev: Tipografiia Kievo-Pecherskoi Lavry, 1893); reprinted in Moscow: Sretenskii

monastyr’, 1997/2017), £.186v.—196; Mineia: Sentiabr’ (Moscow: Izdatel’skii sovet Moskovskoi Patriarkhii, 1988),
518-536 — also known as “Zelenye minei” and reprinted in 2002, 2008, 2011, 2014.
336 Neither IaMZ 15173, nor Kiev 1893/Moscow 1997/2017 Menaia list the Kontakion and/or Ikos to the Cross at

the Canon. Jerusalem Typicon rubrics — in the sixteenth and twentieth centuries alike — clearly prescribe the

afterfeast Kontakion after Ode 3 for various Polyeleos or Vigil saints throughout the year: TSL 46 (Psalter, Gospel,
and Ustav, ca.1500), £.320v.; Tipikon, 1906, £.316v.; Minia: Avgust (Kiev, 1893 / Moscow, 1996), f.101. Though
relatively insignificant, this omission demonstrates that even today church book editors, when lacking liturgical
aptitude, may overlook a defect while engaged in automatic copying.
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Praises ‘Now’ verse: Feast + + - - +
(“Erosxe npesiie Movceit”) “I'mac npopoka”

Liturgy Beatitudes: Feast, saints — - - - +

Total festal elements listed: 15 12 (+1 extra) 12 6 (2 optional) | 10 9

This table reveals that [aMZ 15173 and the modern services contains 15 elements to the
Cross-Elevation afterfeast, with the two close followers (IaMZ 14898 and TSL 617) dating to as
early as fifteenth or early sixteenth centuries. The textual varieties (such as seen in the ‘Now and
ever’ verses at “Lord I call” and Aposticha) and the sequence changes (as in the Matins troparia)
in handling of festal rubrics attest to each scribe’s/editor’s independent approach, reflection of
local customs, or copying from different sources. In one instance (IaMZ 14898) the writer
mistakenly substituted the Aposticha stichera to the saints with the festal ones — a remnant
attribute of the Six-stichera service,**’ while another scribe (IaMZ 14927) gave the precentor a
choice between the festal and the regular theotokia at the Vespers troparia and the Svetilen ‘Now

and ever’ verse.

A similar table below compares [aMZ 15173 to the remaining V3b Polyeleos-ranked
services, which differ from V3a only in their exclusion of Litya hymns, and hence fall short by

one from the potential festal element count:

[aMZ 15173 (late 1670s—early | RGB TSL 466 | GIM Uvar.710 GIM Uvar.1102

1680s); (1505) (early sixteenth (1500s) / MGU 721

Menaion (Kiev 1893, Moscow | (V3b) cent.) (V3b) (3" quarter of

1997/2017) sixteenth cent.)
(V3b)

“Lord I call”: 3 stichera to Feast | — + —

“Lord I call” ‘Now’ verse: + - +

Feast

Litya ‘Now’ verse: Feast n/a n/a n/a

(“Bocnoute”)

Aposticha ‘Now’ verse: Feast + - +/—

(«IlIpingure, Mmomie») bor imm kpecty

337 E.g. TSL 46 (Psalter, Gospel, and Ustav, ca.1500), £.227v., 228v., 229v.
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Troparia (Vespers): saints, + -

Feast

Troparia (Matins): Feast twice, + -

saints, Feast

Kathisma 1 Sedalion: saints, - +

Feast

Kathisma 2 Sedalion: saints, — +

Feast

Polyeleos Sedalion: Saints, - —

Feast

Canon: Feast on 6 + +

Canon Katavasia: Feast — -

_ + _

Canon: Kontakion/Ikos to Feast (after Ode 3)

Ode 3 Sedalion: saints, Feast + —

Svetilen: saints, Feast + +

Praises ‘Now’ verse: Feast +/— +

(“Eroxe npesie Movceit”) npa3 wim bor

- 3 Aposticha —
stichera to feast

Liturgy Beatitudes: Feast, saints | — - —

Total festal elements listed: 7 8 (1 optional) (+1 7 (1 optional)

15 extra)

Unlinke other services which follow the common trend, Uvar.710 adds two exceptional
elements: a) the festal Kontakion and Ikos at Ode 3 of the Canon, conforming with the Ustav, but
not yet seen in many services to Russian saints (see footnote 313), and b) the three Matins
Aposticha to the Cross, which could have been added by error, or as a remnant from a Six-

Sticheron or Lenten-service prototext.®*

As compared to the previous table, these V3b services reveal considerably fewer Cross-
Elevation elements than even the two Vigil-ranked V3a services that predate them (IaMZ 14898
and TSL 617). This less careful compliance with the Jerusalem Typicon rubrics adds to our

hypothesis that V3b services were copied from the V2 prototypes rather than V3a ones, while

338 The maximum count, including the afterfeast Kontakion, would be 16.
339 Matins Aposticha are not typical for services other than during the Lent, or those that are below the Doxology
rank (i.e. Simple or Six-Sticheron). See: Rozanov. Bogosluzhebnyi ustav, 109, 114, 119, 426.
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each scribe worked separately to furnish his new variant with the festal elements called for by the

Jerusalem rubrics, implementing his personal interpretations or reflecting the local customs.

Summing up the evidence seen in this chapter, we can conclude/surmise the following:

a)

b)

d)

While V3 services began appearing before V2 variant was discontinued, the oldest of
them are well predated by the oldest V2s, such as Kaz. 4635, TSL 643, Chud.152 and
Chud.75.

The significant fluctuation among the V3 services and their retention of similarities
with their V2 counterparts suggests that more often than not the V3 scribes used V2
texts as their base.

Various Cross-Elevation elements along with diverse liturgical adaptations seen in the
V3 texts allow us to theorize that their editors worked independently from one
another as they altered the preexisting V2 protographs, rather than copying their
contemporaries’ V3 variants. This may have been the result of an excessively rapid
and geographically vast spread of the cult of the Iaroslavl’ princes in the mid-
sixteenth century throughout the newly-united Moscow State, furnished by the royal
patronage, as suggested by earlier scholars.*4

While the fifteenth—seventeenth century V3 texts demonstrate a wide variety of
liturgical Cross-Elevation adaptations — some barely acknowledging the feast’s

existence, and others virtually matching the fully-developed versions of the modern

340 G. Lenhoff reaches this conclusion based on her study of vitae and other historical manuscripts (Lenhoff, Early
Russian Hagiography, 168; Lenkhoff, Kniaz' Feodor, 59-60, 261). Gorodilin, “Kul’t sv. Fedora,” 175-80 maintains
a similar point of view, taking into account socio-political considerartions. A. Mel’nik’s study of the spread of icons
to the laroslavl’ princes supports this theory (“Pochitanie iaroslavskikh sviatykh Feodora, Davida I Konstantina za
predelami laroslavlia v XVI v.,” Makar evskie chteniia, XX (2013): 121-22).
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h)

day — they all attest to the wide range of liturgical creativity and suggest the lack of
consensus among the scribes/scriptoria and local interpretations of the Jerusalem
Typicon.

The earliest V3 services containing the Cross-Elevation rubrics (TSL 617 and [aMZ
14898) compared to the latest V2 texts lacking such (see Uvar.752, Und.101 from
Chapter 2) attest that the Jerusalem Typicon transition spanned over at least a century
and a half — from late-fifteenth to mid-seventeenth — depending on the geographical
provenance of the texts available to us at the time of this writing.

At least two V3b manuscripts (Uvar.1102 and MGU 721) demonstrate a rank-
lowering tactic. While their prototexts contained the Litya hymns, the scribes chose to
downgrade them to the Polyeleos rank. The most plausible reason is the fact that
these Polyeleos services were not intended for the Iaroslavl’ diocese (which would
most likely require a solemn Litya rank), but for broader all-Russian and Moscow-
centered congregations.

Downscaled to Polyeleos, the V3b services differently emphasize the importance of
the Taroslavl’ princes’ service for the calendar year. TSL 466, Uvar.1102 and MGU
721 place them after the daily service to St. Trophimus, thus allowing a choice of
celebrating either set of saints, while Uvar.710 relocates St. Trophimus’s service to a
secondary position at Compline and gives the Iaroslavl’ princes a clear preference.
TSL 617 is unique and transitional among the V2 and V3 services in its consulting
the hymns from V1. Integrating these with the texts from V2, it originates in
laroslavl’ or its diocese, but pursues a goal of popularizing the memory of SS.

Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin on a broader pan-Russian level.
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1) IaMZ 14898 seems to be the only redaction among V2 or V3 services that references

hymns found only in Kaz. 4635.
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CHAPTER 4
VARIANT 4: MARCH 5 SERVICES TO THE TRANSLATIO OF THE THREE PRINCES’
RELICS

Apart from the September 19 service commemorating St. Feodor’s repose, a secondary and
significantly less widespread service “On the Translation relics...” ( “Preneseniiu moshchem...”)
of the three laroslavl’ princes may be found under March 5. Its scarcity may be conditioned by its
placement during the Great Fast (Lent), when its observances are substantially limited due to the
Lenten penitential character and prohibition of Vigil-ranked celebrations to the saints. Indeed, no
Vigil versions of March 5 service have been found as of yet — only those containing Polyeleos.

At this time only four texts to St. Feodor and his sons predating the seventeenth century
may be attributed to the March 5 date. Three belong to the Polyeleos rank, while the fourth one is
merely a Canon (non-rankable). The three full services belong to no later than the mid-sixteenth
century (GIM Chud. Ne333, GIM Chud. Nel112, RGB Luk.-Mark. Ne57).3*! Although these texts
essentially follow the V2 and V3 types in content and structure, we will designate them as a distinct
variant — V4, as they must be addressed separately.

Before delving into the texts, the dilemma of the two overlapping liturgical cycles —
Triodion and Menaion — must be discussed. According to the Jerusalem Typicon, the yearly
calendar’s “unmovable” commemorations during the period of the Great Fast (the Lenten
Triodion), which fall between February 15 and May 5 (Julian calendar) are to be carried out in a
less solemn manner. Similar to their modern versions, the fifteenth century Ustavs allotted Vigil

rank only to the feasts of the Annunciation (March 25) and the Lord’s Entry into Jerusalem (Palm

341 TaMZ Ne505 (sixteenth—seventeenth cent.) and RNB Pog. Ne761 (mid-seventeenth cent.) are not available to us at
the time of this writing. Und. 104 (sixteenth—seventeenth cent.) is a partial service that will be discussed below.
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Sunday, the Sixth Sunday of Lent).**? The highest among the saintly celebrations — Finding of the
Head of St. John the Baptist’s (February 24) and the 40 Martyrs of Sebaste (March 9) — merit only
a Polyeleos rank. Each of these two commemorations is accompanied with rigorous and highly-
detailed “Mark’s chapters” (Markovy glavy), supplied in both the Typicon and the Menaion,
prescribing how they should be carried out in various coincidences with the Triodion calendar.’*
The rubric scenarios may be summarized as follows: 1) When these feasts fall on Monday of the
First Week of Lent, they are moved to the previous Sunday; 2) When they fall on a Saturday or
Sunday of the second through fifth weeks, they are served on those days combined with that day’s
commemorations; 3) When they occur on any Lenten weekday, they are served on those days
combined with the penitential Lenten hymns and prostrations.>**

In the first two cases, they receive a more festive celebration of St. John Chrysostom’s or
St. Basil the Great’s Liturgy that is standard for all Saturdays and Sundays of Lent. In the vastly
more common third scenario, however, they call for only a Liturgy of the Presanctified Gifts.
Following these rubrics, the Iaroslavl’ princes’ March 5 commemoration could only acquire a
special festive Liturgy when it occurred on Saturday or Sunday of the first five weeks of Lent, or
on Monday of the first week. However, due to Sunday Resurrectional and other Lenten themes,>*’

only the first four Saturdays®*® would yield the most festive conditions.>*’

342 B.g. TSL 46 (Ustav, 1500), £.314, 383.

343 Typicon's directives for February 24: TSL 239 (Ustav, mid-fifteenth cent.), f.164v., 167v.—169; TSL 46 (Psalter,
Gospel, and Ustav, ca.1500), £.187v.—189.

344 These rubrics are for the most part the same as the modern ones, with a slight difference in that today, if the
saint’s day falls on Tuesday through Friday of the First Week of Lent, it is moved to either the previous Sunday or
the following Saturday (Tipikon, 1906, £.246v.). See also: Nikol’skii, Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 501-03.

345 First Sunday of Lent — Orthodoxy; Third Sunday — Cross Veneration.

346 Fifth Saturday of Lent is occupied by the Virgin Mary’s “Akathist” commemoration.

347 This would be a reasonable justification for the Spasskii Monastery abbot Khristofor’s scheduling the initial
reburial of Feodor’s relics in 1463 on the Second Saturday of Lent (RGB, Or. 209, £.95v.—96 — cited in Lenkhoff,
Kniaz’ Feodor, 254).
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The Orthodox Paschalia for the remainder of the century after the Inventio/Translatio year
1463 shows that March 5 coincided with any Lenten Saturdays only five times.>*® This dearth and
volatility would constitute a reasonable desire for the church authorities to affix the celebration to
the day of Feodor’s repose, September 19, as is attested by Shchuk. 331 and a vast number of V2
and V3 manuscripts. While the March 5 commemoration could still be observed on that date or
moved to a more suitable Lenten day, it would have been celebrated mostly at the Spasskii
Monastery, around greater laroslavl’, and in places of special veneration, including the churches
dedicated to the three princes that began to appear by mid-sixteenth century.**° Yet, as of now, no
Vigil-ranked V4a texts have been found, which only strengthens our hypothesis that the main feast
to the three princes was observed on September 19, while the secondary March 5 feast merited
only a Polyeleos, congruent with the Typicon rubrics that preclude Vigil celebrations for saints

during the Triodion cycle.

GIM, Sobranie Chudova Monastyria (Chud.) Ne333

This is the earliest known March 5 service and originates from the beginning of a sixteenth
century Miscellany of services and vitae to the Russian saints.*° Despite it closely following the
September 19 texts in structure and content, its title “Mesiatsa marta 5: Preneseniiu moshchem
sviatykh novoiavlennykh chiudotvortsev’” has not been seen in any of the previous September 19

variants.

348 1468 — 1% Saturday of Lent; 1474 — 2" Saturday; 1485 — 3" Saturday; 1491 — 3" Saturday; 1496 — 3™ Saturday.
Additionally, March 5 coincided with Lenten Sundays five times from 1463 to 1499: 1469 —3' Sunday; 1475 — 4
Sunday; 1480 — 3™ Sunday; 1486 — 4™ Sunday; 1497 — 4™ Sunday (Raschet Pravoslavnoi Paskhalii, URL:
http://grigam.narod.ru/kalend/kalen22.htm, 06.22.2023).

349 Mel’nik, “Pochitanie Iaroslavskikh sviatykh,” 119-121; Gorodilin, “Kul’t sv. Fedora,” 162-63.

330 F, 132-140v. Dating: Protas’eva, Opisanie rukopisei, 196; Kloss, Izbrannye trudy, 2:22. While the order of other
services and vitae in this Miscellany does not follow any distinct chronological order, it is evident that the laroslavl’
princes’ service was not inserted here later, since its beginning and ending parts are written adjacent to the texts for
other saints.
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This service is followed immediately by the service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor of
Chernigov with the September 20 date. The anthology also contains at least two sets of consecutive
services that were probably copied from a common Menaion: St. Feodosii (May 3) and St. Antonii
(May 9); St. Leontii (May 23) and St. Nikita (May 28). This pattern suggests that the March 5
service to the Iaroslavl’ princes and its adjacent September 20 service to SS. Mikhail and Feodor
may have been both copied here from the same September Menaion. The Prologue redaction vita
at the end of the Matins in Chud. 333 service contributes to this hypothesis, as its title “Marta v 5:
Prinesenie moshchem sviatykh novoiavlennykh chiudotvorets...” excludes any narrative of the
relics’ finding, but instead is followed immediately by “V toizh den’, prestavlenie... kniazia
Fedora” and the story of St. Feodor’s repose from September 19. One plausible reason for re-
designating the September 19 service and placing it under March 5 was that the commissioner of
Chud. 333 anthology or its protograph was pursuing a goal of establishing the Inventio/Translatio
feast for the princes, which, of course, could not be done without the blessing of local church
authorities. Such a practice was not incongruent with other previously glorified Russian saints that
enjoyed both the Repose and the Inventio/Translatio services (SS. Boris and Gleb**! and Sergius
of Radonezh*?), or those that had their Inventio dates set as their main feasts (Leontius of
Rostov*? and Isaiia of Rostov*>%).

The case of St. Sergius’s two services appears to be very similar to those of the laroslavl’

princes. Sergius’s Inventio July 5 service copies the four main stichera on “Lord I call,”3* the first

351 Repose on July 24: TSL 568 (June-July Menaion, 1514), £.209; Inventio on May 2: TSL 548 (April-May
Menaion, 1514), f.177v.

352 Repose on September 25: TSL 640 (Miscellany, fifteenth cent.), f.1; Inventio on July 5: TSL 568 (June-July
Menaion, 1514), £.256.

353 May 23 (TSL 313: Psalter with addenda, end of fifteenth cent., £.418).

3% May 15 (TSL 617: Trefoloi, late fifteenth—early sixteenth cent., £.163).

355 TSL 640 (Miscellany, fifteenth cent.), f.2v.—4 / TSL 568 (June-July Menaion, 1514), £.257v.~258v.
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Canon with Svetilen,*>® and one Praises Sticheron from his earlier September 25 Repose service. >’

The only new hymn in the Inventio service is the Troparion.>>*

The structural and textual analysis of the Chud. 333 hymns show that they are most
identical to Chud. 152 (late fifteenth century), and then to TSL 643 (1497-98) — both pertaining to
the V2a type. With the exception of the Litya hymns absent in Chud. 333, it contains identical
stichera on “Lord I call” and Aposticha, the same Parimia readings, troparia, prokimena, and the
Gospel pericope; the Praises follow the same pattern of four stichera and their ‘Glory’ verse,
followed by the identical additional end-of-Matins texts. The Canon used in Chud. 333 is likewise
identical to both of these V2a services, yet several slight deviations make direct copying from
these two texts unlikely. For instance, Chud. 333 contains Canon troparion 6:1:4 “Glagolom
zakonym” (#78) not present in Chud. 152; it cites Canon troparion 5:1:1 (#67) as one text, while
TSL 643 divides it into two different troparia; it also includes Canon troparion 9:2:2 “Da vkhodiat
nyne” (#116), not found in TSL 643. The textual and structural deviations lead us to conclude that
Chud. 333 cannot be a copy of Kaz. 4635.%°

This service does not include the rubrics for the Cross-Elevation, and lacks the Litya
stichera, making it a Polyeleos rank. Compared to other Polyeleos V2b services, Chud. 333 has no
close earlier semblances, meaning that it was probably downgraded from a V2a Litya-rank service,
which again suggests the borrowing from a September 19 source. Another compelling sign is the

retention of the end-of-Matins Aposticha stichera (#126-130) that existed in many V2 texts, but

336 TSL 640, £.8v.—18v./ TSL 568, £.265v.-276.

3T TSL 640, £.19 / TSL 568, £.276v.

38 TSL 568, £.263-264v.

3% Different readings are noted in Sticheron 6 and 8 of the “Lord I call” (#6, 8), the Aposticha Theotokion (#23), the
Canon troparia 4:1:3 (#60) and 6:2:2 (#81), as well as the absence in Chud. 333 the kathisma sedalia (#28-29), Ode
3 Kontakion (#53), and the Psalm 50 Sticheron (#34). Additionally, Chud. 333 adds three stichera on the Praises
(#126-128 which were placed at the Litya in KAZ 4635) and the Prologue vita at the end of Matins (#133).
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would be out of place in the March 5 service as it conflicts with the Lenten Typicon calling for the
Triodion Aposticha in their stead.>®°

Noteworthy in this service is the phrase “Da vkhodiat nyne v sviatyi khram sei k chestnym
ti moshchem™ in the Canon troparion 9:1:2, contained only in a limited number of its chronological
predecessors. This local allusion may suggest that Chud. 333 was copied from a source that was
used or originated at the Spasskii Monastery in Iaroslav]’.3¢!
GIM, Chud. Ne112
While the Chud. 333 service was part of a Miscellany of various services, Chud. 112 is a full-
fledged Menaion for March—April. This signifies that by the time of its writing in the mid-sixteenth
century,®? the March 5 service has become part of the monthly liturgical obikhod — at least in the
diocese, monastery, or cathedral for which this tome was written.>®* The liturgical revisions here
present make this Polyeleos-ranked V4b service more suitable for the Translatio feast than the
former Chud. 333 version. Compared to the latter, Chud. 112 truncates large sections that belong
solely to St. Feodor (the first four stichera at “Lord I call” /#1/, the Troparion “lako tselitelia”
/#25/, the entire first Canon, the additional four Matins stichera after the Praises /#126-129/, and
the vita reading). At the same time, it adds (or keeps) liturgical details such as the first Canon to
Theotokos (“Kanon Bogoroditsi na 6), previously seen only in Kaz. 4635 (V2a). Among other

rare features, it contains the Psalm 50 Sticheron “Prepodobne otche Feodore, ne dal esi sna,” that

commonly appears as the third Aposticha Sticheron (#22).3¢4

360 TSL 239 (Ustav, mid-fifteenth cent.), f.164—164v.

361 Among the services prior to the sixteenth century, “cen” is present only in KAZ 4635 (V2a) and [aMZ 14898
(V3a), while edited out in Chud. 152 (V2a) and TSL 617 (V3a). TSL 643 (V2a) omits troparion 9:2:2 completely.
362 Protas’eva, Opisanie rukopisei, 65.

363 The service to the Iaroslav]’ princes follows the primary March 5 service to St. Conon. The vita account is not

present.
364 It appears as Psalm 50 Sticheron only in Und. 383 (V2b) and 1aMZ 14827 (V3a).
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Several unprecedented directives make Chud. 112 stand out from among any other
previously described services. One of them is the Sticheron “lako zvezdy vsesvetlyia” — commonly
known as the fourth Sticheron at “Lord I call” (#4) in most other V2 and V3 services, — which the
composer chose to place after the third Praises Sticheron instead of the “Lord I call” section.
Another unique entry — “Na 1 stikholog i na 2 sed kak izvolit nastoiatel’” — gives the rector freedom
to choose between the hymns to the saints and those from the Lenten Triodion, foreign to any
previous variants. The re-designation of the hymn “Zlaty zaria” (commonly known as Sedalion of
the first Kathisma or Canon Ode 3, #55) as the Sticheron after Polyeleos, is not seen in any other
services available to us at this time.

While Chud. 112 is a more vivid example of adjusting to the Lenten calendar and the
Translatio celebration, it does not yet contain any exclusively Lenten Typicon directives, such as
the end-of-Matins directives for the Lenten Triodion Aposticha and the three great prostrations,>®
or the Presanctified Liturgy rubrics with a separate set of “Lord I call” stichera.**® Originating most
likely from a V2 source, it retains at least one element of the September service that does not
belong in the Lenten weekday service — the Great Doxology, which it prescribes at the end of
Matins.*¢’

Among the contents of the Chud. 112 Menaion, one finds three other services to local
Russian saints that received national veneration (vsetserkovnoe pochitanie) at the Makaryev
Moscow Councils of 1547 and 1549: Metropolitan lona (March 30), Zosima and Savvatii (April

17), and Stefan of Perm’ (April 26).>® While St. Iona’s service is a Polyeleos, similar to that of

365 See February 24 rubrics for St. John the Baptist (Ustav, 1500: TSL 46, £.310v.).

366 See the Lenten Polyeleos service to the 40 Martyrs of Sebaste, March 9 (TSL 534, March Menaion, late fifteenth
cent., f.55v., 60-61).

367 The Great Doxology was previously mentioned in Uvar. 707 (V2a), Uvar. 1134 (V2b), TSL 617 (V3a), [aMZ
14898 (V3a), Uvar. 59 (V3a), Uvar. 1102 (V3b).

3% According to the list of the locally-venerated saints that were accepted as national at the 1547/49 Moscow
Councils, presented in: Golubinskii, Istoriia kanonizatsii, 100-04.
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369

the Iaroslavl’ princes, the other two services are in fact Vigils,”” which reflects the new Church

decree to celebrate the Inventios/Translatios in addition to the Repose days of each of the newly-
glorified saints.”

A peculiarity not be overlooked is that Chud. 112 is one of the earliest services that omits
the adjective “novoiavlennykh” in its title. Had this been the only case, we may have dismissed it
as a copying error, yet this seems to be a growing pattern found in at least four other manuscripts.>”!
Perhaps this phenomenon of deliberate editing out of “novoiavlennye” may be explained by the
fact that by the mid-sixteenth century the Iaroslavl’ princes were already accepted as saints across
the Russian Church so that their names were not mentioned in the canonization lists of the 1547/49
Moscow Councils.?”? At the same time, the term “novoiavlennye” continues to be retained well

into the seventeenth century,>’® perhaps due to simple word for word copying from the older

originals.

RGB f.152 (Sobranie Lukashevicha-Markevicha), Ne57

369 Chud. 112 may well be one of the earliest March-April Menaia that contains Vigil-ranked services to the newly-
canonized Russian saints during the Lenten season. To regulate these new celebrations, special “Temple Chapters”
(Khramovy glavy) will be later developed and added to the Typicon, which were not yet present in the sixteenth
century Ustavs available to us (e.g. TSL 46, TSL 239-247) but seem to appear in the early seventeenth century (e.g.
TSL 248, £.207-234v.).

370 Although no acts have been preserved from the 1547/49 Moscow Councils, the summary of their decrees had
been given by Tsar Ivan IV and recorded in the 1551 Stoglav Council. The tsar recalls that he assembled the
hierarchs on the question of glorifying the new saints, which yielded the following results: “...predaiut tserkvam
Bozhiim peti i slaviti i prazdnovati <...> prestavleniia ikh i obreteniia chestnykh moshchei ikh.” (Stoglav. Kazan’:
Tipografiia Gubernskago pravleniia, 1862, 45) — cited in Golubinskii, Istoriia kanonizatsii, 106.

371 Other chronologically close services to the laroslavl’ princes with the same omission are: GIM Uvar. 710
(September—November Menaion, early sixteenth cent., V3b), GIM Chud. 79 (September—November Menaion, mid-
sixteenth cent., V2a), GIM Uvar. 1102 (Menaion, sixteenth cent., V3b), and GIM Uvar. 1037 (Sluzhby, sixteenth
cent., V2b).

372 Gorodilin, “Kul’t sv. Fedora,” 175.

373 E.g. RGB Shib. 154 (September Menaion, end of sixteenth cent.), GIM Uvar. 752 (Setpember Menaion, 17
cent.), TSL 626 (Trefoloi, seventeenth cent.).
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Described in Chapter 2 above, this September Menaion with addenda dating to the 1550s—1560s
contains two services to the laroslavl’ princes, written in different hands. One of them appears
under the September 19 date (V2b, f. 420 v.—440 v.) and was described in Chapter 2. The other (f.
112—-134) is presented without a date in its title, yet because it is followed by the April 14" service
of SS. Antonii, Ioann, and Evstafii, we assume that it was meant for the March 5 Translatio feast.
It could have been copied from a Menaion containing the Spring months, the one similar to Chud.
112 which already contained a March 5 Translatio service. Ranked as Polyeleos and avoiding any
reference to the Cross-Elevation, the two services are mostly similar in content and structure, and
there would be no reason for a compiler to include both of them in the same anthology unless these
services came from different sources and were meant for different dates.

As noted in Chapter 2, one folio from the first service (V4) containing parts of the Canon’s
Ode 8, was at some later point in time extracted and inserted to fill the unexplained lacuna formed
in the second V2b service (presently labeled as f. 433). The fact that the V4 service could be
dismantled for parts in such a manner might point to the fact that this service (presumably March
5) was not used very often and was inferior to the September 19 one.

Besides the missing folia, the September 19 text is virtually identical in its structure and
hymn count to the first (March 5) service, with a miniscule number of typical copying
discrepancies. The most notable difference lies in the Parimia section: while the March 5 service,
not listing any readings, sends the reader to St. Sergius’s September 25 service (“Pisan na
sergeev den’ sep. 257), the September 19 service writes out two readings in full, and refers to the
same service of St. Sergius (‘“Pravednik ashche pos. pisan 25 den’”) for the third reading. The

September’s mention in the first case and the absence of such in the second one attests that the
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first service did not belong to the month of September; if it had, it would not need to mention

“sep[temvrii].”*7*

The March 5 service in Luk.-Mark. 57 does not present any striking variations from the
Chud. 333 (V4b) service, although the extant ones are sufficient to suspect a different source and
void the inter-copying presumption: it lists “Bogoroditse Ty esi loza” (#23) as the Aposticha
Theotokion in place of “Bogoroditse Devo” in Chud. 333, completely omits the Ode 3 Sedalion
“Zlatyi zaria” (#55), writes out the troparia "Postom i molitvoiu" and "Ploti vasha povinuvshe"
(#91-92) as a single Canon troparion 7:1:3, and truncates the additional post-Praises Matins
stichera (#126-129). On the other hand, Luk.-Mark. 57 adds the mention of “Slavoslovie velikoe

1 otpust” (#131), as well as the rubrics for the Liturgy (#132).

The absence of the Beatitudes may be a sign that the scribe had the Presanctified Gifts
Liturgy in mind rather than that of St. John or St. Basil.*”* The prescribed Epistle is Gal. 5:22—
6:2 (pericope 213) from the service to the venerable father(s): “Apostol chiudotvortsem k
Galatom: Bratie plod dukhovnyi.”3”® The mentioned Gospel “Reche Gospod’ Svoim uchenikom
vy este svet miru” (pericope 11, Mt. 5:14—-19), however, was not part of any general Menaion
services, but rather a repetition of the Matins Gospel earlier in this very service.*’” This
particular conjunction of the pericopes for the Epistle and the Gospel (213 and 11) has not

appeared in any services to the laroslavl’ princes prior to the 1550s of any type available to us.

374 C.f. the second service to the princes in this Menaion: “Pravednik ashche pos.: pisan 2 den’” (f.422). See also
Uvar. 59 (September Menaion): “Parem’i Prichet chtenie: pisany sego mtsa 25 den’” (£.246) and “Kanon
prazdniku... pisan sego mtsa 14 na Vozdvizhenie” (£.249v.).

375 The Liturgy of the Presanctified Gifts does not contain the initial Antiphons (incl. Beatitudes), since it starts with
the Vespers (see Nikol’skii. Posobie k izucheniiu ustava, 461-62).

376 MDA 77 (Miscellany, first half of fifteenth cent.), f.167, 168v.; TSL 379 (General Menaion, fifteenth-sixteenth
cent.), f.147v.

377 This same pericope 11 is found in most V2 and V3 services to the laroslavl’ princes, including KAZ 4635, Chud.
75 and TSL 466.
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The Communion hymn “Raduitesia” is widely used throughout the year, including the services to

other princely saints, such as Boris and Gleb (July 24),%”® and Vladimir (July 15).37

The above-listed traits make Luk.-Mark. 57 similar to Chud. 75 from the previously seen
V2 services — assuming the removal of the Litya and the Matins Aposticha stichera, as well as

adding the rubrics for the Liturgy.

RGB, £.310 (Sobranie Undol’skogo) Nel104

This sixteenth—seventeenth century compilation of the canons to Russian saints**? is similar
to Luk.-Mark. 57 in the sense that it presents the hymns to the laroslavl’ princes in two different
sections — September 19 (f. 10v.—15) and March 5 (f. 557v.-566v.) — despite being for the most
part identical. Both texts are not the full Vespers/Matins sets, but mere nine-Ode canons, each
preceded by the two troparia — one to Feodor, and one to all three saints. Both sets list Feodor’s
Troparion “na prestavlenie” (“Iako tselite]’” #25) and “Na prenesenie moshchem” Troparion to
the three princes (“lako zvedzy” #24), albeit in reverse order.>®! Both are copies of the first Canon
“Vodu proshed” (#35) common to V2 and V3 services, and contain an absolutely identical
sequence of troparia at all its odes. Both include a sole Sedalion at Ode 3 “Zhitiiskoe more” (#57),
and neither contains any references to the Cross-Elevation feast. The only difference between the
March 5 and September 19 canons is that the former includes two sets of kontakia (“lavisia velie
solntse” #85 and “lavistesia svetil’nitsi” #86) and their matching ikoi (“Svyshe svoe zvanie” #87

and “Na vysote” #88), while the latter only lists Kontakion and Ikos to Feodor alone (#85 and

#38).

378 E.g. TSL 613 (Trefoloi, fifteenth cent.), £.299.

379 E.g. TSL 577 (July Menaion, fifteenth cent.), f.106v.

380 Undol’skii, Slaviano-Russkiia rukopisi, 118.

381 The Troparion to the Relics Translatio (“lako zvezdy” #24) prevails for the March 5 Canon.
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In their content, both canons in Und. 104 follow the general structure of the first Canon in
Chud. 75 (V2a) with the following differences:
a) Und. 104 reflects a standardization attempt as it retains only four troparia (i.e. three
torparia and a Theotokion) per each ode,*®? leaving out all the others. The truncated
ones are: ##59, 92, 99, 100, 110, 112;3*3
b) Troparion 3:1 begins with a corrected phrase “Neprestanny molitvy prisno

2

prinosiashche...” instead of the almost ubiquitous ‘“Neizrechennyia tainy prisno
prinosiashche...” (#45);3%
c) The single troparion 5:1 seen in Chud. 75 (#67) is divided into two separate troparia:

“Prosveti tvoe zhitie...” and “Tserkvi ty byl esi...”;3%

d) Troparion 6:1 alters the original “Liuboviiu i veroiu” (#75) to “Veroiu i liuboviiu.”38¢

Although the exact protograph for the canons in Und. 104 remains to be located, the above
observations reveal that the newer services seen in RGB Or. 209 (V3a, 1660s—1670s) and [aMZ
15173 (V3a, 1670s—1680s) contain virtually the same redaction of the Canon. Thus, it would be

safe to assume that all three manuscripts share a common original variant.

k %k 3k

382 Ode 6 is the only exception and retains five troparia.

383 A similar standardization/truncation attempt has been undertaken in Uvar. 1037 (V2b), although the truncated
troparia are completely different in both cases.

384 This feature seems to be a later correction as it appears only in two other services in our possession: Or. 209 and
[aMZ 15173 (both V3a).

385 This trait approximates Und. 104 to such early redactions as TSL 643 (V2a), Uvar. 1037 (V2b), IaMZ 14898
(V3a) and TSL 466 (V3b), but not KAZ 4635 (V2a), Chud. 75 (V2a) and Uvar. 710 (V3b).

386 The earliest service in our possession with this feature is laMZ 14927 (V3a, 1% half of the sixteen cent.). Only
three other manuscripts reflect this change: Or. 209, [aMZ 15173, Und. 111 (all are V3a).
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In sum, there are only two firmly identifiable March 5 services known to us at this time,
one that could be possibly considered as such, and one Canon — all of which belong to the
sixteenth-seventeenth centuries. The earliest known V4 March 5 services appear almost half a
century later than their September 19 counterparts, which they essentially copy. Although not
consistent, the most important new features include: adding the phrase ‘“Na prenesenie moshchem”
to the title, omitting the first Canon or Troparion to St. Feodor, and calling Feodor “velikii kniaz’.”
The fact that the September 19 text is re-designated as the March 5 service and newly-labeled as
“Na prenesenie moshchem” is congruent with the Inventio/Translatio celebrations of other
previously glorified Russian saints, such as Boris and Gleb, Leontius of Rostov, Isaiia of Rostov,
and especially Sergius of Radonezh, whose Inventio service is essentially a copy of his earlier
Repose service. Such a tendency to establish a secondary Inventio/Translatio celebration for local
saints on a national scale was consolidated in the 1547/49 Council’s decree to begin
commemorating the Translatio dates.

The most notable feature of V4 services is their scarcity, presumably dictated by their
overlap with the Lenten Ustav rubrics. The impossibility of holding solemn Vigils during the
Lenten Triodion cycle seems to be the reason September 19 became the primary feast to the three
princes over the March 5 Polyeleos service.

We can’t exclude, however, the possibility of the local March 5 veneration in laroslavl’
and the Spasskii Monastery prior to the earliest available V4 manuscript (Chud. 333, beginning of

sixteenth century), despite the lack of solid documentary proof.*8” These early celebrations might

387 It would be natural to assume that the earliest March 5 manuscripts would originate in laroslavl’, yet we found
none in the Taroslavskii Muzei-Zapovednik (IaMZ) archives. One possible explanation for this was given to us in a
personal conversation (September 12, 2019) with the Archival Director, Tatiana Ivanovna Gulina, who stated that
the largest part of the manuscripts kept in the laroslavl’ archives and churches was burned during the 1917
Revolution and the subsequent years, which leaves us today with a collection that cannot fully represent the city’s
history.
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have followed the same liturgical practices observed in laroslavl’ today, whereby the absence of
the March 5 service in most modern Menaia**® does not prevent the clergy from observing the
Translatio festivities utilizing the September 19 service.**

The available V4 texts do not demonstrate any remnants of the Cross-Elevation rubrics,
which could mean that they developed independently from the V3 type. Inconsistent in their
contents, neither could they be copies of each other. Borrowing most likely from the V2a type, the
March 5 service scribes downgraded the original from Vigil to Polyeleos to make it suitable for
the Lent. As compared to the Vigil-ranked services in the March-April Menaia to other Russian
saints promulgated at the Makaryev Councils’ of 1547 and 1549, SS. Feodor, David, and

Konstantin’s March commemoration takes a secondary position,**°

although as seen in the two
mid/late-sixteenth century Miscellania (Luk-Mark. 57, Und. 104), both the March 5 and the

September 19 feasts were acknowledged. Although by the late nineteenth century, the Translatio

38 The only post-Revolutionary Menaion known to us mentioning the Iaroslavl’ princes’ March 5 memory is
Mineia: Mart, vol. 1 (Moscow: Izdatel’skii Sovet RPTs, 1984; reprint, Moscow: Izdatel’skii Sovet RPTs, 2002),
165-8). However, even this most voluminous edition in existence today relegates the seeker of the full service to
September 19 and retains only the two troparia, one Kontakion, and a brief vita dedicated to the 1463 Translatio
event.

389 Priest Dimitrii Pchelkin, cleric of the Dormition (Uspenskii) Cathedral where the relics of SS. Feodor, David, and
Konstantin are currently preserved, has thus described the March 5/18 celebrations of 2021 — which fell on Thursday
of the First Week of Lent — in a personal letter (March 31, 2021): “According to the Typicon, such feasts may be
moved over a few days to allow the possibility to celebrate them with Matins and Polyeleos, and to use the saints’
troparia and kontakia instead of the Lenten ones during the Hours. However, this year we did not transfer [the March
5 celebration to another day] with the blessing of the laroslavl’ Metropolitan. The service was therefore carried out
in the following manner: Wednesday evening there was a typical [Lenten] service, namely the Great Canon of St.
Andrew. In the morning all was according to the Ustav: Matins, the Hours with the troparia to the holy princes, and
their Kontakion being added to the Typica. During the Liturgy of the Presanctified Gifts, the Epistle and the Gospel
[to the holy princes] were read.” This account attests to two practices coexisting in the primary Iaroslavl’ Cathedral:
the standard one is to relocate the feast (to the closest Friday or Saturday evening) in order to allow for the more
festive Polyeleos Matins, and the exclusive one that would keep the feast on March 5, but requires a special blessing
of the local bishop or rector overruling the Ustav rubrics.

3% Mel'nik reaches similar conclusions based on the analysis of churches, icons, and the Obikhodnik entries
dedicated to the three princes. Having divided the saints venerated in Rus’ in the sixteenth century into three
veneration popularity categories, the author assigns SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin the “medium level of
popularity” (Mel’nik, “Pochitanie Iaroslavskikh sviatykh,” 122—-123).
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service had disappeared from standard Menaia,**! there is not enough evidence at this time to
determine whether the celebrations continued to take place in laroslavl’ itself. What is known,
however, is that after the return of the three princes’ relics in the 2000s,**? their veneration has

been reinstated, and the local Inventio/Translatio celebrations are once again solemnly observed.

31 No mentions of the Iaroslavl’ princes are found in some of the most widespread pre-Revolutionary liturgical
sources: Menaion: March (Kiev: Tipografiia Kievo-Pecherskoi Lavry, 1893), £.22v.; Tipikon, 1906, f.254v.

392 According to Priest Dimitrii Pchelkin, no public services were held at the relics since the Soviet seizure of the old
Dormition Cathedral (1918) until their return to Feodorovskii Cathedral in early twenty-first century, and their
relocation to the new Dormition Cathedral in 2012.
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CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, we have observed the patterns employed in the making of 30 liturgical services.
Based on these findings, as well as on the data available to us from the previous scholarship, I
would like to propose a reconstructed chronology of the liturgical veneration of SS. Feodor,
Davyd, and Konstantin and the historical development of their services.

St. Feodor was locally revered by the end-of-fourteenth-century (Prolog, RNB 59) and the
sarcophagus with his remains, as well as the separate sarcophagi of his two sons — were preserved
in the laroslavl’ Spasskii Monastery church. Although no documents or hymnography have been
found to demonstrate that he was venerated liturgically, local veneration might still have existed
in the form of Panikhidas or Molebens using the generic hymns. According to the Vologda-
Permskaia chronicle, at some point in 1463, the relics of the princes were discovered to be
incorrupt, which led the local Archimandrite Khristofor to move them to the main church and place
them in one common tomb. On March 5, 1463, Prince Aleksandr Feodorovich and the local clergy,
as mentioned in the vita, intended to perform an honorary burial of the relics, probably due to the
absence of the evident manifestations of sainthood (IaMZ 15522). This date was likely chosen
because it coincided with the second Saturday of Lent, which in the fifteenth century was not yet
occupied by any particular liturgical celebration. When the crowds gathered for these ceremonies,
however, several miracles occurred that changed the course of the planned events. The bodies were
placed in a raka, an open casket, and were presented for popular veneration. The event itself will
be later referred to as Translation of the relics (prenesenie moshchem). According to the vita, more
miracles followed throughout April and May of that year. However, when the word reached the

ruling Archbishop Trifon of Rostov, he treated the news with skepticism, apparently unconvinced
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by the results of the investigations. He was struck with illness on August 6, 1467 and subsequently
retired to Spasskii Monastery. The diocesan vacancy was then filled by Bishop Vassian, sometime
around December 13, 1467, and it was this church leader who evidently supported the glorification
of the three princes (Tipografskaia Chronicle).

The earliest extant full service to St. Feodor is found in the 1468/69 September Menaion,
which was written for the neighboring Vladimir diocese’s Aleksandrov Monastery. My research
suggests, however, that this manuscript may not have been the earliest collection of hymns in
honor of the laroslavl’ princes. In Chapter Three, it was shown that the late-fifteenth century Canon
in TSL 617 follows an unknown V1 service, closely related yet not identical to Shchuk. 331.
Additionally, the earliest full service to all three princes in Kaz. 4635, as seen in Chapter 2, may
have been predated by an extinct V2 protograph which is somewhat reflected in Uvar. 1037.
Finally, a rare short anthology containing the five earliest-known hymns to SS. Feodor, Davyd and
Konstantin from 1470’s in RNB, KB/1083 may in fact support F. Spaskii’s hypothesis that the
initial local services could have been carried out as early as 1463 using the General Menaion and
a small number of personalized hymns to the saints written out in special leaflets (tetradki).

Despite the fact that the Shchuk. 331 service is the oldest dated text and is placed under
September 19, the liturgical discoveries made in this study suggest a different chronology. Indeed,
I would like to propose that the actual glorification festivities took place in laroslavl’ on March 5,
1468, and that they used a service other than Shchuk. 33 — one that was similar to those of V2-V3,
containing the names of all three princes and the relics Translatio. This prototype service may have
been written without a set calendar date since the celebration had not yet been established prior to

the canonization. This line of reasoning is based on the following premises:
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b)

d)

March 5, 1468 was not only a five-year anniversary of the translation of relics in 1463,
but it also conveniently overlapped with the first Saturday of Lent, which
commemorates St. Feodor’s namesake — St. Theodore the Tyro;

Our study of the V2-type services shows that while appointed to be selebrated on
September 19, they bore liturgical and hymnographical remnants of the Translatio
service and lacked the September rubrics for the feast of the Elevation of the Cross;
All V2 and V3 services (except for the deliberate omissions in TSL 466, RGB 209 and
YaMZ 15173), had the Troparion of the Translatio precede the Troparion in honor of
St. Feodor’s repose;

1468 was the first year of rule of the new Bishop of Rostov, Vassian, who replaced the
skeptical Archbishop Trifon. It would be logical for the former to begin his rule by
initiating a long-awaited glorification in one of the biggest monasteries in his diocese;
The simple six-sticheron service in Shchuk. 331 lacks the Polyeleos and other festive
hymns required during the canonization proceedings;

The Shchuk. 331 service is placed under September 19 — the day of St. Feodor’s repose.
This service commemorates Feodor exclusively, without a single reference to SS
Davyd and Constantin, whose incorrupt relics had been laid together with their saintly

father in the same tomb since 1463.

Since the March 5 celebration would have conflicted with the Lenten Triodion penitential

observances for most of the years following 1468, it would only be natural for the local liturgists
and clergy to appoint the future annual feast day on a more suitable date: September 19. This also
explains why no services for the three princes are found on March 5 until the beginning of the

sixteenth century.

By the 1480s, the cult of the Iaroslavl’ princes appears to have enjoyed a rapid rise in

prestige. The early six-sticheron V1 service in Shchuk. 331 was replaced by major Vigil-ranked
V2aservices such as the one found in Kaz. 4635. Moreover, once the laroslavl’ princedom became

a part of Muscovy, the veneration of its three local patrons began to spread across the new realm,
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propelled by the patronage of Tsar Ivan IV and the Moscow nobility. The saints’ increasing
popularity is confirmed by the growing number of extant sixteenth-century services and vitae
manuscripts. The earliest anthology of Moscow provenance with a service to the laroslavl’ princes,
TSL 466 (dated 1505) contains the earliest known Polyeleos to these saints. Although less festive
than Vigils, Polyeleos services became widespread, if not more numerous, throughout the sixteenth
century (Uvar. 1134 and others). In the Iaroslavl’ diocese itself, however, the holy princes were
naturally venerated with more solemnity, as reflected by the fact that all four services to the holy
princes in the local laroslavl’ laMZ archive are Vigils. As the veneration of the saints spread, the
original hymns to SS. Feodor, Davyd and Konstantin were often edited to invoke them as pan-
Russian/universal intercessors, rather than solely the patrons of a local principality. The earliest
such example of this kind of service might in fact be Shchuk. 331, since it invokes St. Feodor’s
spiritual patronage over all Rus’ and promotes laroslavl’ as an important center for the new
Moscow tsardom.

The integration of the September 19 service into the September Menaion cycle appears to
have taken place in the following manner. As early as the late fifteenth and early sixteenth
centuries, the liturgists and scribes have realized the absence of the Cross-Elevation hymns which
conflicted with the afterfeast rubrics. Gradually and independently they began to edit the existing
V2 services (TSL 617), giving rise to the V3 type (IaMZ 14898 and others) — still the most popular
variant of the service in use today.

The liturgical details and remnants detected in some of the services of this type (Uvar.1102
and MGU 721), moreover, clearly attest that the feast was gradually downscaled from a full Vigil
service to a Polyeleos, so as to make the service more accessible to broader Russian congregations.

My research shows that the V3 editors worked independently from one another as they altered the
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preexisting V2 texts. This may have been the result of the rapid spread of the cult in the mid-
sixteenth century throughout Muscovy, thanks to the influence of royal patronage.

The March 5 Translatio commemoration, although originally abandoned due to its conflicts
with the Lenten Triodion, was not forgotten completely. Several attempts to revitalize it had been
detected starting as early as the beginning of the sixteenth century (Chud. 333). These V4 type
services, however, were merely copies of the September 19 V2 texts.

The decision to re-designate the existing Repose services as the Inventio/Translatio ones
was not new in Russian hymnography. We can observe a similar process, for example, in the
church services for St. Sergius of Radonezh. The 1547/49 Council had prescribed the
commemoration of the Translatio dates for a number of local saints at the national level, thereby
officially establishing their secondary celebrations. At least two mid- to late-sixteenth century
anthologies (Luk-Mark. 57 and Und. 104) contain virtually the same service to the laroslavl’
princes under both dates, September 19 and March 5. It is worth noting that the September 19
service to the Iaroslavl’ saints is also used for March 5 celebrations in the present day, although
these celebrations are observed mostly in laroslavl’ and its diocese.

The evolution of the liturgical services for SS. Feodor, Davyd, and Konstantin was for the
most part completed by the second half of the seventeenth century. At least one text, dated to 1670-
80s (IaMZ 15173), has not undergone any changes since that time, and is virtually identical to the
modern Menaion service. This manuscript therefore serves as a terminus ad quem for my
dissertation.

The hymnography honoring the three Iaroslavl’ princes has earned a worthy place in the
Russian Menaion. It has been drawn upon by the composers of later services to saints such as

Prince Petr Ordynskii (June 30), Venerable loasaf Kamenskii (September 10), Venerable loann
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and Longin of Iarenga (July 3), the Synaxis to All Saints of Russia (first Sunday of St. Peter’s

Fast), and an extended service to St. Athanasius the Great (May 2), among others.

OBSERVATIONS ON THE LITURGICAL AND HYMNOGRAPHICAL CREATIVITY OF A

MEDIEVAL SCRIBE

As part of a larger picture of literary creativity in medieval Rus’, the case of the laroslavl’ princes

sheds light on the development of the liturgical texts and delineates certain correlations between

their cult and hymnography. Juxtaposition of the discoveries within each distinct rank of services

allows us to observe certain liturgical patterns and textual editing methods that may be shared by

a broader range of canonized Russian saints:

1.

© =N oW

9.

The extensive usage of the General Menaion in the composition of new services for
Russian saints;

Copious borrowings from the services of earlier Russian saints, despite the difference
in saintly categories;

Problematic attempts of altering the existing texts from singular to plural grammatical
forms;

Infrequent typological confusion between the ranks of the venerable fathers and the
holy hierarchs;

The association of the saintly princes with the venerable fathers;

Focusing on the thaumaturgic qualities and relics of the saints;

The local use of Vigil services very close to the canonization year;

The scaling down of the liturgical rank from Vigil to Polyeleos outside of the local
diocese, as veneration spreads;

Creating new Relics Translatio services from older Repose services;

10. Altering the original hymns to elevate the local saints to the level of spiritual patrons

of all Rus’;
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11. Promoting the home towns of local saints as important new centers for the Moscow
tsardom;

12. Limited liturgical corrections to eliminate error or update the older liturgical orders to
satisfy the new Jerusalem Typicon rubrics;

13. Compilation of several Matins canons into one;

14. Independent work of various hymnographers with older manuscripts, distinct signs of
creativity and lack of uniformity;

15. Various methods of assimilation of the new saints’ services with the previously existing

ones in the Menaion.

The practical significance of this dissertation is in the methodologies employed here
which may provide a model for future scholarly research of the unstudied services to early
Russian saints, thus contributing to a better understanding of the literature and hymnographic
practices in medieval Rus’. It may, furthermore, contribute to the socio-political discussion on
the basis of the premise that “the words of the festal church services influenced the mass
veneration much more than the Lives of Saints, because the services were heard yearly by all
attendees, most of whom never read the vita texts; it was the reception of those very liturgical

texts that formed the actual cult...”.’*?

393'S. Gorodilin, personal correspondence with Gail Lenhoff, September 2019; translation mine.
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GIM, Sin. 330: Tipikon, fourteenth cent.
. GIM, Sin. 986: Stepennaia kniga, 1555-1563
. GIM, Uvar. Ne59 (806) 4°: Mineia na Sentiabr’, sixteenth cent.
. GIM, Uvar. 707 (856) 1°: Trefoloi, sixteenth cent.
. GIM, Uvar. 710 (811) 1°: Miniea na Sentiabr’—Noiabr’, beginning of sixteenth cent.
. GIM, Uvar. 752 (844) 1°: Miniea na Sentiabr’, seventeenth cent.
. GIM, Uvar. 1037 (868) 4°: Sluzhby novoiavlennym chudotvortsam, sixteenth cent.
. GIM, Uvar. 1102 (808) 4°: Mineia prazdnichnaia. sixteenth cent.
. GIM, Uvar. 1134 (858) 4°: Trefoloi, sixteenth cent.
. 1aMZ 14927 (889): Mineia prazdnichnaia, first half of sixteenth cent.
. 1aMZ 14898 (837): Sbornik na Sentiabr’, last quarter of fifteenth cent.
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. IaMZ 15173: Sluzhba i zhitie blagovernomu velikomu kniaziu Feodoru i chadom
ego, late 1670s—early 1680s

21. IaMZ 15483: Sbornik, 1530°s-1540’s

22. 1aMZ 15522: Sbornik, beginning of sixteenth cent.

23. Kaz. (NBLKFU) 4635: Sbornik, 1480’s

24. MGU 721: Mineia na Sentiabr’, third quarter of sixteenth cent.

394 Manuscripts that contain services to SS Feodor, Davyd and Konstantin which are analyzed in this dissertation are
rendered in bold.
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25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

51

RGB, Egor. 38: Trefoloi to Russian saints, last quarter of sixteenth cent.
RGB, Ios. 336: Ustav, 2™ half of fifteenth cent.
RGB, Luk.-Mark. 57: Sbornik, 1550°s—1560’s

RGB, MDA 77:

Sbornik, 2™ half of the fifteenth cent.

RGB, Or. 209: Sbornik kanonov, 1660-70’s

RGB, Rum. 305: Paterik, 1470’s

RGB, Shib. 154: Mineia na Sentiabr’, end of sixteenth cent.
RGB, TSL 27: Triodion, sixteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 46: Sbornik, ca.1500

RGB, TSL 239:
RGB, TSL 241:
RGB, TSL 242:
RGB, TSL 248:
RGB, TSL 304:
RGB, TSL 313:
RGB, TSL 368:
RGB, TSL 379:
RGB, TSL 385:
RGB, TSL 465:

RGB, TSL 466:

RGB, TSL 480:
RGB, TSL 492:
RGB, TSL 504:
RGB, TSL 505:
RGB, TSL 515:
RGB, TSL 517:

.RGB, TSL 518:
52.
53.
54.
55.

RGB, TSL 523:
RGB, TSL 534,
RGB, TSL 546,
RGB, TSL 548,

Ustav, 1% half of fifteenth cent.

Ustav, mid-sixteenth cent.

Ustav, first half of sixteenth cent.

Ustav, early seventeenth cent.

Irmologii, early sixteenth-cent.

Psaltir’, late fifteenth cent.

Oktoikh, 1497

Shestodnev i Obshchaia Mineia, late fifteenth—early sixteenth cent.
Triod’ postnaia, fifteenth cent.

Mineia na Sentiabr’, beginning of fifteenth cent.
Mineia na Sentiabr’, June 1505
Mineia na Oktiabr’, fifteenth cent.
Mineia na Noiabr’, 1469

Mineia na Dekabr’, end of fifteenth cent.
Mineia na Dekabr’, 1513

Mineia na lanvar’, fifteenth cent.

Mineia na lanvar’, 1513

Mineia na lanvar’, 1513

Mineia na Fevral’, fifteenth cent.

Mineia na Mart, late fifteenth cent.

Mineia na Aprel’, fifteenth cent.

Mineia na Aprel’-Mai, 1514
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56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.

80.

81.
82.

83.

RGB, TSL 558: Mineia na Mai, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 566: Mineia na liun’, end of fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 568: Mineia na liun’-liul’, 1514

RGB, TSL 569: Mineia na liun’ i Iiul’, first half of sixteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 576: Mineia na liul’, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 577: Mineia na liul’, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 586: Mineia na Avgust, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 613: Trefoloi na Mai—Avgust, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 617: Trefoloi, late 1400s—early 1500s

RGB, TSL 619, Trefoloi, second half of sixteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 626, Trefoloi, seventeenth cent.

RGB, TSL 640: Sbornik, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 641: Sbornik, fifteenth cent.

RGB, TSL 643: Sbornik sluzhb russkim sviatym, 1497-98

RGB, Und. 100: Trefoloi, second half of fifteenth cent.

RGB, Und. 101: Trefoloi, sixteenth cent.

RGB, Und. 104: Sbornik kanonov russkim sviatym, sixteenth—seventeenth cent.
RGB, Und. 111: Sluzhby Iaroslavskim chiudotvortsem, eighteenth cent.

RGB, Und. 383: Sbornik, end of sixteenth cent.

RNB, KB 6/1083: Sbornik, 1470’s—1480’s

RNB, Pog. 59: Prolog, ca.1400

Mineia Obshchaia, Moscow: n.p., 1599-1600

Mineia: Mart, Moscow: Izd. Sovet M.P., 2002

Mineia: Mart. Chast’ 1. Moscow: Izdatel’skii Sovet RPTs. 1984; reprint, Moscow: Izdatel’skii
Sovet RPTs, 2002.

Mineia: Sentiabr’. Moscow: 1zd. Sovet Moskovskoi Patriarkhii, 1988; reprints, 2002,
2008, 2011, 2014.

Minia: Avgust. Kiev, 1893; Moscow, 1996.

Minia: Septemvrii. Kiev, Tip. Kievo-Pecherskoi Lavry. 1893; reprint, Moscow,
Sretenskii monastyr’, 1997/2017.

Oktoikh, sirech’ Osmoglasnik. Vol. 1. Moscow: Moskovakaia Patriarkhiia, 1981.
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84.

Tipikon, siest’ Ustav. Moscow: Sinodal’naia tipografiia, 1906; reprint, Kiev: Ukrainskaia

Pravoslavnaia Tserkov’, 1997.
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