Sermons and IIponiosean n
Sermonizing in IIPOIIOBe AHNYECTBO
18th-Century Russia: B Poccun XVIII exa:
At Court and Beyond® mnpu asope 11 BHe

ABOpa

Ekaterina I. Kislova Exarepmuna Mropesna
Kucaosa
Moscow State University MockoBcKnit rocyAapCTBeHHbII

yHusepcuteT nm. M. B. Zlomonocosa

Abstract

This paper is devoted to the question of the spread of court sermons in 18th-cen-
tury Russian society. The author describes three types that had been formed by
the 1740s: court, seminary, and parish homilies. The main question is how and by
what means did the court homilies in Elizabeth Petrovna’s time spread the cul-
tural models, thoughts, and ideas created by court preachers throughout Russian
society as a whole? Did these texts penetrate traditional culture and how were
they adopted? Who read the court sermons, apart from members of the court? To
answer these questions, the author describes how court homilies were published
and sold, and how they entered the manuscript tradition. The analysis of archival
and published materials allows the author to conclude that in the second half of
the 18th century, the court sermon was only beginning to penetrate the “traditio-
nal” culture. The genre spread primarily in the seminaries, where texts by court
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preachers functioned as a “library” of panegyrical and theological elements to be
used by students and teachers in their own compositions. With few exceptions,
the court tradition does not intersect with texts originating from Old Russian and
classical theological traditions, although all such texts are called slovo (literally
‘word,” i.e., ‘sermon’). However, by the end of the 18th century, the new genre be-
came more widely disseminated, following the spread of seminary education and
the increase in the number of priests educated in this tradition.
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Peztomve

CraTps mocBsIIeHa BOIIPOCY pacIpoCcTpaHeHNs ITPKUABOPHBIX ITPOIIoBeJelt B pyc-
cxom oomrectse XVIII Beka. ABTOp omuchIBaeT TPY THUIIa IIPOIoBeAr, cPOPMUpPO-
Bapruxcs K 1740-M rogam (IpUABOPHYIO, CEMUHAPCKYIO U MPUXOACKYIO IPOTIO-
BeAu). OCHOBHOII BOIIPOC 3aKAIOYaeTCsT B TOM, KaK IPUABOPHas IIPOIIOBeAD DITOXM
Eauzasersr IleTpoBHBI pacmipocTpaHsida KyABTYpHBIE MOJeAM, OOpassl U UAeH,
cpopmMupoBaHHbIe TTPUABOPHBEIMY ITPOIIOBeAHMKAaMM, B PyCCKOM OOITlecTBe, KaKue
VIMEHHO CITOCOOBI HTOTO PaCIPOCTPaHeHM s UCII0Ab30BaAuch. [Iponukaan au oTu
00passl U MOAeAN B TPaAUITMOHHYIO KyALTYPYy M KaKuM 0Opa3oM OHI ajalTupo-
BaAnch? KTo unTaa npuaBopHbIe MPOIoBeAy BHe IPUABOPHOTO Kpyra? /s oTBeTa
Ha 9TU BOITPOCHI aBTOP OMNUCHIBaeT, KaK IIPKABOPHbIe ITPOIIOBe AN ITyDAMKOBaACE,
IIPOAaBaANCh ¥ KaK OHYM BXOAUAN B PYKOMMCHYIO TPaAUITNIO. AHAAN3 apXUBHEBIX I
ONyOAMKOBAaHHBIX MaTepualoB T03BOASET aBTOPY CAeaAaTh BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO BO
sTOpOI1 oaosuHe XVIII B. mpuABOpHbIe TPOIIOBeAN TOALKO HadyMHaAM ITPOHUKATD
B TPaJAMIVMOHHYIO KyABTYpPY. B ocHOBHOM OHM ObIAM pacIpoCTpaHeHBI B ceMMHa-
PUX, TAe TEeKCTHI ITPUABOPHBIX IIPOINOBEeAHIKOB MCTI0Ab30BaANCh B KauecTse “O1o-
Avotexy” TIaHETMPUYECKMX UM TeOJOTMYeCKMX OOpasoB M MOJeAel U CAYXUAU
oOpasIjaMu 4451 CTYA€HTOB U y4uTeAeil, Co3AaBaBIIuX cBou mporosean. ITpuasop-
Hasl TpaAUIUA 32 PeAKUM UCKAIOYeHNMeM He IlepeceKaeTcsl C TeKCTaMU, BOCXOAs-
ITUMH K APeBHePYCCKUM U KAaCCUIeCKIM OOrOCAOBCKUM TPaAUITUM, XOTS U Te, I
Apyrue TeKCThI HasbIBaloTCs “caosamn’”. OgHaxo K KoHiy XVIII B. HOBBIN >KaHp pac-
IIpoCTpaHsIeTcs BCE IMpe — BCAed 3a paclpocTpaHeHreM ceMIHapCKOTo 00pa3o-
BaHNS U yBeAMYeHMeM JlcAa CBAIeHHUKOB, BOCIIMTaHHBIX B 9TOI TpaAUIUL.

KntoyeBble C10Ba

poIIoBeAb, IPOIIOBeAHNYECTBO, n3djaTreabckoe geao, Poccus XVII seka, ceMuHa-
pus1, pOCCUIICKUIL ABOD

By the early 18th century, a new type of homily or sermon® had appeared in
Russia, a type usually described with the terms “shkol'naia” (school), “scho-
lastic,” or “baroque.” Its origins were in the Ukrainian and Polish and, more
widely, Western European baroque traditions.? In Peter’s time such homilies

! In this article, I use the English terms “sermon” and “homily” as counterparts of the
names of the genre used in the 18th century: propoved’, slovo, and predika.

2 For more information see [JKrBoB 1996; Karapnuukuii 1999; Kucnosa 2010].
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were seen as a tool for working with mass consciousness and a means of form-
ing public opinion: the objectives of reforms, the meaning of the changes tak-
ing place in society, or the significance of a military victory could be explained
in a homily [YorTmMAH 2002: 68-80]. A series of decrees was aimed at requir-
ing the educated monks to preach.? At the same time, seminaries were being
established in Russia, and an educational system for the clergy was formed.
This system was based on the Ukrainian ecclesiastical colleges, first of all, on
the model of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy and, consequently, on the Polish Jesuit
collegiums in general [CMonu4 1996: 411-417; ®nopoBckuit 1983: IV.4].
The subjects taught at the seminaries were aimed at the formation of an edu-
cated monk who had a knowledge not only of theology, but also of rhetoric and
poetics. Regular preaching was also developing at the seminaries.

As a result, we can define several co-existing types of homilies by the
1740s:

a) Court homily, usually delivered during festive divine services at the
court, often in the presence of the ruler. This type of homily is the best-re-
searched, as these texts were regularly published (see [YorTMAH 2004;
[TorocsH, CMOPXEBCKUX 2002; )KuBoB 2004; MARKER 2007]). We discuss
this type in detail below;

b) Seminary homily, regularly delivered in churches at seminaries and
open to everyone. Staff preachers appeared first at the Slavic-Greek-Latin
Academy in Moscow,* and they were approved by the Synod just as the teach-
ers were.” Homilies could be delivered not only by staff preachers but also by
teachers and prefects of some provincial seminaries (monks as well as “lay-
men”). In some provincial seminaries, regular preaching had developed rela-
tively early: for example, since the 1720s in the Smolensk, Novgorod, Tobolsk,
and Rostov seminaries, and since the 1740s in the Pereslavl, Kazan, Nizhny
Novgorod, and Vyatka seminaries [XApn1AMnoBuY 1914: 748-752];

¢) Parish homily (in the capitals and the provinces), delivered at parish
churches and monastery cathedrals. The government routinely issued decrees
ordering regular preaching at churches and monasteries, but in the first half
of the 18th century, such preaching was rare outside of a monastic setting.®

3 For example, Decree of the 31st of January 1724 about Monasticism (Yka3 ot 31 saHBaps
1724 r. o monaectse [[ICIIuP, 4: file No. 1197]).

4 Inthe course of the 18th century, this educational institution had several different
names (Hellenic-Greek, Latin or Slavic-Latin, Slavic-Greek-Latin, or Moscow
Academy); for the purpose of this article, we shall call it the Moscow Academy, after its
location.

5 See [IICIIuP, 7: files No. 2366, 2486, 2613, and others].

¢ For example, on July 9, 1729, the Synodal attorney-general Baskakov sent the
following query to the Synod: “why were the preachers not sent to all the ranked
monasteries in Moscow and near Moscow?” (‘Bo Bce creneHHble B MockBe 1 6113
MOCKBBI My)XCKHe MOHACTBIPH Yero /7Is TPOIIOBeIHUKOB He ompeziesieHo?’ [IICIInP, 7:
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Apart from court celebrations and divine services attended by the rul-
ers at Uspensky Cathedral in Moscow and Peter and Paul Cathedral in St.
Petersburg, homilies were sometimes delivered as early as the beginning of
the 1730s, but only in the 1750s did they become regular occurrences.” The
spreading of homilies in ordinary parishes was connected with the increase in
the number of seminary graduates among the clergy. Preaching and catechesis
were beginning to be understood as highly important activities of the clergy,
so, for example, already in 1737 in the Vologda Seminary students appointed
as priests gave a written statement affirming that they “will preach sermons
according to their ability and will instruct the people on a good, honest, and
godly life” (‘OyayT 1Mo UCKyCCTBY CBOEMY MPeAVKHU CKa3bIBaTh U MOYYaTh Ha-
PO, YTO MOAJIEKUT JOOPOMY, Y4eCTHOMY U HEITOPOUHOMY JKUTHIO [XAPJIAM-
noBu4 1914: 751]). In 1775, Gavriil Petrov’s and Platon Levshin’s Collection of
Various Sermons for all Sundays and Holidays (“CobpaHue pa3HbIX I0y4eHUN
Ha BCe BOCKpecHbIe U ITpa3fHuYHble 1HK”) was published. It set an example,
providing material for parish homilies and reinforcing the preaching tradition.

Court homilies could be dedicated to a variety of different topics. Many
homilies were connected with originally secular holidays: military victories,
conclusions of peace treaties, birthdays and name days of the monarchs and
their heirs, marriages, anniversaries of a ruler’s ascension to the throne, etc.
Their content could be theological or quite historical and publicistic, regardless
of the formal subject, although on the whole, there was generally a correlation.
For example, Amvrosy Yushkevich’s Sermon on the Day of the Third Solemn
Gratitude Brought to the All-Generous God about the Everlasting Peace between
the Russian Empire and the Swedish Crown (“CoBO B leHb TOP)XeCTBEHHOT'O
Bcemenpomy Bory mpuHeceHHAaro TpeTusro 61aroapeHus 0 COCTOSBIIEMCS
BEYHOM Mex /1y umrnepueto Poccuiickoro u kopoHoto [IIBesickoto mupe,” July
15, 1744) is dedicated mostly to the description of the persecution of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church before Elizabeth’s reign; Simon Todorsky’s God’s Spe-
cial Blessing (“Boxxue ocoberHoe 6arocyioBenue,” a sermon for the marriage
of the heir to the throne on August 21, 1745) related in detail the history of
Petr Feodorovich’s glorious ancestors and contained a great deal of historical
material.

Homilies delivered during church holidays were more often dedicated to
theological subjects (the salvation of the soul, the necessity of fasting, lives of
individual saints). But there is no strict correlation; obviously, the content of

file No. 2246]. The answers to the Synod’s requests show that in the early 1740s, this
type of homily was not yet widespread in Moscow monasteries due to a lack of monks
who could and would preach (PTAZIA, ¢. 1184, om. 4, 1. 633, 1. 28-32).

7 On homilies at Uspensky Cathedral, see, for example [CkBopPLIOB 1914: 116-138;
XAPAMIIOBUY 1914: 755-758].
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the homily depended on the preacher’s desire and the possibilities afforded
by the situation or holiday. Homilies delivered without any church or secular
context were very rare; the presence of the empress at a divine service, how-
ever, would motivate the composition of a sermon (for example, Markell Ro-
dyshevsky’s Sermon in the Presence of Her Imperial Majesty in the Home Church
of Her Imperial Majesty (“Cnoso npu npucytctBuu Es Vimneparopckaro Be-
nryecTBa B fomMoBoit Eg MiMneparopckoro BenmyectBa epkse”) on March
28,1742, and his homily on June 22, 1742). All texts delivered in the presence
of the empress contained elements of a panegyric, but this element had ap-
peared already during the coronation celebrations in 1742, generally only in
the conclusion of the homily; many texts omitted descriptions of the ruler’s
actions and were quite “theological” in their subjects.

This article is dedicated to a single aspect of homily study:® how did
the court homilies in Elizabeth Petrovna’s time spread the cultural models,
thoughts, and ideas created by court preachers throughout Russian society?
Were court homilies sought after, both at court and outside, and was there
any difference in the perception of nominally “panegyrical” and “theological”
texts? Who read them? Did these texts penetrate the traditional culture and
how were they adopted?

To answer these questions, let us take a look at how court homilies were
published, how they were sold, and how they entered the handwritten tradition.

1. Court Homilies: Publishing and Selling

Although most of the spoken homilies were not printed,” some homilies de-
livered in the presence of the emperor or empress could be published at the
decision and with the permission of the ruler. Before 1710, only two homilies,
both by Feofan Prokopovich, were published. After the opening of the St. Pe-
tersburg Typography, homilies were actively published there (eighteen edi-
tions between 1717 and 1730). In total, between 1701 and 1726, thirty-three
texts delivered in this period were published. Each text had from one to three
editions. In Anna Ioannovna’s time, only four homilies (five editions) were
published. Thus, in the first forty years of the 18th century, thirty-seven texts
were published (forty-eight issues, forty-one of them in the Church Slavonic
orthography and seven in the civil orthography).

8 We omit from the present article the Old Russian tradition of Zlatostrui, Izmaragd,
Margarit, and other such collections of homilies by church fathers, because the 18th-
century court homilies were not included in such collections; we also omit the Old
Believers’ homilies, because this phenomenon is an independent and separate tradition.
As for the Ukrainian homily, we shall speak about it only in a few specific aspects and
in connection with the “Great Russian” homily.

° For example, out of forty-five homilies delivered by Gavriil Buzhinsky between 1717
and 1727, only six were published after delivery [IIETyx0B 1901: V-X].
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After the 1740s, publication of court homilies became a prominent phe-
nomenon in Russian culture.!® On March 31, 1742, Elizabeth Petrovna issued
a decree on the obligatory printing of homilies delivered in her presence, and
on May 14, 1742, she issued a decree on obligatory preaching on Sundays and
holidays. From then on, a homily delivered in the presence of the empress was
submitted to the Synod for consideration and subsequent publication (from
1743, members of the Synod could send the text to a press immediately). Pub-
lication of court homilies in the first ten years of Elizabeth’s reign became a
significant phenomenon of Russian culture, which is evidenced by the number
of published texts (including republications).

1742 1743 1744 1745 1746 1747 1748 1749 1750 1751
Moscow Typography
(Church Slavonic 34 6 17 8 3 5 1 11 5 3
orthography)
Typography of the
Academy of Sciences 6 7 4 1
(civil orthography)
Typography of the
Senate in Moscow (civil 2
orthography)
Total 42 13 21 9 4 5 1 11 4 2

Between 1752 and 1761, only two homilies were published immediately
after being delivered; both of them were connected with educational institu-
tions, and only one of them was delivered in the presence of a member of the
imperial family.!!

Does this mean that the court had lost its interest in homilies? In a certain
sense, yes: the homily had fulfilled its propagandistic goal in the first years of
Elizabeth’s reign, having established her image as an Orthodox ruler. But the pub-
lishing policy had also changed: it was re-oriented toward collections of works
by contemporary preachers. Collections of sermons by Gedeon Krinovsky (two
editions, in 1755-1759 and 1760) and Feofan Prokopovich (1760-1761) were
published. Previously, publication of homily collections by contemporary authors
had been common only in the Ukrainian-Polish tradition, where collections of a

10 T have described the appointment of preachers, preparation of homilies, their delivery,
publication, and sale in [Kucnosa 2011A].

The Speech about the Merit and Profit of the Catechesis Pronounced before the Beginning
of Study after the Academic Recess in the Imperial Moscow University |. . .| 17th of August
1759 (“Pedb 0 IOCTOMHCTBE U T0JIb3€ KATUXHM3HUCA, KOTOPYIO IIpesi HadaTHeM MocJie
BaKalLyy yueHus B LIMepaTopckoM MOCKOBCKOM yHuBepcuTeTe [. . .| ABrycra 17 nus
1759 rona”) by Peter Alexeyev and The Sermon and Speech Pronounced before the Rank
of the Land Nobility Cadet Corps when the New Colors were Dedicated in the Presence of
His Imperial Highness |. . .] Petr Fedorovich 16th of May 1760 (“IlponoBeb 1 CJI0BO
roBopeHHble npefi GpyHTOM CyXOIYTHOrO MIAXETHOTO KaZleTCKOro KOPITyca IpH
OCBSII[EHUY HOBBIX 3HAMEH B IIPUCYTCTBUM €ro MMIIePaTOpPCKOro BbICOYECTRa |. . .|
ITerpa ®enoposuya mas 16 gus 1760 roga”) by Tikhon Yakubovsky.

1

2014 No2



Ekaterina I. Kislova

single author’s homilies had been published already in the late 17th century (for
example, Lazar Baranovich’s The Spiritual Sword (“Me4 nyxoBHbIi,” 1666) and
his The Trumpets of Preaching Words (“Tpy0sl cJioBec IpOTOBeHbIX,” 1674).
Under Catherine II, the number of published non-court homilies increased,
a development connected with the appearance of private and provincial typog-
raphies (individual homilies and collections were published by presses associat-
ed with educational institutions, typographies in Nizhny Novgorod, Kostroma,
Yassy, Yaroslavl, and elsewhere, and private typographies owned by Lopukhin,
Shnor, Ponomarev, and others). At the same time, the share of individual, sep-
arately published homilies decreased, and the number of collections of works
by the same author (mostly in civil orthography) increased. Between 1762 and
1796, 276 individual editions (including republications) and seventy collections
of works were published; between 1797 and 1800, twenty-one newly delivered
individual sermons and twelve collections were issued.!? We now turn our at-
tention to the fate of court sermons delivered during Elizabeth Petrovna’s reign.

2. Numbers of Copies of Editions and Sales of the Texts

The Moscow Typography published homilies in press runs from 300 to 1,200
copies, with a standard “half-run” of 600. An analysis of the Inventory of the
Church and Civil Books Printed after the Foundation of the Synodal Typogra-
phy (“PeecTp 11epKOBHBIX ¥ TPAXJAHCKUX KHHUT, HalleYaTaHHBIX CO BpEMeHU
ocHoBaHuA CuHozanbHOW Tunorpadun,” PTAIIA, ¢. 1184, on. 5, . 217)
gives us the number of published copies more than 50,000:

Year Press Runs Copies Press Runs
1742 34 24,000 three editions
1743 6 8,400 five editions
1744 17 4,200 five editions
1745 8 3,300

1746 4 3,600

1747 5 1,200

1748 1 300

1749 11 2,100 four editions
1750 4 1,200

1751 2 900

1752 (delivered in 1750) 1 300

Total 49500 min. 5,100

12 For detailed data including translations and publications of homilies by church fathers,
as well as information on typographies and type of edition (in civil or Church Slavonic
orthography), see [Kucnoa 2011B: 78-89; KucnoBa, MATBEEB 2011].

13 The minimal press run for the sermon was 300 copies, the average—600 copies, so the
figure of seventeen undocumented press runs could not produce less than 5,100 copies.
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Thus, during the first ten years of Elizabeth Petrovna’s reign, only the
Synodal Typography published more than 50,000 copies of difterent homi-
lies; if we consider 300 to be the minimum possible number of copies in any
given press run, we have to add about 6,000 copies published in the typog-
raphies of the Senate and the Academy of Sciences. The decrees attached to
the submitted homilies declared publication “for the public knowledge” (‘zns
BceHapojHOro u3Bectus’), “day and night, so that there might be no interrup-
tions in the regular issuing of editions” (‘neHHO 1 HOYHO, IaObI B OUEpeTHOM
ZleJie B e4aTaHUY KHUXKHOM He YYMHUIIOCh ocTaHOBKY'). The low cost of the
texts is also underlined: five kopecks “in booklets” and six kopecks in hard
binding: “The homilies in booklets, mentioned above, are to be sold to the
people for the indicated price, each for five kopecks [. . .], and at such a price it
(the homily) can be sold to the people quickly, because everyone will be able to
buy it willingly for such a low price” (‘Bbinieo3HaueHHbIe TpeJUKY B TETPATeX
IPOZIaXKelo B HapO/| IPOM3BOIUTH HA/IJIEXKUT 110 SIBJIEHHOM LieHe KaX /Y10 [0
5 Komeex |[. . .] ¥ 10 TAKOBOY LieHe IPOZAAXKeK B HAPOJ, MOXeT IPOU30UTH B
HEeIPOZIO/KUTEIbHOM BPeMsIHH, 100 110 OHOI MaJioy 1ieHe BCSK MOXKeT KY-
nuTh 0X0THO, PTAZTA, ¢. 1184, om. 2, 1. 4, 1. 3506.).

Were these hopes fulfilled?

The surviving documents show that the demand for homilies was stable.
At a St. Petersburg bookshop in 1739, according to S. P. Luppov, “out of 186
editions bought in May 1739, 168 were homilies” [JIyririos 1976: 118]. A more
detailed picture is provided by the information in the surviving registers of
books sold from shops connected with the Moscow Typography.!* For exam-
ple, in mid-March 1743 the Moscow Typography shop sold the following texts
(PTAZIA, ¢. 1184, om. 1, 1. 645, 1. 3606.-38) (see the table on the next page).

Simultaneously with recently delivered homilies, sermons not only by Feo-
tan Prokopovich but by other authors as well were sold. For example, on March
21, 1743, the Typography shop sold nine copies of Gavriil Buzhinsky’s The Key
to the House of David (“Kmiou nomy Jasunoy,” October 11, 1719, published
on November 19, 1722) and five copies of Varlaam Lenitsky’s Sermon |[...] on
the Day of the Great Martyr Catherine (“C10BO [. . .] B leHb BeIUKOMY4eHHUIIbI
ExaTepunbl,” November 24, 1726, published on December 17, 1726).

From 0 to 600 copies of homilies could be sold per day; obviously, batches
of more than 100 copies are bulk purchases, perhaps by merchants for subse-
quent sales during fairs. The fact that merchants bought homilies to resell is
indirectly indicated by the decree on republication of two homilies by Dim-
itry Sechenov: “...to print a full press run, i.e., 1,200 homilies, of each of
the existing originals, because the copies printed in the past year, 1742, have

4 For a detailed analysis of the documents, see [KricnoBa 2011A].
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March 11

Feofan Prokopovich  Sermon in Praise |. . .| of Peter the Great (“CnoBo  five copies
Ha noxsaJy |[. . .| ITerpa Beqmkoro”)

Silvester Kulyabka Sermon on the Sunday of the Samaritan Woman thirty copies
(“CnoBo B Hezietio camapsiibiay,” delivered on
May 16 and published on June 14, 1742)

Iosaf Khotuntsevsky  Sermon on the Day of the Assumption of the Lord ~ nine copies
(“Cnoso B fenb Bo3HeceHus ['ocniognsa,” May 27,
published on June 25)

Stefan Savitsky Sermon on the Fourth Sunday after the Descent thirteen
of the Holy Spirit (“CnoBo B HeJleJlo 4eTBEPTYI0  copies
o comectBuu CB. [lyxa,” July 4, published on
August 25, 1742)

Afanasy Topolsky Sermon on the Seventh Sunday of the Holy Fathers  nineteen
after Easter (“CJI0BO B HefieJIiO CeIbMYIO CBATBIX  copies
oren no nacue,” May 30, published on July 2)

Platon Malinovsky Sermon on the Second Sunday after the Descent eighty-six
of the Holy Spirit about the Call of the Apostles copies
(“CnoBo B HeieJ10 BTOPYIO 10 COLIECTBUU
CBATOTO JiyXa O 3BaHUM anocTosos,” June 20,
published on August 2)

Markell Rodyshevsky  Sermon in the Presence of the |. . .| Empress seventy-
(“CnoBo npu mpucyTcTBuH [. . .| uMneparpunel,”  three copies
either the one delivered on March 28 and
published on April 30, or the one delivered on
June 20 and published on August 2)

Total 235

March 12

Feofan Prokopovich

Sermon in Praise . . . (“C10Bo Ha moxaany . ..”)

three copies

Arseny Matseevich

Sermon on the Day [. . .] of the Apostles Peter and
Paul (“CrnoBo B fieHb CBATHIX [. . .| anocton ITetpa
u [TaBna,” June 29, published on August 18)

nine copies

Arseny Matseevich Sermon on the Name Day of |. . .] Elizabeth twenty
Petrovna (“C10BO B fieHb [. . .| Te30MMEHUTCTBA  copies
[...] Enmu3aBersl [TeTpoBHbI,” September 5,
published on October 7)

Stefan Savitsky Sermon on the Fourth Sunday after the Descent thirteen
of the Holy Spirit (“CNoOBO B HeJleJlio 4eTBEPTYI0  copies
o comectBuu CB. lyxa,” July 4, published on
August 25, 1742)

Platon Petrunkevich  Sermon on the Day of the Transfiguration of the sixty-nine
Lord (“CnoBO B fieHb ipeoOpakeHusi TOCIIOAHSA,”  copies
August 6, published on September 9)

Kirill Florinsky Sermon [. . .| on the Dedication of the Church eighty copies
[. . .] of the Joy of All Who Sorrow (“CnoBo |[...] B
JleHb OCBSILIEHUs [IEPKBH [. . .| Bcex CKOpOAMNX
pazocts,” July 15, published on September 30)

Total 194
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been sold, and now the merchants are constantly demanding these homilies”
(*. . . HamevyaraTh C MPEXXHUX OPUTMHAJIOB C Ka)KJ0K M0 1My 3aBOAY TO eCThb
1o 1200 npenuk, oHeXe HaleyaTaHHbIe B IPOLLIOM 1742M roziy B mpoziaxe
BCe, a HbIHEe OHBIX MPeIUK KYIIbI TPeOYyIoT HerpecTaHHO, PTAJTA, ¢. 1184,
om. 2, a. 30, 1. 406.-5). Sales of Arseny Matseevich’s texts were almost as
high. For example, by July 1, 1743, the Moscow Typography shop sold 474 out
of 550% copies of the Sermon on the Day of the Apostles Peter and Paul and 699
out of 1,150 copies of the Sermon on the Name Day of Elizabeth Petrovna. Also
popular were texts by the court preacher Stefan Savitsky (they sold 367 out
of 550 copies of the Sermon on the Fourth Sunday after the Descent of the Holy
Spirit); Markell Rodyshevsky (356 out of 550 copies of the Sermon in the Pres-
ence of the Empress); and Amvrosy Yushkevich (356 out of 550 copies of the
Sermon on the Twenty-second Sunday after the Descent of the Holy Spirit, i.e.,
“CJ10BO B HeJieJTi0 1Ba/ILIaTh BTOPYIO 1O comecTBuu CB. lyxa”).

The Inventory of the Moscow Typography Office|. . .] 1 January 1749 (“Kuura
onvcHass MockoBckoii Tunorpadckoit KOHTOPSI [. . .| 1 aHBaps 17491.,” PTAJTA,
¢. 1184, om. 1, 1. 664) shows that by that time, the “state warehouses” held
11,578 copies of homilies. By 1762, judging by the data in the List of Catalogues
(“PocriucHoii crivicok,” PTATA, ¢. 1184, om. 4, 1. 192), 10,012 copies of homilies
remained unsold (representing a total cost of 600 rubles 72 kopecks).!® Thus,
we can state that most copies of homilies were sold in the first years after their
publication (1742-1748), and then the demand for them predictably decreased.

Who was buying the homilies? Theoretically, homilies could be purchased
and distributed to eparchies, but we have not found any documents confirm-
ing this.”” One might suppose that there was a certain “administrative pres-
sure” on the part of the hierarchs, but we do not believe this to be the case:
unlike odes and literary works, homilies were published at the state’s expense,
the money from their sales went to the typography, and the authors themselves
received only twenty-five copies.

Mostly, the buyers were priests and clergy, seminary students and teach-
ers who had to deliver sermons to parishioners. Published sermons served

15 The author received twenty-five copies of each press run, and twenty-five more went
“for giving”—to be presented to the Empress, members of the Court, the Synod, etc.

16 Some homilies printed in civil orthography were being sold until 1787, when they
were confiscated by the decree of Catherine II [TIC3PH 22: 876-876, 882-883]:
Markell Rodyshevsky’s 235 copies of the Sermon on Christmas Day (“CnoBo Ha ieHb
Posxznecra,” 1742), Peter Grebnevsky’s 230 copies of the Sermon on the Day of the
Coronation (“CnoBo B ieHb KopoHaruy,” 1742), Stefan Kalinovsky’s thirty copies of the
Sermon on the New Year (“Ci0BO Ha HOBBIN rof1,” 1742).

17 Such distribution was employed in the 17th century: thus, Lazar Baranovich’s collection
of homilies The Spiritual Sword was sent by the government to the eparchies with the
order “to pay three rubles for each exemplar” (‘BHecTH 3a KaX/iblit 3K3eMILIAP 3 py6IIss’
[XaPnamnioBuy 1914: 422]).
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as model texts for imitation, as sources for sets of facts and examples, and
as convenient working material. Some of the buyers were ordinary readers:
merchants, bourgeoisie, and clerks (sometimes the texts bear owners’ inscrip-
tions). But a more precise material for evaluation of the distribution of court
homilies—and, consequently, the dissemination of cultural models and sce-
narios—in society is provided by the materials of handwritten collections of
the second half of the 18th century.

3. Handwritten Copies of Court Homilies

Despite the spread of printed books, the handwritten tradition in the second
half of the 18th century was still very much alive. In the first place, a handwrit-
ten copy was much cheaper than a printed text. Second, the copyist often made
a selection from existing texts and created a collection for his own purposes
and goals (for example, in the collection PTAZTA, ¢. 181, om. 1, 1. 1031, sev-
eral New Year’s sermons are included one after the other). At the same time,
handwritten texts could be bound together with available printed ones (for
example, PTAZIA, ¢. 181, om. 1, a. 1030, 1. 1031; HUOP PI'B, ¢. 173, om. 2,
1. 49, and others). A number of such collections have been preserved in the
archives of the Russian State Library, the Russian State Archives of Ancient
Acts, the National Library of Russia, and other archives.

Handwritten collections including homilies could be varied in their con-
tent.!® Most often, court homilies are found in “dedicated” collections. Collec-
tions of spiritual literature from a wide spectrum,? including homilies by the
church fathers, dialogues, extracts, biographies, pilgrimages, etc., seldom in-
clude contemporary homilies.?’ Feofan Prokopovich’s homilies connected with
Peter were likely perceived more as historical, rather than theological, texts, so
they are often included in historical collections of works dedicated to Peter.?!

Even in the 18th century, the handwritten tradition stemming from the Old
Russian tradition differed from printed practice in its attitude regarding author-

18 This diversity becomes more prominent if the collection was compiled from separate
booklets by an unknown person and without any indication of a specific timeframe, but
I have considered mostly collections published by a single author or at one time, and
have used these parameters in my comparisons.

1 In library and archival catalogues, they may be called “polemical collections,”
“theological collections,” “collections of ecclesiastical content,” etc.

2 One of the few exceptions is PTAJIA, ¢. 188, om. 1, 1. 1365, A Collection of Church
Texts (“COOpHUK LieDKOBHOTO coziepxkanus”), in which, along with the homilies by
John Chrysostom, Ephrem the Syrian, tales, dialogues, and extracts from The Great
Mirror (“Benuxoe 3epuano”) and The Golden Bead (“3naToit Bucep”), we find a copy
of Dimitry Sechenov’s Sermon on the Day of the Appearance of the Icon “Our Lady of
Kazan” (“CnoBo B 1ieHb siBieHuUst HKOHBI KazaHckoii Goromarepu,” . 44-5000.).

2l For example, HUOP PTB, ¢. 299, 1. 47 (with the inscription of the owner—collegiate
assessor Andrey Vasilyevich Gubarev), z1. 418 “C60pHuK counHeHuii o ITetpe
Benukowm,” and others.
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ship. When court homilies were transferred into the field of handwritten texts,
they often became anonymous. Copyists always gave the name of the authors of
court homilies when they copied the text directly from the printed original, and
sometimes they preserved the entire title page, with information on the typog-
raphy, time of issue, and so forth; they might even duplicate the layout of lines
and font size. Much more often, the titles of published homilies were shortened
to brief formulas. The event or date of delivery was preserved, along with the
name (more rarely, the title) of the author and sometimes the place of delivery;

information on the presence of the empress was cut; cf. the following texts:

Printed Text

Handwritten Copy
(HWIOP PTB, . 29,
No. 1154, 1. 7)

A Sermon on the twenty-second Sunday after the Descent
of the Holy Spirit in the Highest Presence of Her Imperial
Majesty, the most pious, the most sovereign Christian
Empress the Great Monarchess our Elizabeth Petrovna of
All Russia, and His Imperial Highness, the blessed sovereign
Grand Prince Petr Fedorovich. Pronounced by the member
of the Holy Synod the eminent Amvrosy, Archbishop of
Novgorod the Great and Velikiye Luki. In the Moscow
Cathedral of the Archangel, 1742, November 8th

A Sermon on the
twenty-second Sunday
after the Descent of the
Holy Spirit pronounced
by Amvrosy,
Archbishop in the
M<oscow> Cathedral
of the Archangel, 1742,
November 8th

CI10BO B HeJeJII0 IBazleCATh BTOPYIO, [0 COLIEeCTBUN
Casararo [lyxa, B Bricouaiimee ITpucyrcreue Es
Vmneparopckaro Benuuectsa, biarodectuBeimus
CamogepsxaBHeiimusa KpecToHocHbIA ViMniepaTpulibt
Beymmkus l'ocynapeiny Hautes Enucaseru I1eTpoBHEI
Bces Poccun, u Ero iMnepaTtopckaro Beicodectsa
bnarosepnaro I'ocynaps Benukaro Kuassa Ilerpa
@eonoposuua. [TponoBenanHoe CaATeitniaro CuHoza

CI10BO B HeZieJIt0 KB 110
COIIECTBUY CBATAr0
IiyXa TIPOTIOBeZlaHHOe
AMBpocuem
apXMENUCKOIIOM

B M.[OCKOBCKOM]
apxaHreJbCcKoM cobope
1742, Hosi6ps 8 mHst

Ynenom IIpeocssieHHBIM AMBpOCHeM APXHUENUCKOIIOM
BenukoHoBorpazackum u Bennkonayukum. B MockoBckoM
Apxanrenckom Cobope, 1742 roza, HoemBpua 8 fiHs

Most often, the authorship of the most prominent preachers was indicated,
for example, Feofan Prokopovich and, of the non-court preachers, Demetrius
of Rostov—moreover, some anonymous homilies were regularly attributed to
Demetrius of Rostov [PEnoTOBA 2001]). Authorship is also often preserved
in the case of collections of homilies by a seminary teacher or student, but us-
ing a brief formula: the subject or event (a specific holiday) can be given in the
title or in the margins of the homily, and the date and place of delivery and the
author’s name are more often given after the texts (sometimes in Latin).

Most homilies remained anonymous when copied and included in col-
lections. For example, the collection PTAJTA, ¢. 188, om. 1, . 1031 contains
twenty-four copied homilies (and one printed text). Authors are given for nine
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texts only, and of these nine, eight are copies of printed court homilies of the
1740s. Three more homilies are copied from the first volume of the collec-
tion of works by Gedeon Krinovsky without identification of the author. The
authorship of the rest of the homilies remains unknown. At the same time, all
court homilies, even when presented anonymously, retained their panegyrical
elements glorifying the empress, often addressing her as if she were present
at the divine service (for example, the anonymous Sermon on the Name Day
of Elizabeth Petrovna, i.e., “CI0OBO B leHb Te30MMEHHUTCTRA |. . .| Enn3aBeTsl
[TerpoBHbl,” PTAJIA, ¢. 188, om. 1, a. 1031, 1. 141-14806.).

Among the anonymous texts, some prohibited sermons could be found:
the collection of Yakov Filippov, a student in the philosophy class at Moscow
Academy (HHOP PI'B, . 299, No. 158), included a homily with the following
inscription in the margin: “On marriage” (yi1. 32506.-33306.). This is Amv-
rosy Yushkevich’s God’s Blessing in the Three Natural Treasures on Her High-
ness Princess Anna and His Highness Sovereign Anton Ulrich Duke of Brunswick
and Liineburg which was on the Day of Their Highest Marriage, June 3, 1739 . . .
(“Boxue GarocioBeHre B MPUPOJHBIX TPeX COKPOBHIIAX esl BBICOYECTBa
TOCYZapbIHU MPUHIIECCHI AHHBI U CBETJIEHIIero KHsA3s U rocyaapsi AHTOHA
Vnpuxa repuora BpayHuiBeiirckaro u Jlunebyprckaro npebsiBaroiiee B IeHb
e BbICOYAKIIaro 6payHoro ux coyetanus utons 3 1739 roga . . .”). This text
was prohibited during Elizabeth’s reign and removed from circulation,?? but
was available as a handwritten copy.

Most often, court homilies are found in collections connected, in one
way or another, with seminaries, where texts of copied sermons were con-
sidered as useful material for exercises in rhetoric. The copied texts often
bear remarks, sometimes short and sometimes detailed, in Russian and Latin
evidencing rhetorical analysis and subsequent use of the text: #erado ‘not
needed,” ocrmasums ‘leave,” cpasnenue ‘comparison,’ dpyzoe nodobue ‘another
resemblance,’ 8onpoc ‘question,” upasoyuenus ‘morals, conclusio (HAOP PT'B,
¢. 299, No. 158, nn. 25-35006.), synecdocha, ratio, hypotesis [sic|, arg<ument>,
epiphora, etc. (HUOP PTB, ¢. 173.2, No. 49, 1. 4-17).

The collection of Semen Pavlov, a Moscow Academy student (HVIOP PTB,
¢. 173.2, No. 49), is an excellent example of the ways in which homilies were
used at a seminary. It begins with copies of sermons from Gavriil Petrov’s and

22 Decree of November 18, 1742 [[ICIIuP, 1: 472-473]. The same decree prescribed,
under penalty of fine, the submission to typographies and voivod’s offices, over the
course of six months, “homilies delivered by different preachers after the death of
Her Majesty Empress Anna Ioannovna |[. . .] should they be found in the possession
of anyone, both printed and written” (‘koTopble peyKY MPONOBeAaeMbI ObLIN OT
PasHbIX PONOBEHNKOB, 10 KoHuKHe Esi Benudecrsa FocynapbiHy VIMiepaTpuiibl
AHHBI FI0aHHOBHBI |. . .| €eJu OHBIA Y KOTO eCTh, KaK IedaTHble, TaK U MICbMeHHBIE).
Let us note that homilies delivered during Anna Ioannovna’s reign were not banished
under Elizabeth and are often found in collections.
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Platon Levshin’s Collection of Various Sermons, without identification of the
source but with a detailed rhetorical analysis in the margins; the same collec-
tion contains Semen Pavlov’s own exercises in Russian and Latin, including
speeches and homilies with corrections and reviews by teachers. The collec-
tion includes several booklets of anonymous homilies of the 1750s, copied in
a different handwriting (but completed in Pavlov’s handwriting) and con-
taining, for example, notes on their delivery in 1750. Two printed texts were
bound with Pavlov’s collection: Alexander Levshin's Grateful Sermon to the
Omnipotent God on the Solemn Day of the Final Ending of the Infectious Dis-
ease in Moscow (“CnoBo 61arozapcTBeHHoe Ko Bcemorymemy Focriony Bory B
TOP)KeCTBEHHbII leHb COBepIIeHHAro MpeceyeHus 3apa3uTesibHOM 60JIe3H!
B Mockse,” 1772, 1. 369-374) and Feofan Prokopovich’s Sermon on the Fu-
neral of Peter the Great (“CnoBo Ha morpebenue Iletpa Benukoro,” 1725,
1. 375-37806.). They are followed by Semen Pavlov’s practice speech, “On
the Decease of Someone Well-Known in Studies (“Ha npecraBieHue Kakoro-
nu6o yyeHueM cnaBHaro”) in Russian and Latin (1. 379-38106.), in which the
use of constructions and rhetorical devices from the “model” texts is evident.

Homilies included in collections used for study could be employed for
long periods of time: thus, the texts of Feofan Prokopovich and Demetrius
of Rostov remained essential examples until the very end of the 18th century.
Texts also circulated freely (probably with their owners). Thus, the collec-
tion HYOP PTB, ¢. 173.1 (Collection of the Moscow Theological Academy),
No. 222 contains homilies by Sergy and Silvester, teachers of rhetoric at the
Alexander Nevsky Seminary, which they delivered in 1751-1752. The col-
lection HUIOP PI'B, ¢. 299, n. 158, owned by Yakov Filippov, a student of
the class of philosophy at the Moscow Theological Academy, contains fifteen
homilies by Georgy Konissky which he delivered in Kiev, at the Kyiv-Mohyla
Theological Academy; the texts were analyzed from the point of view of rheto-
ric and contain corrections and amendments. In the collection HYOP PI'B,
¢. 173.1, 1. 163, along with copies of published court homilies, we find three
texts by Simon Todorsky which he delivered when he was the preacher of the
Kiev Academy and which remained unpublished until the beginning of the
20th century (and also a copy of a published court homily on the birthday of
the heir, Petr Fedorovich, in 1743).

How far did court homilies penetrate into the parishes?

Some collections that include court homilies contain entries and remarks
indicating their circulation among provincial clergy (unfortunately, we can-
not claim that they were created among this group). Thus, the collection
PTAIA, ¢. 188, om. 1, . 1031 was preserved in the village of Ignatyevo in
the Serpukhov District before coming to the archive in 1887; the collection-
convolute PTATA, ¢. 188, om. 1, 1. 1030 was preserved in the village of Belaya
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Tserkov in the Kiev Governorate until 1865; and the collection HUOP PT'B,
¢. 299, 1. 606 was presented to the priest Iona Mikheich from the village of
Bely Rast (Moscow District) by the “Moscow Major Ivan Gerasimovich Lgov-
sky” (11. 1). Secular persons were not only readers but also compilers of such
collections, although the collections they created are usually more diverse
and include more secular texts than those compiled by clergy. For example,
the collection HUOP PT'B, ¢. 299, . 241 includes the following entry: “These
spiritual homilies were written by Ivan Tokmakovskoy, son of Yakov, Sergeant
of the Izmaylovsky Leib Guard Regiment, on September 1, 1775” (;1. 31)?* and
it contains, along with several homilies from the Collection of Gavriil Petrov
and Platon Levshin, extracts from magazines, poems, and fables, as well as
Denis Fonvizin’s Sermon on the Recovery of Pavel Petrovich (“C10Bo Ha BbI3/[0-
porienue ITaBna I[TerpoBuya”), and so forth.

In the second half of the century, parish priests with seminary educations
also started to compile their own collections of homilies, for example, the Ser-
mons of the Moscow Nikolo-Yamskoy priest Nikolay Dmitriev, efc. (“IlponoBeau
MocKoBckoro Hukono-AmMckoro ceamenHnka Hukonaa Imutpuesa u gp.,”
HUOP PTB, ¢. 299, 1. 386): this collection is sewn together from separate
booklets apparently by the same author, with corrections and notes made by
the same hand when assembling the homilies. These homilies were delivered
in Moscow from 1776 to 1791. By the end of the century, there appeared col-
lections of works by provincial parish priests, for example, The Moral Coun-
selings of Priest M. Dmitrievsky (‘“HpaBoyuuresbHble Gecesibl cBsiml. M. [[Mu-
TpeBckoro”), written in the village of Lomtsy (probably in the Novosilsky
District of the Tula Governorate) in 1798 [CPE3HEBCKUI, [IOKPOBCKHUH 1915:
441-442).

During this time, as the genre of collections of homilies by the same au-
thor continued to develop, it is an open question as to whether the handwritten
collections by provincial priests appeared under the influence of the printed
collections or the printed tradition appeared as a result of the spread of such
handwritten compilations.

The earliest examples of single-author compilations are, of course, homi-
lies by Demetrius of Rostov, which were copied throughout the country and
preserved in various collections of books [®PEqoTOBA 2001]. Demetrius’ works
were first published in the late 18th century as the Collection of Various Ser-
mons and Other Works (“CobpaHue pa3HbIX NOYYUTENbHBIX CJIOB U PYTUX

CERH

counHenuii,” Moscow, Synodal Typography, March 1786).

% In the same collection, a copy of the printed Brief Moscow Chronicle Composed by
Alexander Sumorokov (“KpaTkasi MOCKOBCKast JIETOIXCh, COYMHeHHas1 AJIeKCaH/IPOM
CymopokoBbIM,” St. Petersburg, 1774) was made by “deacon Ivan of Nikolskaya mill”
(‘nnakon ViBan Hukoick|o#t| menuut|bi]’) on September 29, 1775 (1. 16606.).
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Feofan Prokopovich’s homilies were occasionally gathered into individual,
single-author compilations, but generally they tended to form the bulk of multi-
author collections (the collection HUOP PTB, ¢. 299, No. 158, for example,
contains fifty-three homilies, of which nineteen are authored by Prokopovich;
the collection HOP PT'B, ¢. 173.1, No. 163 contains thirty-five texts, of which
fifteen are his). There were also handwritten collections of the most produc-
tive preachers of Elizabeth’s age: for example, we find eleven volumes of Arseny
Matseevich’s homilies delivered both at the court and outside it among early
19th-century copies in the library of the Moscow Theological Academy. Evi-
dently, he is also the author of the anonymous collection of homilies delivered
in Yaroslavl between 1753 and 1759 (HUOP PTB, ¢. 173.2, No. 14), because
the first text in the collection is a copy of his printed homily delivered at court in
1744. We also have information on collections of unpublished works by Dimitry
Sechenov, another popular preacher [['vMunesckuii 1861: 48]. At the same
time, printed collections of homilies by the same author were copied very rarely.
Thus, Gedeon Krinovsky’s two-volume collection (the first edition, in civil or-
thography, published in 1754-1759, and the second edition, in Church Slavonic
orthography, published in 1760) is represented only by single copies even in the
archives of the Russian State Library. For example, the single complete copy of
the second volume of Krinovsky’s works was made by “Ivan Vasilyev, junior of-
fice clerk of the main palace chancellery,” as he noted on the manuscript (HHOP
PT'B, ¢. 205, No. 394). The entire first volume of Krinovsky’s collection is also
preserved in only a single handwritten copy, HUOP PT'B, My3eiiHoe coGpaHie,
M 5426. It was produced by two copyists working in turn (the copy was made
from a 1755 civil edition; judging by the notes with names of villages in the
margins, it could be connected in some way with the Novosilsky District of the
Tula Governorate. Other homilies by Krinovsky (from the published collection
and from other sources) were selected and copied without identification of the
author (for example, PTAZIA, ¢. 188, om. 1, 1. 1031).

We should also note that, to date, we have not seen a single complete hand-
written copy of the Collection of Various Sermons for All Sundays and Holidays
by Gavriil Petrov and Platon Levshin, although we find separate texts from
this collection elsewhere. We should also note that Platon Levshin’s homilies
are relatively rarely encountered in the handwritten tradition of the period
covered by our research;?* this might be explained by the traditional “delay” of
the reception of printed editions in the handwritten literature.

2+ An entirely different tradition of handling manuscripts is illustrated by a collection of
autographs presented by Platon Levshin to the library of the Trinity Seminary in 1806
(HUOP PI'B, ¢. 173.1, x1. 84) with the following presentation inscription: “These, my
autographs, are to be saved for the memories in Trinity library. Platon, Metropolitan of
Moscow. 1806, Vifania” (‘Cuu Mou pyKonycaHus i NaMATU XPaHUTb B TPOULIKOI
6ubsmoreke. ITnatoH, M. MockoBckuid. 1806 rona. Budauus’).
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Which authors and texts by court preachers were the most popular in the
handwritten tradition?

Throughout the 18th century, the most popular author was Demetrius of
Rostov: his homilies were copied as entire collections and included in differ-
ent collections, both with identification of the author and anonymously. But
homilies by Demetrius of Rostov did not belong to the court tradition and
contained virtually no publicistic or panegyrical elements traditional for court
homilies. Texts by Demetrius of Rostov were rarely included in collections
connected with seminaries.

Among court preachers, Feofan Prokopovich was the most frequently
copied author, and he is closely connected with the seminary tradition until
the end of the 18th century (we should note that, even in the beginning of
the 19th century, his homilies were included in school curricula as examples
of rhetorical texts [TanaxoB 1861]). Several works by Amvrosy Yushkevich,
Arseny Matseevich, Silvester Kulyabka, Stefan Kalinovsky, and Kirill Lyashe-
vetsky were popular. But the most popular text in the 1740s was Dimitry Sech-
enov’s Sermon on the Day of the Appearance of the Icon “Our Lady of Kazan”:
it appears six times not only in seminary collections but also in collections of
“traditional spiritual content,” obviously because it is more theological than
publicistic and panegyrical. Remarkably, this text was republished three times
between 1741 and 1746 due to reader demand.?” Dimitry Sechenov was one
of the few preachers of the 1740s who was a Great Russian by nationality and
who was able to combine in his texts the rhetorical rules of the “Latin educa-
tion” of the seminaries and the traditions of Russian and Old Russian spiritual
literature.

Conclusions

We can thus state that in the second half of the 18th century, the court sermon
was only beginning to penetrate “traditional” culture. It was disseminated
primarily in seminaries, where texts by court preachers were used as models
and provided a library of panegyrical and theological elements to be used by
students and teachers in their own texts. With few exceptions, the court tradi-
tion does not intersect with texts originating from Old Russian and classical
theological traditions, although all such texts are called slovo (literally ‘word,
i.e., ‘sermon’). However, by the end of the 18th century, the new genre was
becoming increasingly widespread, following the growing cultivation of semi-
nary education and the numbers of priests educated in this context.

% This text has recently been republished with a detailed commentary in
[Kucnosa 2011c].

2014 Ne2

| 191



192 |

Sermons and Sermonizing in 18th-Century Russia:
At Court and Beyond)

Abbreviated Names of Libraries, Archives, and Depositories

HUOP PT'B HayuHo-uccienoBaTenbCKuil oTnen pykonuceit Poccuiickoii rocyaapcTBeHHON
6ubnnorexu (Russian State Library, Research Department of Manuscripts, Moscow).

PTATA Poccuiickuii rocy1apcTBeHHBIH apxuB peBHUX akToB (Russian State Archives of
Ancient Acts, Moscow).
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