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The Manuscript Vat. slav. 14
as a Leiturgikon of Metropolitan Cyprian (1 1406)'

1. Introduction

The study of the corrections made in the Sluzhebnik (first part of the
Euchologion in the Slavic tradition containing the liturgies, daily services,
and some prayers) and the Trebnik (Euchologion without liturgies) in Mos-
cow Rus’ under Metropolitan Cyprian in the late 14th century provides a
number of controversial historical, liturgical, and philological questions
with respect to the scientific works of the 19th century. A. V. Gorsky and
K. I. Nevostruev raised a problem of the authorship of Cyprian’s liturgical
translations, when they described manuscripts of the State Historical Mu-
seum, the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601 (late 14th century), and the Trebnik Syn. 326
(1481) with margin notes showing that the manuscripts were copied from
Cyprian’s translation ‘word for word’. They concluded that the Sluzhebnik
of Cyprian was Syn. 601, and Syn. 326 should be taken for Cyprian’s trans-
lation in the part relating to the Sluzhebnik.?

I. D. Mansvetov noted that the same services in Cyprian’s Sluzhebnik
Syn. 601 and in Cyprian’s Trebnik Syn. 326 differ significantly both in the
translation and in the liturgical details. Due to the fact that the Trebnik as-
sociated with the name of Cyprian was dated to the late 15 century, Mans-
vetov concluded that, after the death of Cyprian, they signed someone’s
texts with his name. Thorough a comparison of Vespers and Orthros in the
Sluzhebnik and the Trebnik of Cyprian, Mansvetov was led to the conclu-
sion that the Trebnik Syn. 326 is a later version.? He expressed the opinion
that the scribe of Syn. 326 Sidko Molchanov used as a prototype a Trebnik
with a margin on its composition by Cyprian, but, in fact, that manuscript
contained other texts, and only some of them could be attributed to Cypri-

I The article is written with the financial support of the Russian Humanitarian Founda-
tion, project # 16-18-10137.

2 A. B. Topcxuii — K. V. Hesocrpyes, Onucatiue caassiexux pyxonuceii Mockosckoti Ctiodars-
Hott oubauomexu. I1I, 1, Moscow 1869, 203-204.

3 . A. Mancseros, Mumponoaum Kunpuan 6 ezo Aunmypzuuecioii desmenviocmu. Vicmopuko-au-
mypeuueckoe uccaedosarue, Moscow 1882, 50-51.
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2 TATIANA AFANASYEVA

an with certainty. He argued quite emotionally that “not a hundred years
passed after the death of Cyprian, and that misunderstanding happened,
and the name of our metropolitan-liturgist was in the headsettings of ar-
ticles not composed by him. The Trebnik Syn. 326 included a number of
services ascribed to Cyprian but not really connected with him, and others
are so different from his Sluzhebnik, that they could be characterized at
least as a new translation or a new version.”*

The above mentioned scholars did not know of a Sluzhebnik kept in the
Vatican Apostolic Library Vat. slav. 14, which was described for the first
time by N. F. Krasnoseltsev in 1885.5 That manuscript, written by expert
scribes-calligraphers, without any doubts, had been made in a scriptorium
in the capital; later, it belonged to Kievan Metropolitan Isidore (1436-1439),
who took it to Rome after his failed attempt to accept the Florentine Union
of 1439.% Currently, the manuscript is described in detail in the catalogue of
Slavic manuscripts of Vatican” and published by O. Gorbach, who supposed
its provenance as Novgorod or Pskov.® Recently, it has been placed on-line
on the site of the Vatican Library, available to everybody, allowing for the
opportunity to study the manuscript in a detailed way.? O. G. Ulianov noted
that a part of the manuscript, the Diataxis of Philotheus Kokkinos, was
written by Protodeacon Spyridon of the Assumption Cathedral in the Mos-
cow Kremlin. In 1396-1397, Spyridon accompanied Metropolitan Cyprian
in his voyage to Kiev, where he had made the Kievan Psalter of 1397 for
Michael, Bishop of Smolensk (Russian National Library, OLDP F. 6); af-
terwards, at the end of 1397, he returned to Moscow. In a list of dioceses,
placed in the Vatican manuscript on the f. 111r, the Perm diocese, founded
in 1383, is included; it testifies that the Diataxis presented in this book was
composed in the time of Cyprian.!® As opposed to the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601,
this manuscript had an obvious connection to the activity of Cyprian and
the Metropolitan scriptorium. However, in contemporary Slavistics and

4 1. A. Mancseros, Mumponoum Kunpuan 6 e2o Aumypzuueckoii desimeAvocniu, 56.

> H. . KpacHoceanies, Coedenus o HeKOMOPULX AUMYpeuteckux pyxonucsx Bamuxarckoii 6u-
OAUOmMeKU € 3AMEUAHUAMU 0 COCTMAGe U 0C00eHHOCAX 0020CAYKeOHVIX HUHONOCACI08AHUT, 6 HUX codep-
skauguxcs, u ¢ npuroxkenuamu. Kazan 1885, 162-194.

6 G. Mercati, Scritti d'Isidore il Cardinale Ruteno, e codici a lui appartenuti, che si con-
servano nella Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (= Studi e Testi 46), Roma 1926, 3-4.

7 A. Axyposa, K. Cranues, M. SIiyrxura, Oniuc Ha cA@SSHCKIme pokonucy 6v6 Bamukarnckama
6ubauomexa, Sofia 1985, 83-85.

8 0. Topbau, Tpu eprosHocros aHcoki Aimypeiuni pyionuchi mexcmu Bamuxkarcokoi 6ibriomexu,
Roma 1966.

 URL http://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.slav.14.

100, T. Yapsuos, “Anataxcuc narpuapxa ®uaodes: ApesHerimas pejakis mo apOHCKIM
crickaMm u B iepesoe Mutpornoanra Kunpuana (Vat. slav. 14),” ITaxeozpagus u kodurxorozus. 300
Aem nocae Mongorona, Moscow 2008, 211-225.
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VAT. SLAV. 14 AS A LEITURGIKON OF METROPOLITAN CYPRIAN 3

ecclesiastic history, the existing contradictions are not resolved; by default,
though with some stipulations, the manuscript Syn. 601 is talen {for the
Sluzhebnik of Cyprian. For instance, this can be seen in a recent article by
M. S. Zheltov in the Orthodox Encyclopedia.'' The aim of this article is to
find out what in these manuscripts was connected with the liturgical and
translation activity of Metropolitan Cyprian.

2. The Content of the Sluzhebnik of Cyprian

On our opinion, the MS Syn. 601 is not a direct copy of the Sluzhebnik
of Cyprian; it contains a number of texts not connected with the transla-
tions of the Cyprian’s circle. So, in this manuscript, for instance, the Litur-
gy of the Presanctified Gifts (f. 62v-71r) is presented in quite a rare version
of the text, known in a few Russian copies only. No doubt, it is a corrected
version created earlier than that of Cyprian. Its textological history in the
Russian manuscript tradition, as well as the methods of translation, make

manuscript close to the translation of the New Testament fre=—the
dovo Monastery for our purposes called the Chudovskaya versi

Vespers and Orthros in Syn. 601 (f. 112v-122r) differ from those in the
Trebnik Syn. 326 both in the structure and in the translation; it allowed 1.
D. Mansvetov to conclude that the versions were different. Because 1. D.
Mansvetov took Syn. 601 for the Sluzhebnik of Cyprian, on his opinion,
Vespers and Orthros were not composed by Cyprian.!* According to our
point of view, Vespers and Orthros in Syn. 326 reflected Cyprian’s stan-
dards of translation, while in Syn. 601 there was a more archaic version
of those services. It is quite evident in variant readings shown in the at-
tachment TV'*: variant readings of the Trebnik include calques from Greek
infinitives with prepositions (exke nopaTH ReanMbeTRO), while in Syn. 601
there are no such forms (aa nogamnt xgaaoy). In the Trebnik they conse-
quently used coniunctivus prohibitivus as in Cyprian’s translations (pa e
ORAHMHLUH, Ad HE MOKaXewH), while in the Sluzhebnik they used the impera-
tive with the negation (1e oBaHMH, He mokaxH).'"> Readings of the Trebnik
demonstrate that Cyprian’s translation of Vespers and Orthros is kept not
in the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601, but in the Trebnik Syn. 326.

M. C. Kearos, “Kunpuana caysxeduuk,” Ilpasocaasias anuyukionedus, XXXIII, Moscow
2013, 728-730.

12 T, M. Adpanacnesa, “Uyaosckuit autypruapuii 3-eit gersepri XIV B.,” Tpydow Omdera dpes-
Hepycckoii Aaumepamyput 59 (2009) 191-200.

B3 Y. A. Mancseros, Mumponoum Kunpuan 6 ezo aumypeuueckoii desimeavtocnu, 50-51.

1411, A. Maucseros, Munponoaum Kunpuat 6 ezo auntypzuuecxoii desmenvtocniy, X-XII1,

I5T. Y. Adanacvesa, Caassrckas aumypeus Tpexdeocssuiennoix Japos. Tekcmorozus u a3vik.
St Petersburg 2004, 117-119.
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4 TATIANA AFANASYEVA

Some prayers in Syn. 601 did not belong to the translators of the Cypri-
an’s circle. So, the prayer on the exaltation of the cross (f. 123r) and the
prayer on the opening of a church after desecration (f. 123v) are present-
ed in a parchment Sluzhebnik of the Russian National Library, Sof. 524
(f. 87v-88r and 86r-86v), which contains Old Russian versions of the litur-
gy; their texts completely coincide with those ones in Syn. 601. Obviously,
these prayers in Syn. 601 are copies from ancient Sluzhebniks, wide-spread
in Rus’ in the time before Cyprian.

The prayer over the church wine (f. 123r) is presented in Serbian Slu-
zhebniks of the late 14'h century — Russian National Library, Q.p.1.60,
f. 55r, and Q.p.1.61, f. 85r; it allows us to suppose the Southern Slavic prov-
enance of the text. Only one prayer(on the purification of a church, i.e.,
when a dog runsfinside (f. 122r), is not found either in Southern Slavic or
in Old Russian Trebniks. It was wide-spread only in Russian Trebniks of
the 15-16'" century; however, an issue on its belonging to Cyprian is still
open because in the later written tradition it is not adjacent to his works.

The ritual of washing relics (f. 133r) is quite different from that ascribed
to Cyprian in some manuscripts of the 16 cent. (for instance, Russian Na-
tional Library, Sof. 844, f. 200v and Sof. 878, f. 167r). That ritual was wide
spread in Russian Trebniks of the 16" century, but its connection with the
metropolitan is doubtful, as it was attributed in a few copies only, and the
greater part of the MSS does not contain any attribution. In Syn. 601 this
ritual is very short; it is rare in later manuscripts: the same akolouthia was
found only in one manuscript of 16™" century: Russian National Library,
Sof. 637, f. 130v.

Thus, it seems to us that the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601, attributed to Cyprian
thanks to the margin notes by its scribe Hilarius, was completed with other
texts, taken from other sources by Hilarius. There are several notes made
by that scribe not in the beginning nor in the end but in different parts of
the MS. So, the first margin is: ¢HH CAYKEEHHK® MPENHCAN® W PELKBIXh
KHHI™b HA PYCKHH AZLIKE PYKOK CROEK KHMPHAH® CMHPENKIH MHTPOMOAHTh
KhIEECKHH H BCem pyeH (the Sluzhebnik is copied from Greek books into the
Russian language by the hand of Cyprian, the meek Metropolitan of Kiev
and all Russia) is on the f. 72v, after the texts of the liturgies. The second
margin ChMHCANHE CEMY W MPEUBCKBIX KHHIMb CMHPEHBIMB MHTPOMOAHTOM
KHEBLCKRIM'h H BCEM POYCH KHMPEmHOM (it is a copy from Greek books by
the meek Metropolitan of Kiev) is on the f. 132r, after the akolouthia of
wedding.

Cyprian’s translations in the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601 can be associated with
the liturgies of St John Chrysostom and St Basil the Great, but in this copy
the liturgy of St John Chrysostom has been already combined with the
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VAT. SLAV. 14 AS A LEITURGIKON OF METROPOLITAN CYPRIAN 5

Diataxis by Philotheus Kokkinos; this made it different from the original
translation. The Vatican Sluzhebnik Diataxis is presented as a separate text
written after the liturgies; here we can find the initial variant of the text.!¢

The prayers of the genuflection at the Vespers of the Pentecost in Syn.
601 can also be connected to Cyprian. The same rite is written in the Pen-
tekostarion — the State Historical Museum, Usp-parchm. 7; it was made by
order of Cyprian, according the colophon on f. 177v. There is also a prayer
of Patriarch Philotheus on the Holy Spirit; there is a difference between
Cyprian’s version of that service and other Slavic versions. In the following
written tradition, that very akolouthia dominated; it was included into the
majority of Russian Trebniks since Pogod. 75a (early 15™ century).!” The
Great and the Small blessing of water can also be connected with Cyprian.
These two akolouthia were copied in the Russian tradition through all of
the 15t century; the same texts were found in the so-called Sluzhebnik of
St. Sergius of Radonezh (State Historical Museum, Syn. 952), as well as in
the Trebnik (Russian National Library, Pogod. 75a) with the translations
by Cyprian.!® The akolouthia of the sacrament of betrothal and wedding
(f. 124v-133r) was also connected the Cyprian’s version;!® they were wide-
spread on the whole territory of the Moscow Rus’ in the 15 century.

In the Vat. slav. 14 the Greek word Pacilelc was always translated as
u,ﬁb (tsar), not as kHaZhk (prince), as was common in Rus’. So, in the litur-
gies of St. John Chrysostom and St. Basil the Great, during the litanies,
they mentioned tsars: €1jle MOAHMBCA W BArOBTRPHAIX H XPCTOABHEMIX L{PEH
Hawny (we prayer for the most Orthodox and Christ-loving tsars; f. 9v); GO
BAFOMCTHRBIX H EOXPAHHMBIX LpeH Hawks (about pious and God-protected
tsars of ours; f. 41v).2° The initiative to mention Orthodox tsars at the lit-
urgy came from Cyprian. At first, the initiative had no support from the
Great Prince Vassily Dmitrievich, but later Anthonius, Patriarch of Con-
stantinople, reacted. Around 1393, he wrote to Vassily Dmitrievich a re-
proach for the phrase: “we have the Church, but no tsar”.?' In 1395, thanks
to the efforts of Cyprian, the commemoration of tsars of Constantinople
was included in the Moscow liturgy: it was fixed in the Synodicon of the

16 T, V1. Acpanacwesa, Aumypeuu Moanna 3aamoycma u Bacuaus Beauxozo 6 cAa6sHCKoil nucmen-
Hocmu (no cayxebHuxam XI-XV gs.), Moscow 2015, 179-186.

7T 1. Adanacnesa, “Unnonocaesosanue Beankoro ocssmjeHns BoAs Ha borosisaenne B
caaBstHCKuX cayskeOHukax XI-XV BB.,” Palaeobulgarica 28 (3), 2004, 25-45.

18 T, 1. Adanacresa, “MoANTBBI KOAEHOIIPEKAOHeHNUs B [ITHAGCATHUITY B CAABSHCKUX CAY-
sxeOnnkax XI-XV Bs.,” Palacobulgarica 27 (4), 2003, 15-24.

19M. C. XKearos, “Unner oGpydeHnst 1 BeHYAHUS B APEBHEIIINX CAABIHCKIX PYKOTIUCSX,”
Palaeobulgarica 34 (1), 2010, 41.

20 B, M. Kaocg, Msbparnvie mpyodv,, Moscow 2001, T. 2, 33.

21 Murrp. Maxapuii (Byazaxos). Vicropus Pycckort nepxsu. K. 3. Ora. 1. M., 1995, 514,
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6 TATIANA AFANASYEVA

Assumption Cathedral — Syn. 667.22 The same litanies are presented in the
Trebnik Syn. 326, in the litany at the Great Vespers, f. 109v: €ipe moanmea
W BArORRPHAIX 1 RroXpaHHMBIX HALLHY 1LC)PEH AEPKARBI MOB'RABI - MPERRIRAHIA
- MHPA - ZAPARHM - CricHia - 0 Wmyipenia rp-kxor nxn (Also, we pray for pi-
ous and God-protected tsars of the state, victory in this world, health and
salvation and absolution).

Taking the manuscript Vat. slav. 14 as the Sluzhebnik of Cyprian, we
would get a consistent picture of the Sluzhebnik and Trebnik in the late
14 century. In our opinion, those contradictions described by Gorsky and
Nevostruev, as well as Mansvetov, were connected with the fact that they a
priori took the MS Syn. 601 as the closest copy of the Sluzhebnik of Cypri-
an. The Sluzhebnik of Cyprian contained only three liturgies and rules for
them; it was thus a classic Leiturgikon. The Rule of the Liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom (Diataxis of Patriarch Philotheus) was written separately from
the liturgy; perhaps, it was bound to the manuscript somewhat later. This
can be seen from the different quantity of lines on pages which contain Dia-
taxis (16) and the liturgies (14).2* There were no margin notes in composing
those texts of Cyprian; but the very fact of the production of the manu-
script in the Metropolitan scriptorium is eloquent in itself. Copies of that
Sluzhebnik could contain notes by scribes about copying the manuscript
from a Metropolitan manuscript, which made their work more important.
Perhaps, the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601 was written from one of the metropolitan
copies, but it was completed with services taken from other sources.

3. The Language Peculiarities of the Codex Vat. slav. 14

The above mentioned Trebnik of Metropolitan Cyprian Syn. 326 (1481)
contains services, the greater part of which is included into an earlier man-
uscript — a parchment Trebnik from the Synodal collection of the State
Historical Museum, Syn. 675: they were placed in the same order and in the
same translation. The Trebnik Syn. 675 was written in the time of Cyprian,
i.e., at the turn of the 14" and 15! centuries; it is a noteworthy manuscript.
The codex has been known in the research literature for a long time; it con-
tains rare liturgical services.?* Some of them were published, but the codex,

22 A U. dxosaesa, “Cunoauk YcIieHcKoro cobopa,” [Nareozpagdusi, K00uKoA02Us, QUNAOMAMUKA.
Cospemerttutilt 0nvim UCCA006aHUA peuecKuil, AAMUHCKUX U CAABSIHCKUX pyKonucell U JOKYMeHos:
Mamepuarol Mex0yHapooHoll HAYUHOTL KOHPepeHU UL 6 YeCb 75-Aemus 00Kmopa UCHOPULECKUX HAYK,
yrena-roppecnondenma Apurcrkou Axademuu b. /. Qonxuua, Moscow 2013, 391-392.

2 A, Axyposa, K. Cranues, M. SInymxuy, Onuc Ha caassHckume pvronucu 606 Bamuxanckama
oubAuomexa, 83.

24 A. B. Topckwuii — K. 1. Hesocrpyes, Onucatue caassickux pyionuceii Mocxkoseroii Curodaro-
Hout oubauomexu, 111, 1, Moscow 1869, 128-149.
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as a manuscript with its specific liturgical content, has not been studied.
Nevertheless, it contains the Slavic translation of the Euchologion of the
Great Church, made by the scribes of the Cyprian’s circle in Constantino-
ple in 1380s.25 Their translation of the Euchologion of the Great Church
made was a serious novelty in the Russian Church, directly connected with
the Constantinople worship based on the liturgical rites in St. Sophia. The
graphic and orthographic system of the eldest manuscript of that transla-
tion Syn. 675 has a number of peculiarities; they allow us to conclude that
the manuscript reflects one of the early steps of influence of the Southern
Slavic orthography in the Russian written tradition.2¢

Accordingly, the handwriting and orthographic peculiarities of the
Trebnik Syn. 675 and the Sluzhebnik Vat. slav. 14 are quite similar; both
manuscripts were written in the time of Cyprian, the late 14 — early 15
cent. They are written on parchment, in the traditional Russian liturgical
Uncial; the handwritings of the scribes are rather similar. The orthogra-
phy of both manuscripts demonstrates a number of common innovative
features. In both manuscripts, they used a grapheme st with b in the left
part of the letter, not with ', as it was habitual for Russian manuscripts. In
both codices they wrote a digraph oy in the middle of the word, which was
also typical for the Southern Slavic written tradition. There are consistently
used commas, diacritic signs as paerok (’), and a complete assortment of
accent signs: oksia , varia ', kendema ", iso ~, kamora ", big apostroph
— however, the function of these signs in both manuscripts was not a sys-
tematic one; obviously, Russian scribes only accepted those peculiarities
but were not sure how to use them. On the opinion of M. G. Gal'chenko, a
complete assortment of accent signs could be found in the only manuscript
of the 14 cent. — ‘Narrations by St. Basil the Great’, the State Historical
Museum, Uvar. 506 (1397), copied at Athos; constant usage of that assort-
ment has been found in handwritings since 1410s.2’” The Sluzhebnik and
the Trebnik of Cyprian, as we see, were the earliest Russian manuscripts
written in Moscow, where they made an attempt to introduce a new system
of the superlinear signs into the Russian written tradition.

There are rare and noteworthy orthograms in both manuscripts; some
of them have not been adapted in further Russian orthography.?® Such

25 T. Afanasyeva, “The Slavic Version of the Euchologion of the Great Church and its
Greek Prototype” OCP 81, 2015, 169-194.

26T, A. Moabkos, “Opdorpaduueckue ripunims Kunmpuanosckoro Kpyskka (Ha Matepuae
pyxonicu ITM Cun. 675),” Tpydot uncmumyma pycckozo s3vika um. B.B. Butozpadosa (at press).

2T M. T. Taavuenko, Knuxnas kyrvmypa. Knueonucarue. Hadnucu na uxonax Jpesreis Pycu. Ms-
Opannvie padomot, Mocksa — Canxr-IlerepOypr 2001, 124.

28T, A. Moabkos, “Opdorpaduueckue mpuniume Kunmpruanosckoro kpyxka (Ha Matepuae
pyxonicu ITIM Cun. 675)”, Tpydol uncmumyma pycckozo s3vika um. B.B. Butnozpadosa (at press).
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orthogramm is, for instance, writing oy after vowels without iotacism,
not only in foreign names like moriceoy (Syn. 675, f. 16r), but also in such
Slavic words as MATROY BeMePHIOOY (Syn. 675, f. 91r), MATROY MPEAAOKEHHOY,
OCTABAEHIOY, c'ﬁceﬂim( (Vat. slav. 14, f. 1r, 11r, 38v). In both manuscripts
we find frequent writing of the double n with a diacritic sign of double
varia: 8 TaHAR'EH, OPI)(“I: (Syn. 675, f. 10r, 119r), npesﬁromoseﬁﬁoyw,
emkpeRprnes, (Vat. slav. 14, f. 3v, 5r, 7v, 10v). In the Sluzhebnik Vat. slav. 14,
as well n the Trebnik Syn. 675, they use new orthograms taken from
Southern Slavs. Also, in Syn. 675 the pronoun ¢k is consistently written
with non-etymological & in the form ¢#%, (to escape any confusion with
the homographic preposition, they put a superlinear sign over the form of
the pronoun). Similar writing variants could be found also in Vat. slav. 14:
xaken ¢b (f. 64v), rpaps ¢i (f. 72r). Noteworthy is their usage of the let-
ter ', which was corrected from o. In Syn. 675 they set numerous samples
of the same kind (let us take note of such a correction as 'h): npee'hexoaa
f. 31v, nenper’bknorenn f. 47v, ¢'h chagwnms f. 52r. In Vat. slav. 14 such
corrections are rare, but there are few: xpam'ben f. 4r, 68r. Those peculiari-
ties can testify to the common provenance of both manuscripts, in spite of
the fact that they were written by different scribes; those scribes had com-
mon ideas of the orthographic rules, and similar habits of book-writing.
In the language of the translation of the Euchologion of the Great
Church in the manuscript Syn. 675 there are Russianisms in phonetics,
lexics, and some grammatic forms, which was typical also for the transla-
tion of Diataxis in the manuscript Vat. slav. 14. Russianisms are found in
rubrics only, but not in litanies and prayers; in general, there developed the
established Slavic tradition not to use regional vocabulary in ecclesiastic
texts. So, for instance, in Vat. slav. 14 there are the following Russianisms:
npagam c¢rpana (f. 112r) instead of the normative pAecHam ¢Tpana, a Russian
diminutive kpowku (f. 121r), the Russian meaning of the word noas (‘bot-
tom, basement’) — nokAaH@eThCA A0 noaoy (f. 124v). The Russian prefix
ghl- could be found in the Rule of the Liturgy of the Presanctified Gifts in
Vat. slav. 14: geixopoy, Baixo (f. 84v), as well as the phonetic Russianism
¢ THAO roprovee (f. 851). In Syn. 675 there are more Russianisms, because
many services from the Euchologion of the Great Church were translated
for the first time; and translators introduced Russian equivalents for some
concepts and objects, not Church Slavic ones.?® The Manuscript Vat. slav.
14, as well as Syn. 675, does not contain specific characteristics of Novgorod

29 T. Afanasyeva, “On Russian Translations of the Period of the ‘Second South Slavic Influ-
ence,” Zeitschrift fur Slawistik 61(3), 2016, 433-447.
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VAT. SLAV. 14 AS A LEITURGIKON OF METROPOLITAN CYPRIAN 9

and Pskov, as O. Gorbach thought?’; this manuscript comes doubtlessly
from Moscow. Thus, linguistic peculiarities of both manuscripts are simi-
lar in numerous aspects; it allows us to take these two manuscripts for
products of the same scriptorium, where new norms of Russian writing
and language have been shaped.

Finally, the decoration of both manuscripts has many common ele-
ments. There are ‘flourishing’ cinnabar initials, fragments of ligature callig-
raphy in headings. Those peculiarities were typical for the Southern Slavic
manuscripts of that epoch. In the Sluzhebnik of Cyprian Vat. slav. 14 there
are several empty pages, obviously left for illumination.’! The manuscript
Syn. 675 was not illuminated, which is logical, because Trebniks have been
never illuminated. All known Trebniks, even the most famous Euchologion
of the Great Church from Constantinople (Paris, Coisl. 213), were deco-
rated quite modestly.

Thus, our research demonstrates that the Sluzhebnik Vazr. slav. 14 came
from the circle of manuscripts of the Metropolitan scriptorium of the time
of Cyprian. It was written by scribes with a similar approach to orthogra-
phy (one of those scribes was Protodeacon Spyridon of the Assumption
Cathedral in the Moscow Kremlin). The Trebnik Syn. 675 with the Slavic
version of the Euchologion of the Great Church made by translators of
the Cyprian’s circle was produced in that scriptorium as well. Both manu-
scripts have common novelties in orthography and Russian vocabulary was
used in the texts of liturgical notes. Their methods of translation were also
similar. The Sluzhebnik Syn. 601, which has been taken for the Sluzhebnik
of Cyprian since Gorsky and Nevostruev, was not that one, in fact; some of
its texts were inserted into it by the scribe Hilarius from other sources. The
manuscripts Vat. slav. 14 and Syn. 675 are the Leiturgikon and the Trebnik
with Cyprian’s version of those liturgical books; they were designed for the
liturgical service in the cathedrals of Moscow in the late 14" century.
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SUMMARY

The article argues for the idea that the Leiturgikon of Cyprian is a manuscript preserved in
the Vatican Apostolic Library Vat. slav. 14, written at the Moscow Metropolitan scriptorium in
the late 14t century. Traditionally, the Sluzhebnik of Cyprian was identified as a manuscript
of the State Historical Museum, Syn. 601, late 14th century; that opinion was based on margin
notes by the scribe Hilarius. The language and the composition of some services in Syn. 601
differ from those in the Trebnik of Cyprian, which is traditionally identified as a manuscript
of the State Historical Museum, Syn. 326, of 1481. Those contradictions were discussed in
the research works of the 19t century; I. D. Mansvetov concluded that the Trebnik Syn. 326
contains some services not connected with the translations of Cyprian’s circle — they were
ascribed to him by mistake in the 14th century. A study of the manuscripts with Cyprian’s
liturgical translations has shown that a number of services in the Sluzhebnik Syn. 601 were
not connected with the Cyprian’s activity and that they were taken by Hilarius from other
sources. The Sluzhebnik of Cyprian was a classical leiturgikon containing only the texts of the
Liturgies and their rules, while the Trebnik of Cyprian is a MS Syn. 675 — it contains a Slavic
translation of the Euchologion of the Great Church. Both manuscripts were made in the same
scriptorium; they have similar handwriting and orthographic systems; they were designed for
the liturgical services in the cathedrals of Moscow in the time of Cyprian.

Keywords: the Sluzhebnik and the Trebnik of Cyprian, the liturgical reforms in the Mos-
cow Rus’ in the late-fourteenth century, the Metropolitan scriptorium, orthography of manu-
scripts.
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