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Based on extensive written sources, the authors of this article have for the first
time examined two chant cycles created by Ivan the Terrible: one dedicated to
St. Peter the Metropolitan of All Russia and the other in honour of the Vladimir
Theotokos (Mother of God). The researchers have paid particular attention to the
author’s realisation of a traditional Old Russian principle of hymnographical art:
to compose chants on the basis of sample (“the podoben”). The implementation
of this principle presupposes following a model completely or partially when the
coincidence of separate lines (usually the initial or final lines, or those key to the
formation of chants) is admitted. They conclude that Ivan the Terrible displayed
a significant degree of creative freedom in revealing the images. He used not only
the samples, but also some versions of earlier chants based on them. Ivan the
Terrible demonstrated a deep understanding of the original sources, their artistic
processing, as well as his education, expressed in the knowledge of the tradition
and its creative implementation. In the new historical context of his reign, Tsar
Ivan worked theintensively over these sources and added a more patriotic sound-
ing content to the cycles. Thanks to the tsar’s skill, his stichera are a fine example
of the creation of new meaning on the basis of the tradition.

Keywords: Ivan the Terrible, musical hymnographical art, authorship,
St. Peter the Metropolitan of All Russia, the Theotokos of Vladimir.
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Brnagyumupckoit nkonsl boropopuiel. Ocoboe BHUMaHME yfienseTcs Ipobie-
Me aBTOPCKOTO BOIIOLIEHNA B IPOM3BEEHNAX Ijaps NMPMHINUIIA CO3TAHNUA
HeCHOIEHNIT «Ha NMO06eH», KOTOPBIN ObII TPaAUIMOHHBIM UL ApeBHEpYC-
CKOTO MY3BbIKa/IbHO-TUMHOTpadeckoro Teopyectsa. Ero npumenenne mpep-
Hosarano 6o IONHOe ClefoBaHye 06pasiyy, MO0 JacTUYHOE, KOTa JOMY-
CKAJIOCh COBIIAJIeHNe OTHE/NbHbIX, Jallle BCEro Hauya/lbHbIX, 3aK/II0YNTEeNbHBIX
WIN KTI0YeBBIX i GpopMooOpasoBaHys MpousBeleHniI CTpok. Viccnenona-
TeU MPUXOJAT K BBIBOLY, UYTO B CTUXMPAX Ljaps MPOsABUIACh 3HAUUTE/IbHAA
CTereHb CBOOOMIBI B PACKPBITUM ITO3TUYECKUX 06Pa30B, IIPU 9TOM OH UCIO/Ib-
30BaJl He TOJIbKO IMOf06eH-06pasel], HO ¥ HeKOTOpble paHee CO3JaHHBIE Ha
€ro OCHOBE NEeCHOTEeHNA. [PO3HBIII ITyOOKO OCMBICTNI MICXOffHbIE MCTOUHM-
KU, eMy IPUCYIIY XYJ0XKeCTBEHHOCTb B 00paboTKe TeKCTa, 06pasoBaHHOCTB,
Halleflas BbIpaykeHne B 3HAHUM TPaJUIINIL ¥ TBOPUECKOM VX BOIIIOLIEHN.
ITo cpaBHEHUIO CO CTUXMPAMM IPEAIIeCTBYIONINX MACTEPOB 1Japhb B CTIOKHBIX
MCTOPUYECKUX YCIOBUAX, TIPOJie/ial TOHKYI0 paboTy Haj, TMMHOrpaduiecKu-
MM MCTOYHMKAMMY, TIPUAAT CBOUM LIMK/IaM FOCYAApCTBEHHO-IATPUOTHYECKOe
cofep>xaHye. MacTepcTBO Jiep)kKaBHOTO aBTOpa ABUJIO IIPEKpPacHbI obpasen
CO3/IaHMA B IPOU3BEeHNAX Ha OCHOBE TPAJMLIMI HOBBIX CMBIC/IOB.

Kniouesvte cnosa: apb ViBan [posHbIiT, My3bIKalTbHO-TUMHOTpadUIecKoe
JICKYCCTBO, aBTOPCKOE TBOPUYECTBO «Ha HopobeH», Mutpononut Bces Pycu
IeTp, Bragumupckas nkona boropoauisl.

No other ruler of medieval Russia has had such contradictory assessments
of his activities as Tsar Ivan IV (‘the Terrible’). However, it is impossible to
deny his outstanding and unique contribution to the culture of his time. Tsar
Ivan actively worked as a writer and publicist: he was the editor of the of-
ficial chronicle of his reign and a noted lover of book culture [e. g.: JTuxaues;
IImupr]. In his opinion, “his grandparents and parents” had inherited the
throne and guardianship of the Orthodox faith from the “Emperor Con-
stantine, first in piety” [Ilepenmcka ViBana Iposnoro ¢ Anppeem Kyp6ckum,
c. 12-13]. As such, he took as his example not only the policy of the Byzantine
emperors to strengthen the power of the sovereign, but also their spiritual
activities. The creation of hymnographical works had a special significance in
the tsar’s spiritual life. These works include, for example, his “Canon of the an-
gel, the formidable voevoda” [J/Inxades, c. 361-377] and the “Troparion on the
bringing of the relics of the Grand Duke Michael of Chernigov” [PamasaHosa,
c. 107-116]. It was noted in Russian and foreign sources that Tsar Ivan knew
musical notation and sang with the court choir with pleasure. The Terri-
ble revived the tradition of Byzantine imperial who created musical works
as a powerful tool of ideological influence. The aim of this article is to clarify
the ideas of the first Russian tsar as given in his musical “oeuvre”.

In 1878 the hieromonk Arseniy published a description of the manu-
scripts in the Trinity-Sergius Lavra library. He pointed out that in one
of the scribe Login’s manuscripts [PI'B. ®. 304. Ne 428] there were some
chants (stichera) in honour of St. Peter the Metropolitan that belonged to
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the oeuvre of Ivan the Terrible [Apcenmii, c. 146]. Arseniy did not discover
a second cycle, a stichera dedicated to the Theotokos of Vladimir that was
also accredited to the tsar in the same manuscript. It was Leonid (Kavelin),
a monastery archimandrite, who later published both cycles [Jleonup,
1886]. He also found a second collection containing chants by Tsar Ivan.
Leonid made a detailed description of the manuscript, indicating the
chants. Besides this, he reproduced Login’s note about the writing of the
manuscript [/leonnsn, 1887]. Thus, the chants of Ivan the Terrible became
famous thanks to the discovery of these two collections of stichera, which
were written in the hand of Login Shishelov, the famous raspevschik (com-
poser) and conductor of the Trinity choir [[Tapdentnesa, c. 92-103].

After Ivan the Terrible’s stichera were published, there appeared differ-
ent points of view on the nature of the tsar’s authorship. Archimandrite
Leonid thought that Tsar Ivan was both the author of poetic texts and
a raspevschik. The publisher noted that the tsar was emulating the Byz-
antine “emperor Leo the Wise” [Jleonnp, 1886, c. 5]. However, in 1928
N. F. Findeyzen expressed doubts about such an interpretation of Ivan
the Terrible’s authorship. Noting that “inscriptions in neumatic (kru-
kovaya) books, such as ‘the creation of Lev the Despot, usually refer to
the composition of liturgical texts”, Findeyzen concluded “it is difficult
to establish the truth at the present time” [Ounpeitsen, c. 246-247]. Since
then, the tsar’s works have always been at the centre of scholarly atten-
tion. Researchers have revealed new copies of known works indicated
by the tsar’s name.

A special study of the works considered to belong to Ivan the Terri-
ble in the context of old Russian writing musical tradition showed that
only the chants in the znamenny style could belong to the tsar’s creative
works [ITap¢entbes, c. 51-59]. We mean the two cycles of church holy
day stichera. The first cycle in order was dedicated to the memory of Peter
the Metropolitan of All Russia (1308-1326). He contributed to the forma-
tion of Moscow as a spiritual center of Russia. During Ivan the Terribles
reign, the Russian society honoured Peter the Metropolitan as the founder
of the state’s spiritual authority. The second cycle is devoted to the miracu-
lous Vladimir Theotokos and is included in the liturgical service, created in
honour of the icon’s transfer from Vladimir and its meeting into Moscow
on 23 June 23, 1480 in order to assist with the threat of posed by Khan
Akhmat’s invasion. It should be noted that nobody has yet studied the tsar’s
works in terms of the znamennyi musical stylistic version. In this article we
will focus on Ivan the Terrible’s chanting stichera, on the base of the sample
“podoben” in which the tsar applied to the traditional Old Russian princi-
ple of musical hymnographic art — similarity (“similar to the sample”).

%%

Login Shishelov placed the tsar’s chants in honour of St. Peter in a col-
lection of stichera (Sticheraria) that he wrote in the Trinity-Sergius Monas-
tery presumably between 1619 and 1624. The chants are placed behind ones
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produced earlier and are accompanied by the remark: «VIHbI cTHXMPBI, T1aC
(2) n mopo6en Tou >xe (Kpimm noxsajeHbiMu). TBOpeHe Ljapsi ¥ BEIMKOTO
kHA3g VoanHa BacunbeBuua Bcesa Pocum pmecrmora» (Other stichera, the
mode (2) and is similar to the same podoben (Kymi pokhvalenymi). The Crea-
tion of the Tsar and the Grand Duke Ivan Vasilyevich, Despot of All Russia”).
Ivan the Terrible’s cycle consists of three stichera: «KbiMu moxBasneHbIMU
BeHellbl yBsizeMoO cBaTutensi» (Kymi pokhvalenimi venetsi uvyazemo svyat-
itelya — “What laudable crowns will be surmounted on the saint”), “Ksimn
IPOpOYeCKMMI TTeHNu BeHndaeMo csatutens” (Kymi prorocheskimi penii ven-
chaemo svyatitelya — “What prophetic chanting will crown the saint”) and
«KpIMU [TyXOBEHBIMM ITeHNY BOCTIONMO cBsitutensi» (Kymi dukhovenymi pe-
nii vospoimo svyatitelya — “What spiritual songs will we chant to the saint”)
[CIIM3. Ne 274. JI. 12406. — 125]. Each sticheron contains almost identical
musical graphics (neumes) as in the podoben. Their verbal texts differ from
the podoben they are based on and from each other.

Ivan was well acquainted with this podoben-sample. Many chants dedi-
cated to the saints were created on this basis since old times. It is espe-
cially important to study the fifteenth — and sixteenth-century copies of this
podoben, preceding the appearance of the tsar’s stichera. This period can
be characterised by a stable type of musical record [PI'B. ®.113. Ne 245.
JI. 20306.; PTAITA. ®. 181. Ne 792. JI. 150]. The podoben has a two-part 12-
line structure, wherein the semantic content was skillfully put to music.
There is no doubt that Ivan the Terrible created the melodies of the stichera
dedicated to Peter the Metropolitan on the basis of the podoben. It is nec-
essary to determine whether the tsar preserved the musical techniques
of revealing content and form in his new verbal texts.

N. S. Seregina has examined the tsar’s three stichera on the basis
of the “Kymi” sample taken from Login’s manuscript of the Chudov Mon-
astery: however, this exemplar uses the putevoy chanting style [PI'B. ®. 304.
Ne 428]. Seregina did not analyse the musical content of these stichera set
out in a special notation. We consider her conclusions on hymnographi-
cal verbal texts to be quite important for our investigation, since they are
applicable to the texts which we are studying. Seregina indicates that all
three of the stichera created by Tsar Ivan were taken from the service of St.
Nikolay (6 December) and were “completely transferred” into the service
of Metropolitan Peter: in other words, the poetic texts were “just read-
dressed” to Peter. According to this researcher, while there are “minor re-
placements” in the poetic texts “the chant melody has remained unchanged”
and is still on the basis of the podoben [Ceperumna, c. 197-198].

Our comparative textual analysis of the differences between the chant to
St. Nikolay and that to St. Peter shows that Ivan changed 34 per cent of the
text in his first sticheron, 68 per cent in the second, and 67 per cent in the
third. Consequently, St. Nikolay’s sticheron, the second and third in particu-
lar, underwent substantial revisions. No less than this, the number of changes
increase as the chants progress from the beginning to end and as the cycle
continues. It is scarcely acceptable to believe that such changes are insignifi-
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cant, especially given that we are dealing with medieval works of art created
according to strict rules. Therefore, we cannot agree with Seregina’s claim
that Ivan the Terrible simply borrowed the text of the stichera to St. Nikolay.
However, we will continue to compare the texts authored by the tsar
to those created on the basis of the “Kymi” podoben for other services preced-
ing Ivans birth. Undoubtedly, Tsar Ivan had to know them well, and, as can
be seen from the comparison, he knew and used some of them in the course
of his works, in accordance with the existing traditions and rules. The sources
of his creativity were the chants in honour of saintly hierarchs: St. Nikcholay
the Wonderworker, Metropolitan Peter (these chants were authored by Met-
ropolitan Cyprian), St. Stephan of Sourozh, and Metropolitan Alexy. He also
used chants written to praise the Apostles Peter and Paul (table 1).
Table 1

The hymnographic sources of Ivan the Terrible’s stichera
in honour of Metropolitan Peter

Nex* Lines ** Sources ***
11 KbIMM 1TOXBa/IeHBIMU BEHEIIbI Nik. 1.1; Pet. 1.1;
) (Kymi pokhvalenymi venetsi) Pet.-Pav. 1.1
VYBs13eMO CBATUTENSA
1.2 (Uvyazemo svyatitelya) Pet. 1.1
13 |Vbxe mrotuio 6 Pycu cyma Nik. 1.3:
) (Izhe plotiyu v Rusi suscha) 80 mupexo (vo mirekho)
WM 1yXoBHO BCeM JOCTU3AONIE .
14 (I dukhoveno vsem dostizayusche) Nik. 1.4
VI>ke yycTe TOro MH00AIMIMO .
1> (Izhe chiste togo lyubyaschiimo) Nik. 1.5
Bepnuvimo mipefocTatens U 3aCTyIIeHUKA . )
1.6 (Vernymo predostatelya i zastupenika) Nik. 1.6: secemo (vesemo)
17 V>xe BeceMO CKOPOHBIMMO yTeLIUTeNIs Nik. 1.7
) (Izhe vesemo skorbnyimo uteshitelya) T
Brnarovectus pexy . )
1.8 (Blagochestiya reku) Nik. 1.8: cmonna (stolpa)
W 3emmnio pycckyio
1.9 (I zemlyu russkuyu) Pet. 1.9
1.10 Becenamy teueHun Pet. 1.10;
) (Veselyaschyu techenii) Step. 1.10
IeTpa Tennaro
LI oty teplago) Pet. 1.11
1.12 IIpepcraTens Haulero M XpaHuTeA Pet. 1.12;
) (Predstatelya nashego i khranitelya) Step. 1.12
21 KbIMM TpopoyuecKbIMI neHUuu Nik. 3.1:
) (Kymi prorocheskymi penii) necremu (pesnemi)
Benuaemo cBsaTuTENSA .
enchaemo svyatitelya
2.2 (Vench itelya) Nik. 1.2
Heuectuio cipotuBo6opera .
echestiyu sprotivoboretsa
23 | (Nochesti oo ) Nik. 2.3




142

Problema voluminis

4 |4 6marodecTuio npasumens Nik. 2.4: no6operuxa
) (I blagochestiyu pravitelya) (poborenika)
OcBeeHHATO OTO IIeJICHO ) .
25 | (Govyaschennugo ofo pelen) Pet. 2.5; Step. 2.5; Al 3.5
Cronma 1jepKB) HEOAIBVDKIMATO ) .
2.6 (Stolpa tserkvi nepodvizhimago) Pet. 2.6; Step. 2.6; Al 3.6
27 Vxe Becst 3m06EHBIS TIOCPAMITAIONTA Nik. 2.7
(Izhe vesya zlobenyya posramlyayuscha)
)8 [NoTpebutensa Ceumosa Nik. 2.8:
) (Potrebitelya Seitova) Apuesa (Arieva)
Pexy MHOrIMXO 4I0f1€CO
2.9 (Reku mnogikho chudeso) Step. 1.8
2.10 3emnto pyccKy1o BecenAly Te4eHUN Pet. 1.10;
) (Zemlyu russkuyu veselyaschu techenii) Step. 1.10
IleTpa Tennaro
211 | Dosra teplago) Pet. 1.11
ITpencrarens Hallero 1 XpaHUTeE .
2.12 (Predstatelya nashego i khranitelya) Pet. 1.12; Step. 1.12
KbIM1it fyxOBeHBIMM TEHUN
3.1 (Kymi dukhovenymi penii) Pet.-Pav. 2.1
Bocnonmo cBsaturens
3.2 (Vospoimo svyatitelya) Pet. 2.2; Step. 2.2; Al. 3.2
VIxe manHss cyiia mpoBUpsIIa .
3.3 (Izhe dalnyaya suscha providyascha) Nik. 3.3
W otcTosimast siko 6nusocyuia .
34 (I otstoyaschaya yako blizosuscha) Nik. 3.4
[TpopoyecTByOLIa HETOXKHO .
35 (Prorochestvuyuscha nelozhno) Nik. 3.5
36 Wce aenenueme Ipeuucmas B
) (Izhe yavlenieme Prechistaya)
3.7 Ilepsocesmumento sieneutycst B
) (Pervosvyatitelyu yavleschusya)
38 Huenazo 6 urodecexo B
) (Divnago v chudesekho)
Vicuenenus écem mogaBalola Al 2.8 added.: Hezasucmno
3.9 . .
(Istseleniya vsem podavayuscha) (nezavisteno)
310 3emnro pyckyro BeceAlly Te4eHUN Pet. 1.10;
) (Zemlyu ruskuyu veselyaschu techenii) Step. 1.10
Ilerpa remmaro
3.11 (Petra teplago) Pet. 1.11
312 IIpepcrarena Halero u XpaHUTELA Pet. 1.12;
) (Predstatelya nashego i khranitelya) Step. 1.12

*The first numeral indicates the number of stichera in the cycle, the second - the number

of lines in the stichera.
** The words in bold italics can be found only in the chants of Tsar Ivan.

*** Approved designation of the stichera: Al. — Metr. Alexy [PTB. ®. 304. Ne 414.
JI. 49706. — 498]; Nik. - St. Nikolay [PT'B. ®@. 304. Ne 410. JI. 16206. — 163]; Pet. — Metr. Peter
[PTB. ®. 304. Ne 414. JI. 42906. - 430]; Pet.-Pav. — Ap. Peter and Paul [PT'B. ®. 304. Ne 409.
JI. 129-130]; Step. — St. Stephen of Sourozh [PTB. ®. 304. Ne 415. J1. 27506. - 276].
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The Tsar utilised the podoben “Kymi” in accordance with old Russian
tradition. Long before him, Metropolitan Cyprian had created a cycle ad-
dressed to Metropolitan Peter by turning to the same podoben used to
glorify Sts. Peter and Paul (Peter was of course the name borne by the
saintly metropolitan of Moscow). Tsar Ivan revealed the principle of sim-
ilarity (to compose works on the base of the sample) in a more complex
way. The first part of his three stichera corresponds to the opening of
the three stichera in the chant cycle of St. Nikcholay. There is a certain
logic to this process. Firstly, Nikolay and Peter are both saints and thus
hold equivalent rank a saint - the head of the Church. Secondly, by ap-
propriating the text from the stichera dedicated to St. Nikolay, the Tsar,
stressed for the first time a special spiritual significance of Peter equal in
his greatness to Saint Nicholay who was especially revered as the Holy
One in Russia.

The tsar asks a rhetorical question in the opening lines (1-2) of the
first sticheron: «KbIMM IOXBa/eHBIMU BeHELbl YBSI3€MO CBSITUTEILS»
(Kymi pokhvalenimi venetsi uvyazemo svyatitelya — “What laudable
crowns will be surmounted on the saint”). Ivan chose the verbal formu-
las that suited his notion of stylistic improvement from several sources.
Then, in the first section (lines 3-7), he follows the text from St. Nikolay’s
first sticheron. The royal hymnographer had an excellent sense of musi-
cal form. Following the logic of musical formation, he began a semanti-
cally new fragment in the eighth line. Thus, the form of the sticheron is
subordinated to the musical structure of the podoben. By creating a new
unity from fragments of the stichera to St. Nikolay and Metropolitan
Peter (as authored by Cyprian), the tsar added new dimensions to the
image of the latter. His seemingly minor editorial changes are full of deep
patriotic meaning.

In the second chant «KpiMyu mpopodeckumy neHuy BeHYAeMO CBsI-
turensi» (Kymi prorocheskimi penii venchaemo svyatitelya — “What pro-
phetic chanting will crown the saint”), the tsar’s utilisation of fragments
from the stichera to St. Nikolay is inherently more complex. He reworked
fragments from the second sticheron of the cycle in honour of Nikolay in
lines 1-4, then used parts of Metropolitan Cyprian’s second sticheron in
honour of Peter in lines 5-6, and finally returned to Nikolay’s sticheron
in lines 7-8. By saving the two final lines of the model (with the excep-
tion of changing the name Ariy to Seit in the eighth line), the tsar made
a transition to a semantically new second part. This is an extremely in-
teresting phenomenon. One should pay special attention to the tenth line
of the tsar’s sticheron «...3emni0 pycckyio Becenmsuyy tedeHumn» (Zemlu
russkuyu veselyaschu techenii — “Russian land rejoices over”). This phrase
appeared in the ninth and tenth lines of the first sticheron written by
Cyprian, who was the first to introduce this phrase. It was mentioned
in his cycle only once. However, this metaphor was of great importance
for Tsar Ivan. He repeated it in each of his three stichera, and musically
emphasised this phrase in the second and third stichera with a sequence
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of identical neumes (stopits), which meant it had to be sung in recitative.
The tsar highlighted and persistently stressed the meaning of these words
through having them chanted at the same pitch. Their higher meaning
thus emerged with particular clarity. Ivan rendered the culmination of
the metaphor as semantically important, repeating it in all his chants.
As can be seen in the second sticheron, the tsar stressed, first of all, the
national and patriotic significance of Metropolitan Peter’s acts. Thanks to
Tsar Ivan’s edition, the metropolitan’s role as a builder, organiser, church
leader, and a victorious fighter against all evil and heresy were empha-
sised. For the first time by using artistic technique of recitative on the
words “Russian land”, the author emphasised those of Peter’s activities
which had been of significant use to the country.

The third sticheron, «KpIMu fyxoBeHBIMU IIEHUM BOCIIOMMO CBSITH-
tersi» (Kymi dukhovenymi penii vospoimo svyatitelya — “What spiritual
songs will we chant to the saint”), is Ivan’s most independent work. He
took the opening of this chant from the podoben, like in previous ones,
thereby conducting a special form of stylistic editing. The tsar appropri-
ated lines 3-5 (those which conclude an antithesis and identify the saint
as a visionary) from a sticheron dedicated to St. Nikolay. The subsequent
lines (6-8) are unique and were probably authored by Ivan himself. In
lines 6-7, the author discloses the hagiographic narrative of Peter’s en-
thronement as First Hierarch, which was preceded by the miraculous
appearance of the Virgin Mary and her prophesy. By identifying Peter
closely with the Virgin, Tsar Ivan was undoubtedly exalting the saint; in
comparison, Cyprian’s sticheron neglects this story. For Tsar Ivan, the
motive behind St. Peter’s special reverence for the Virgin Mary was high-
ly important. As a skilled icon painter, Peter had painted an icon of the
Virgin Mary, which, in the course of time, was known as the “Petrovs-
kaya” icon. Under Peter’s influence, the Cathedral of Assumption, a stone
building dedicated to the dormition of the Theotokos, was built in the
Moscow Kremlin; it became Peter’s own burial place. In his sticheron, the
tsar stressed the great significance of the events in the saint’s life, which
thus further emphasised the special semantic depth and value of his text
for knowledgeable listeners.

The second part of the sticheron concludes with line 7. This leads onto
a new phase in the characterisation of the saint in lines 8-9, where Peter is
presented as a wonderful miracle worker who offers treatment and heal-
ing to all. In this way, Ivan correlated the formation of his own literary
texts with the musical form of the podoben, thus creating his own version
in accordance with the logic of its musical development. As was already
noted, semantically the culminating moment of the third sticheron, like in
the second, falls on the tenth line, where the tsar highlights the key words
“Russian Land” («3emmio pycckyto») with the help of an artistic technique
of a recitative.

Thus, Tsar Ivan created his sticheron in honour of St. Peter the Metro-
politan on the basis of the “Kymi” podoben in strict accordance with the
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rules of Church musical art. These rules were consecrated by a centuries-
old tradition, and the tsar’s work of authorship based on it required great
skill. The royal author followed established literary and musical samples,
but, as a gifted and highly educated man, did not copy them blindly: rath-
er, he creatively implemented the fundamental principle of similarity. He
revealed this in his cycle of chants on several levels.

Tsar Ivan demonstrated the highest level of this principle by revealing
the providential and historical significance of St. Peter’s endeavour. For the
first time the Moscow metropolitan was compared to the great St. Nicholas
of Myra in Lycia. Furthermore, the work emphasises that Peter’s enthrone-
ment as First Hierarch and miracle worker was preceded by the miraculous
appearance of the Virgin and her prophecy. This level of using the similarity
principle can be referred to the highest sphere of theological and ideologi-
cal revealing of the Saint’s image. The royal hymnographer, conscious of the
requirements of his state, decisively raised the metropolitan of Moscow to
the greatest possible heights.

The principle of similarity run through the next layer of authorship
(verbal). The Tsar created the new texts of his stichera from fragments that
derived from a certain kind of primary source: stichera about saints. After
completing thoughtful and serious work on these sources, Ivan opened up
new facets of Peter’s image, thereby enriching it with new meaning. His
lines are nothing other than the indication of hidden meanings, which were
meant to provoke the collective memory of his contemporaries. His stichera
are full of allusions addressed to a knowledgeable audience who were ac-
quainted with the details of the hagiographic narrative of Metropolitan
Peter’s life. In terms of mastering rhetorical techniques, these strichera
present us with a tsar who was a sophisticated literary man, appreciative
of stylistic expression. He skilfully uses techniques such as questions-
exclamations, anaphora, metaphor, antithesis, panegyric epithets, allusions,
polisindeton etc.

Finally, let us note one more level of implementing the creative principle
on base of the sample “podoben”. The reference to the text of the podoben
“Kymi” here is not just a tribute to this particular artistic tradition. In his
stichera, the tsar retains the number of lines, neumatic formulas (popev-
kas), initial verbal-neuma formulas which were characteristic of the the
podoben. However, he does not only do this. The Tsar also used in his works
of art the rhetorical techniques specified in the verbal text of the podoben.
The fact that the musical structure of all three stichera are appropriated
from the podoben does not negate the skill required to formulate the text
of the tsar’s cycle; rather, it emphasises it. This work demonstrates a high
level of both literary and musical creativity with the framework of medieval
church musical traditions.

%%

The next cycle of neumatic znamenny stichera authored by Ivan the
Terrible are based on the podoben dedicated to the Vladimir Icon of
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the Blessed Theotokos. This icon is first mentioned in the chronicles in
1155, when Prince Andrei Bogolyubskiy “brought” to Suzdal “an icon of
the Holy Virgin” which had arrived earlier from Constantinople [[ICPJI,
T. 2, c. 482]. After the construction of the Cathedral of the Assumption
in Vladimir (1160), the icon became the main miraculous image of this
church and of all the principality of Vladimir-Suzdal. With Moscow’s
rise as the “capital city” and spiritual centre of all Russia, this most holy
icon was gradually moved there. The final transfer of the icon to Mos-
cow took place on 23 June 1480 to face the threat of Akhmad Khan’s
invasion [IICPJI, t. 25, c. 327-328]. The holy icon was placed in the new
Cathedral of the Assumption (1479). The icon-patroness became a na-
tional shrine. There were several religious holidays established in hon-
our of the icon, the most solemn being the celebration of the transfer to
Moscow on 23 June. Tsar Ivan deeply honoured the miraculous image.
He prayed before the icon on the eve of military campaigns and offered
thanks when he returned. On the eve of the attack of the Crimean Khan
Devlet Giray and Tartar united army on Moscow, which had lost its de-
fensive fortifications during the raid and fire in 1571, the tsar, his fam-
ily, and the court went to Velikyi Novgorod in May 1572. The Vladimir
Theotokos went with them. Here, on 23 June 1572, they celebrated the
Meeting of the Icon. The ceremonial moving of the icon was held in the
tsar’s presence. His choristers (chanting or singing diaki) sang canons,
“many stichera”, and “stichera dedicated to the Mother of God” during
the procession and in the Cathedral of St. Sophia [IICPJI, . 30, c. 161-
162]. Devlet Giray’s army, which invaded Russia a month later, was de-
feated by Russian forces at the battle of Molodi. In late August, the tsar
returned to the capital, and the Vladimir Theotokos took its old place in
the Cathedral of the Assumption.

As we can see, in the summer of 1572 Ivan the Terrible suffered ex-
tremely hard times. It was at this time that he began to compose his
spiritual testament (1572-1578), which was addressed to his sons Ivan
and Feodor. He instructed his children to live so that the “God of peace”,
the “prayers of Christians protectress, the Virgin’, and “the mercy of the
honoured Vladimir Icon, the intercessor of the Russian state” («mu-
JIOCTb YecTHAro esi o6pasa MKOHBI BragumMepckus — ep>kaBbl Pyckus
sactymienue») would always be with them [[TAV, 1. 1, c. 378]. Char-
acterising the miraculous image as an intercessor for the Russian state,
Ivan once again stressed the national and state significance of the icon.
It had again helped to save Russia on the days of the celebration of the
icon, which recalled previous similar events. It is quite possible that
the tsar added his new stichera to the celebratory service on 23 June
and they were sung by the diaki of the tsar’s choir (who sang “many
stichera”).

There are three stichera in Ivan the Terrible’s cycle in honour of the
“Meeting the Vladimir Theotokos”. They are made for the Great Vespers on
the basis of the first-mode podoben «O gusHOe ytono» (O divnoe chyudo -
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“Oh wonder of wonders”): «O Benukoe munocepaue» (O velikoe miloserdie —
“Oh great charity”), «[IuBHoe TBoe Munocepaue» (Divnoe tvoe miloserdie —
“Wondrous Thy Mercy is”), «TBoe cnaBste 3actyminenue» (Tvoe slavyate
zastuplenie — “Glorify Thy Intercession”) [CIIM3. Ne 274. JI. 27806. — 279].
This very podoben was originally written as the first of the three stichera
of the Great Vespers to the Assumption of the Virgin [PI'B. ®@. 113. Ne 3.
JI. 21106.]. At the end of the fifteenth century, an updated musical text was
formed on the basis of this old variant, which included an archaic neumatic
notation. It existed until the end of the seventeenth century. This podoben
variant was characterised by a common neumatic structure which had
a high degree of stability.

N. S. Seregina studied those of Ivan’s stichera based on the podoben
“O divnoe chyudo”. She noted that comparing them with the chants from
divine services dedicated to Metropolitan Alexiy, the Intercession, and
the Assumption of the Theotokos, which are based on the same podo-
ben, “allows us to see in the stichera dedicated to the Vladimir Icon more
freedom in the development of the melodic stereotype” The researcher
concluded that “the level of creative innovations in the three stichera...
is insignificant, and it is only the model that makes them the author’s
version” [CepernHa, c. 234]. This study of Tsar Ivan’s znamenniy style was
done not thoroughly.

The copies of the two stichera cycles with notes indicating Ivan’s au-
thorship are are central to this study. Alongside the aforementioned ver-
sion by Login, there is one an additional copy discovered by Seregina
[PHB. Ocu. O.1.238. JI. 307]. To these copies, one can add the stichera
from the late sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth centuries: these do
not indicate the tsar’s authorship. Three of these manuscripts come from
the Stroganov scriptorium [BPAH. Crpor. Ne44.JI. 89306. - 89506.; PHD.
Kup.-Ben. 586/843. J1. 70300. ; ITorox. Ne 380], while the others have dif-
ferent origins [PTAJJIA. ©.188. Ne 937. JI. 48806. ; PHB. Con. 690/769.
JI. 315 ; Tutos, 2989. JI. 44806.]. We compared all the copies and found
some differences between them, although it is clear that they all derive
from a common source.

The tsar chose the podoben «guBnOe utopo» (O divnoe chyudo -
“Oh wonder of wonders”) in accordance with old Russian tradition. On
the basis of this sample, authors created cycles of stichera for the servic-
es of Assumption, Intercession, Christmas, Presentation, and Annun-
ciation of Our Lady, all of which are widely represented in manuscripts
from across the centuries. Such a cycle was missing from the service in
honour of the Meeting of the Vladimir Icon, although Tsar Ivan now
filled this gap with his creation. By creating his stichera on the basis
of this podoben, Ivan streamlined the structure of the service in hon-
our of the Vladimir Icon. Prior to Ivan’s birth, there were other cycles
of stichera modelled after “O divnoe chyudo”, like those to Sts. Peter,
Alexiy, Evpatiy the Martyr, and others. When creating his own cycle,
Tsar Ivan implemented the principle of similarity in a complicated way.
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He took a series of verbal-musical formulas from the podoben itself,
from the stichera dedicated to the Assumption and Intercession of the
Theotokos, and from the stichera in honour of Sts. Peter and Alexiy,
Moscow and All Russia Metropolitans.

The tsar selected the sources for his stichera with the utmost care. Ob-
viously, national interests played no small role here. Thus, the active incor-
poration of material from the Service of the Intercession of the Theotokos
had a certain logic. It helped to sustain an analogy between this celebra-
tion and the Meeting of the Vladimir Icon. Both holidays had much in
common, as they reflected upon the miraculous salvation of Orthodox
Christians from invasions when their enemies receded from besieged cit-
ies (the miracle of the Theotokos’ Appearance with the Omophorion in
Constantinople and the miracles of the Vladimir icon in Russia). By bor-
rowing text from the especially revered service of the Intercession of the
Theotokos, the tsar stressed the equal importance of these two holidays
for the Russian state.

Tsar Ivan was searching for the “similarity” elements of his creation
not only in the stichera dedicated to the Intercession of Theotokos. All
three stichera of his cycle contain a common final part, which was nearly
the same as that of the podoben: as was mentioned above, this podoben
was originally the sticheron from the service of the Assumption of the
Theotokos. In the tsar’s third sticheron, the text from this service is again
manifest. The similarity of the chants is not accidental. The holiday of
the Assumption of the Theotokos was the patron feast day of the main
cathedral of the Muscovite Tsardom, the Cathedral of the Assumption,
which was the home of the Vladimir icon (like previously the Cathedral
of the Theotokos” Assumption in Vladimir was). By demonstrating the
connection of his stichera with those dedicated to the celebration of the
Assumption of the Theotokos, the Tsar once again emphasised the high
national and religious status of the Russian holy day in honour of the
Meeting of the Vladimir Icon. When we study Ivan the Terrible’s stichera,
we also find some verbal-musical formulas that dated back to the chants
in honour of the Russian metropolitans Peter and Alexy, whose activities
had strengthened the Muscovite Tsardom.

Thus, it becomes clear that from the existing chanting cycles based
on the podoben “O divnoe chyudo’, the Tsar selected four sources to cre-
ate his own chants: the chants dedicated to the services of the Interces-
sion and the Assumption of the Theotokos and the stichera in honour
of the saintly Russian metropolitans Peter and Alexiy. He made his own
stichera similar to these chants by choosing cycles devoted to the most
important religious holidays in the lives of the state and the Russian peo-
ple. He selected chants in honour of those Russian saints whose acts were
considered to be the highest expression of spiritual ministry and of the
utmost assistance to strengthening, protecting, and saving their Mother-
land (table 2).
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Table 2

The hymnographic sources of Ivan the Terrible’s stichera
in honour of the Vladimir Icon of the Blessed Theotokos

No* Lines ** Sources ***
O Benukoe munocepoue ) leni
1.1 (O velikoe miloserdie) 1.1. PB: sacmynnenue (zastuplenie)
EI;[ ?:;Ibmo ecu / boropopuue I1pe- 1.2. PB. Ileuannwvimo ecu / boro-
1.2 (Greshnymo esi / Bogoroditse ponune wucmas (Pechalnymo esi /
Prechistaya) Bogoroditse chistaya)
Ckopas nomotrie, CrlaceHue
13 |u3acmynnenue 1.3. PB ymeepacenue
= | (Skoraya pomosche, spasenie (utverzhdenie)
i zastuplenie)
Becemica npeumenumoiu epado 14. P(.)d'; U,B' Tencimans
(Gepsimaniya);
14 Mocksa Al xpucmoumenumoiii epade
(Veselisya preimenityi grado Moskva) - Xpucmouer P
(khristoimenityi grade)
ITpuems YI0OZOTBOPHYIO MKOHY
15 Bnagprania B
= | (Priemlya chyudotvornuyu ikonu
Vladychitsa)
1,6 |Docmomo Beperin 1.6. Pod.; UB; PB; Al
(Vospoimo verenii)
1.7 Co apxmepen 1 co KHA3U 3.2. Pet. Apxuepen co KHA3U
o0 arkhierei i so knyazi rkhierei so knyazi
7| (So arkhierei i so knyazi) (Arkhierei so knyazi)
1.8 OOpaosaiHas panyucs 1.8. Pod.; UB; PB
(Obradovannaya raduisya)
C rob6oro Tocnione -
1.9 (S toboyu Gospode) 1.9. Pod.; UB; PB
1.10. Pod.; UB; PB. muposu
110 Ilomasu nHamo (mirovi);
: (Podayai namo) 3.10. Al ITogaromaro HamMoO
(Podayuschago namo)
Toboro Bemno MIIOCTD
LY | (Boboyu veliyu milost) 1.11. Pod.; UB
2.1. UB. IluBHb! TBOS mauHbL
51 |HmBHO TBOE munocepoue (Divny tvoya tainy);
’ (Divno tvoe miloserdie) PB. Divny proroche Isaiya (JuBHbI
npopoue Vcaus)
29 Bnagpruuue. / Erga 60 xpuctusane B
" | (Vladychitse. / Egda bo khristiyane)
IIpunagoura T uséaButmCs, /
23 ITary6Haro sakomeHus B

(Pripadosha ti izbavitisya, /
Pagubnago zakoleniya)
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Torpa HeBUIIMO

24 (Togda nevidimo) -
ChBIHY CM MOTIAIIVICA
2.5 : ; -
(Synu si molyaschisya)
YecreHBIM 06pa3oM TIOAM
)¢ |cmacarome B
" | (Chestenym obrazom lyudi
spasayusche)
3.7. UB. Co apxaHTe/bl I arTesl
XpucrusHe BO3pagynTecs MO0ILe
2.7 (Khristiane vozraduitesya poyusche) Trotorne
Y4 poy (So arkhangely i aggely poyusche)
O6pasoBaHHas pagyucsa .
28 (Obradovannaya raduisya) 2.8. UB; PB
C To6oro Tocmoze .
2.9 (S toboyu Gospode) 2.9. UB; PB
2.10. UB; PB. ITogasan muposu
510 Iogasau Hamo (Podayai mirovi);
) (Podayai namo) 3.10. Al ITopmaromaro HamMmo
(Podayuschago namo)
Tob6o0r0 Bemno MIIOCTD
211 (Toboyu veliyu milost’) 112.UB
3.1. UB. ycnenue (uspenie); 1.1. PB.
TBoe cnapsATe 3acmynnenue .
3.1 . O Bemukoe 3acrymenne (O velikoe
(Tvoe slavyate zastuplenie) .
zastuplenie)
ADXIEDEI I CBSMIEHHIIIbL. TADIe 3.2. UB. Bractu u mpecronu,
pxuep n B Havanu u rocnogectsa (Vlasti i
32 | KA prestoli, nachali i gospodestva);
™ |(Arkhierei i svyaschennitsy, tsarie i ’ ;
k ; Pet. Apxuepen co xussu (Arkh-
nyazi) L .
ierei so knyazi)
3.3. UB. Cubl 1 XepyBUMBI 1
VIHOKBI JXe M IPIYETHILIDI, crpamenas cepadumsi (Sily i khe-
33 |VIBCeHApOMHOE MHOXKECTBO ruvimy i strashenaya serafimy);
™| (Inoky zhe i prichetnitsy, Pet. V1 BceHapopHBIME MHO-
I vsenarodnoe mnozhestvo) xectBoM (I vsenarodnyme
mnozhestvom)
3.4 | CO KeHaMut M MITafeHIIbI B
) (So zhenami i mladentsy)
O cBATeM MKOHE TBOEH XBaJIALIeC
3.5 | (O svyatei ikone tvoei -
khvalyaschesya)
Ipunapaore enmodncvL .
3.6 (Pripadayute velmozhy) 3.6. UB. yapue (tsarie)
C BOMHECTBEL DYCCKBIMI 30BVIIIE 3.7. UB. Co apxaHresbl 1 arressl
3.7 Py’ Y nooe (So arkhangely i aggely

(S voinestvy russkymi zovusche)

poyusche)
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Ob6papoBaHHast pagyucs '
38 (Obradovannaya raduisya) 3.8. UB; PB

C ro6omw Tociogp '
3.9 (S toboyu Gospod) 3.9. UB; PB

[Tlomasu Hamo 3.10. UB; PB. muposu (mirovi)
3.10 (Poga ai namo) 3.10. Al Iodaiouaeo Hamo

’ (Podayuschago namo)

To6or0 Bemno MIIOCTh

311 (Toboyu veliyu milost’)] 3.11. UB

*The first numeral indicates the number of stichera in the cycle, the second - the number
of lines in the stichera.

** The words in bold italics can be found only in the chants of Tsar Ivan.

*** Approved designation of the stichera: Al. - Metr. Alexiy [PTB. ®. 304. Ne 414.
JI. 528]; PB - Intercession of Theotokos (Pokrovu Bogoroditsy) [PI'B. ®@. 304. Ne 414.
JI. 357]; Pet. — Metr. Peter [PTB. ®@. 304. Ne 414. JI. 581]; Pod. — podoben (PI'B. ®. 304.
Ne 410. J1.10406.); UB - Theotokos Assumption (Uspeniyu Bogoroditsy) [PI'b. ®. 304.
Ne 414. J1. 57106.].

In his first chant «O Benmnkoe mmnocepaue» (O velikoe miloserdie -
“Oh great charity”), Tsar Ivan refused to follow the poetic content of the
podoben. He bases the start of the stichera on the first sticheron from the
cycle dedicated to the Intercession of the Theotokos. The first part of his
chant (lines 1-3) presents an antithesis between the Mother of God’s char-
ity and the sinful people (in the podoben, the antithesis is between “life
and death”). In the second part of the chant, there is a call to the city of
Moscow to accept the Vladimir icon with joy. The tsar puts his own text
into the fifth line, which, together with the previous one, expresses the es-
sential meaning of the holiday: «Becenucsa npenmenutsiit rpago Mocksa, /
[Tpuemns togoTBOpHYIO MKOHY Brapbranma» (“Rejoicing, the eminent and
revered city of Moscow, / Accepted the Miraculous Icon of the Lady”). In
the podoben, Gethsemane accepts Mary, while in Ivan’s stichera Moscow
accepts her miraculous icon. Gethsemane, Constantinople, and Moscow
such is a hierarchy of sanctity in Tsar Ivan’s general logic of “similarity”. The
fifth line is unprecedented because it was the first time that the miracu-
lous icon had been mentioned in such a chant: no other cycle based on the
podoben “O divnoe chyudo” makes such a reference. The final part of the
sticheron (lines 8-11) is the chanting of the Icon by the etiquette formulas
taken from the podoben. They praise the Lord’s mercy and thanks to the
Theotokos. The musical text of the tsar’s first sticheron generally keeps to
the model of the podoben.

The second sticheron «[IuBHO TBOe Munocepaue» (Divno tvoe miloser-
die — “Wondrous Thy Mercy is”) demonstrates Ivan’s artistic freedom at its
greatest extent in the musical and poetical aspects, compared to the other
works of the cycle (table 2). In the first part, only the opening line loosely
recalls the initial lines of the stichera in honour of the Assumption and
Intercession. The initial word “wondrous” («guBHO») reminds one of this
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connection. The first and second parts of the chants are authored by Tsar
Ivan (lines 1-7). In his lines, he simultaneously reveals both the horrors of
“pernicious slaughter” («mary6naro 3akonennsa») and the mystical secrets
of surprising saving thanks to mercy. The difficult and deep meaning of the
whole cycle of stichera is conveyed in one compound sentence.

It is worth noting that in the second chant, like in the first one, the
fifth line is given special attention. There is a single instance in the whole
cycle when the tsar includes a new popevka — the kimza (a kind of neu-
matic formula kulizma). This serves as a symbol of the most important
semantic point: “praying to the Son (Lord)” («Cpray momsiucs»). This
is a remarkable feature in a chant modelled on a podoben. In the context
of the authorship, it immediately attracts attention and acquires signifi-
cance as a special musical technique that emphasises the key semantic
content in the tsar’s cycle. The final part of the second sticheron, as was
mentioned above, is identical to the final part of the first sticheron based
on the podoben. Thus, the author creates a balance between his bold
interpretation of the first two parts of the chant and a return to rules in
the final one.

On the whole, the tsar’s third sticheron is based on the third sticher-
on dedicated to the Assumption of the Theotokos, with some material
borrowed from the stichera dedicated to Metropolitans Peter and Alexy
and the Intercession of the Mother of God (table 2). It begins with the
line «TBoe cnapsite 3actymnenue» (Tvoe slavyate zastuplenie — “Glorify
Thy Intercession”). Tsar Ivan composed it from the two sources, dem-
onstrating a deep comprehension of literary work in terms of artistic
rules. His first line contains the same number of syllables as in the chant
dedicated to the Intercession. In the first two chants, the royal hymnog-
rapher glorifies the mercy of the Virgin, while in the third he praises
her intercession: this is because it is the main meaning and result of
the prayer. Later, following a medieval hierarchical spirit, he listed all
of the strata of society “praising” the Holy Icon. Two words, “hierarchs”
and “princes”, were taken from the sticheron dedicated to Metropolitan
Peter, but the tsar inserted the words “priests, tsars” («CBsIIIeHHNIIBI, I1a-
pue») between them. These words are absent in the sources: Ivan him-
self introduced them.

The tsar composed the earthly hierarchical structure of Russian society
as a reflection of the celestial hierarchy in the third sticheron of the cycle
dedicated to the Assumption of the Theotokos. At the top of his hierarchy
are the representatives of the Church, the “hierarchs and priests” («apxu-
epeu U CBAILEHHUIBI»): they occupy a position comparable to that held
by the authorities of Heaven. “Tsars and princes” («uapue u KHs3u») are
compared with principalities and dominions, and the “monks and clergy-
men” («MHOKM U mpuyeTHUIbI») are the reflections of the Cherubim and
Seraphim. By comparing the heavenly and the earthly worlds, the tsar
spiritually exalted the image of Russia. The whole hierarchical system was
completed by the generalisation: “And the whole people” («/ BcenapopHoe
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MHOKecTBO») (lines 3-4). This is taken from Metropolitan Peter’s sticher-
on, but Ivan added the line: “With their wives and infants” («Co >xenamn
u MIafeHnb» ). Tsar Ivan included in his chant the most defenceless of his
subjects in the hope that the Virgin Mary would not leave them without her
“intercession”

In the second part of the third sticheron, the tsar created the fifth line
«O cBsiten nkoHe TBoen xBassiecs» (“Everybody is praising Your Holy
Icon”). It should be remembered that the fifth lines in the previous stichera
also contained the author’s own words (1. Accepting the miraculous icon.
2. Praying to the Son). The fifth lines are key to the semantic content. In the
first chant, the icon is accepted, in the second faithful Christians pray in
front of it, and in the third they praise the icon for their salvation. As this
shows, the fifth line of the third sticheron pulls together the meaning of
the text, thereby disclosing the underlying idea of the cycle. In the follow-
ing sixth and seventh lines, the tsar paid special attention to the lords and
warriors among those praying. He again returned to the sticheron of the
Assumption. The lords here were the substitutes for the biblical kings while
the Russian army stood for the archangels and angels. As such, this prayer
almost makes visual the nationwide celebration of the Intercession of the
Theotokos and the Meeting of the Vladimir Icon.

Thus, when creating his own version of the stichera dedicated to the
holy day of the Vladimir Icon of the Blessed Theotokos on the basis of the
podoben “O divnoe chyudo’, Ivan, as with the case of the stichera to Met-
ropolitan Peter, followed musical-hymnographic examples sanctified by
centuries-old tradition. Again, he did not just copy them, but also imple-
mented them creatively, basing his activity on the fundamental principle
of similarity. Tsar Ivan created a new hymnographic texts from fragments
dating back to a certain range of primary sources stichera in honour of
the Theotokos and the saints. This level revealed the following features of
the medieval art: its retrospective character, traditionalism and symbolic
parallelism. Thanks to his artistic editing skills, the tsar managed to unite
the fragments dating back to different sources into a coherent whole in or-
der to reveal the salvific value of the nation-wide Meeting of the Vladimir
Icon. Once again, the author’s lines, addressed to a knowledgeable audi-
ence, contain hidden meanings that allow them to recall what has already
been stored in the religious and historical experience of Russia and in the
memory of the contemporaries.

Among the author’s innovations, we can note one specific peculiarity
of his cycle: the combination of the stichera into a single whole with
the threefold supplication to give “us” («uam»), the inhabitants of be-
sieged Moscow, “great grace” In order to highlight the basic semantic
centre of the cycle and give it a special power, the tsar applied a musical
artistic technique whereby the key fifth line of the second sticheron, a
“golden section” in the cycle, is emphasised by a new formula (“popevka
kimza”). Attention is drawn here to the meaning of those words which
are the most significant for the tsar.
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Finally, Ivan the Terible’s creative works on the basis of the podoben were
characterised by following this musical model. The tsar put the already ex-
isting chant of the podoben into his new hymnographic verbal texts. His
chant not only avoided contradicting the skilful shaping of the verbal text,
but also emphasized it. We should remind that in medieval religious music,
there was a high level of both literary and melodic creativity.

Thus, despite the strict framework of rules for creating stichera on the
basis of podoben, Ivan the Terrible demonstrated a significant degree of cre-
ative freedom in the revealing of artistic images. The author showed a deep
understanding of the original sources, the artistic quality of their process-
ing, his education, expressed in the knowledge of tradition and its creative
rendering. Compared to the previous stichera the tsar performed complex
work on the sources in new historical conditions. Fusing their parts togeth-
er with updated semantic modulations, he gave his cycles a new patriotic
content. Thanks to his skill, his stichera are a fine example of how to create
new meanings on the basis of traditional forms.
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ro // Bectn. FOxHo-Ypan. roc. yu-ta. Cep. ConmansHo-rymanutapusie Hayku. 2014. T. 14.
Ne 1. C. 51-59.

Tapgpenmovesa H. B., Ilapghenmves H. I1. O nesrensHOCTH Mactepo Tpowurie-Ceprues-
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yectsa Jloruna [llumenora) // Becta. OxHo-Ypai. roc. ya-Ta. Cep. ConpmanbHO-TyMaHHTap-
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