David Goldfrank

THE SERMONS IN RUSSIA BEFORE THE ERA
OF BELARUS-UKRAINIAN INFLUENCE

Thanks to the Reformation and Counter-Reformation, XVI-century
Europe witnessed the revival of the liturgical sermon composed for the
current listeners and readers. So, naturally, when Roman Catholics or
Protestants visited Russia, they might remark upon the absence of such
sermons in church services'. But did this mean that the Russians did
not write or preach sermons? Before we examine the various aspects
of this problem, let us listen to written words of three Russian monks
from the late XV —early XVI century.

Mpexpae Bcero nogobaeT BefaTM KaKo MOBEAEHO eCTb HaM OT GOXECTBEH-

HbIX NMUcaHun o bBo3e MyApBCTBOBaTU M 4YTO eCTb He HewusrsarosaHHoe

M UTO M3rnarosaHHo. AKo y6o Bor ecTb, BEMbI; a €)XXe 4YTO eCTb CYLLECTBO

60)Xne, He BeMbl. AKO BE/IMK €CTb, BEMbI; a €)Xe UYTO eCTb BE/IMYEecTBO

Ero, He BeMbl. KO y60 NpemMyap ecTb, BEMbI, a eXXe KOMNKO eCTb Npemyap,

He BeMbl. AKO npomMbiWnAaeT n o6bemMneT N BcA COAEPXNT, BEMbIl; a exe

KaKO0, He BeEMbl. N exe Bor HaM HeNnoBesie CUX rnarosnatn, HEMOLWHO N He

TOKMO HaM, HO U HebeCHbIM cunam.

That is a written text, the opening of a late XV-century Russian ex-
planation of Christian epistemology, part of losif Volotskii’s defense of
Orthodoxy against accused heretics2. But with structured use of anti-
thesis, it also sounds like part of a didactic sermon, just as do parts of
John Chrysostom’s lectures on Holy Scripture3. So did losif also teach
theology by word in this way, or did he teach only by writing?

1For a Protestant example, with a reference as well to the Catholic Jesuit Antonio
Possevino, see: The Travels of Olearius in Seventeenth-Century Russia // Ed. and
trans. Samuel H. Baron. Stanford, 1967. P. 251—252.

2 KaszakoBa H.A., Jlypbe A.C. AHTueoganbHble epeTUYeCKMe LBU>KeHNSA Ha Pycu
XIV-Havana XV Beka [ganee —KasakoBal//lypbe]. M.-J1., 1955. C. 394; orthography
modernized.

3 Brilioth Y. A Brief History of Preaching / Trans. Karl E. Mattson. Philadelphia,
1945. P. 33—37; Chrysostom, of course, is the 3naToycT, so well beloved by Slavia
Orthodoxa.
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Monto e Bac, NUSAHCTBO 6e3MepHOe N 6e3UMHHe OTbHY[ fAa He 6ydeT B
Bac. Benukaro 60 XpuctoBbiX ycT nponoBegHuKa [laBna cnoBa He
3abbiBaiiTe: «lMUAHMUbLI UapcTBUA 60XXMA He HacnegaT» [1 Kop. 6.10].

[focnogb >Xe npoBb3Bellasds NpexXxppedeHHas, BCeM 3anoBefaeTt, rarons:

«bnoguTtech, fa He oTAryalT cejua Bawa 06bAfEHUMEM M MUAHCTBOM,

unevyanbMm xuTtenckumu» (Jik. 21.24). WNcana e, okanaa B BUHe Mnpe-

6bIB}OLLI|I/IF|, rnaronawle: «Fope KBac roHawunm wn Xayuwmm Be4yepa: BUHO

60 A coxokeT» [Mc. 5.11], n naku: «lpenbiyeHn cyTb, 3ab6AyANAN CYyTb»

[Mc. 28.7]. Vounb e BonueT: «McTpe3BeilTecsa ynuBakwLecsa 0T BUHA,

nnayeTe U pbljainTe BCU NuUiOLLe BUHO B NuAHCTBO» [Mon. 1.5]. Mnakatwn

N pblgatn NoBesieHO €CTb NUAHCTBO J'II06HLLI|I/IM. Cero pagn n BCcnoMmHalro

BaM OpaTme, AKO jJa He OT Hawero Hayvana mmsa 60Xue nNoxynmTcs

nopedHne BEINKOIro aHresibCKoro o6pasa 3a3punUTCA K HawemMy BeYHOMY

ocyxpaeHto. Euwe xe monto Tebe, 0 UTYMeEHe U BClO 6GpaTuto.

Efrosin Pskovskii, before he died in 1479, placed, this demand for
abstinence in his o6wexunTensHbIn YcTas4 —Russia’s earliest original
monastic rule of a founder or renovator and a likely locus of an em-
bedded sermon. This stricture in the form of a plea contains three types
of repetitions: one, a simple exegetical (nnakatn n pbigaTy NOBE/IEHO
ecTb nuaHcTBo Nto6awmm following nnavete n poigariTe BCU NutoLLe
BMHO B NMUAHCTBO); the second, a succession of similar statements; and
the third, a stylistic kyklos —repetition completing an imaginary circle
(Monto e Bac at the beginning; Eule e Moo Tebe, 0 UTYMeHe 1 BCIO
6patuio at the end). Did Efrosin never preach something like this to
his monastic brothers?

N Tako npuemsieMm B ymMe BTOpoe npuwectsue [ocnogHe M Halle BOC-

KpeceHbe M CTpallHbIA cya, camblil eyaHrenckbla rnaronbl FocnogHs

npegnarakuie, iko 6orornacHblin MaTBeil Hanuca: «M no ckop6bl,» peye,

«[HIA Tex COMHLEe MOMEpPKHeT, W /iyHa He JaeT CBeTa CBOEro, W 3Be3fbl

cnagyT ¢ Hebecwu, M cunbl HebecHble NOABUTHYTCA. W TOorga sABWUTCA

3HaMeHue CbliHa 4esioBedbCKaro, n Torga BbCcnaayvyeTca BCA KOJieHa 3eMHad,

N y3pAT CblHA 4YenoBeybCcKaro, rpagywia Ha ob6nauex HebeCHbIX C CU0MO

M CNaBo MHOTFow. W nocneT arrefbl cBoa C TPYOGHbIM rnacom Beninm,

M cbbepyT n3bpaHHbIe ero OT YeTbipex BeTP, OT KOHeUb HebeCc f0 KOHeub

ux» [Mt. 24.25-31].

And so, around 1500, Russia’s «Benukuii ctapeu» Nil Sorskii uti-
lized a colorful, cadenced, and frightening Evangelical prophesy as part
of the Cnoso which he composed on mourning and repentance5. Did
he too write a paranetic (ethical) sermon only to be read individually
within the monk’s cell? Did this most of sophisticated of Russian writers
of his day merely advise his readers to take the words of the Gospel

4En. AmBpocuii OpHaTCKnii. [ipeBHepyccKmne MHoYeckme ycTasbl [ganee —ANY] /
M3g. T.B. Cysganbuesa. M., 2001. C. 48-49.

5 MpoxopoB I. Mpenogo6Hbiin Hun Copcknii 1 VIHHOKeHT Wit Komenbckuid. CI16.,
2005 [panee —Ilpoxopog]. C. 170.
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from the written page into their intellect, but not himself give voice
to such words in order to create the community, which he so describes
in his MNpegaHue or «nNucaHue fylienonesHe cebe n rocnoge 6patuu
MOEi NMPUCHBbIM, sXKe CYTb MOEro HpaBa»?6

Of course, we do not and we cannot know whether losif or Efrosin
or Nil taught or preached exactly what they wrote, but we can be quite
certain that they did teach and preach. According to Nil, as he relied
upon what he deemed to be the allegorical words of Macarius of Egypt,
teaching and preaching were integral to the life of the hesychastic mas-
ter?:

M NpuT4yelo NoN0XKM 0 CbBPbLUEHHbIX 6/1aroaTblo, AKOXKe Ha ABaHafecaT

cTeneHwWw Bb3bITU. «Obayve nocnabnaer», pede, «bnarogatb. M, eguH Hens-

CTynnblWNn CTeNneHb, Ha eAWHBHAaAECATOM, AKOXe peuwun, CTouT, U Cero

pagn cbBpbliNelwa Mepa He yaepxXacd UM, ga UMYT BpemMA: U 0 6paTLLI

YAPAXHATUCA, N NPOMbIWNAAT CNOBOM CryXXeLla».

For losif, however, the issue at hand was not merely his own tea-
ching by word. Rather, he explicitly expected that others would make
use of the arguments of his MpocseTuTens (KHura Ha HOBOropoacKux
epeTuTKOB) for the defense of the Church and the salvation of souls
and the land8:

M awe KT0 4To noTpe6bHO 6yheT NPOTMBY epeTUKOB peyeM, u 6narogatio
Boxunio obpaweT rotoBo 6e3 Tpyga B KOEMXXAO0 C/A0BO, SXKe CYyTb Cua...

Still a key question of his time was whether a de jure renovating,
but defacto innovating pastor of his day had the authority to instruct
via writings. Accordingly, he borrowed sharp invective from a Byzan-
tine diatribe, used a sic et non rhetorical question of his own, and
stretched his patristic authorities to justify his own compositions:

AlLle N1 KTO eCTb NpPe3opsinB, BefnexsasieH, BbICOKOLWINAB, BENNYaB, yKapsas
6naroe n n6a 3a30pbl, U rNarons9, sKo B NpPegHUX feTex CBATble OTLbI
Hally noy4vyeHuna U npegaHna OﬁLLLE)KI/ITE}'IbHaﬂ nncaHnemMm msnoxXxuuwa, HblHe
e He nojobaeT Tako TBOPUTWU, HO TOUYMIO CAIOBOM HakasoBaTu. W auwe
6bl TakKo 6bl/10, TO KaKO rnaronet Npenogo6Hbli oTel Haw HUMKOH: «HAKO

6Tam camo. C. 82.

7 Tam camo. C. 120. Nil’s source here, in Old Slavic Translation, is (Pseu-
do)Macarius, MnaeusHu, as in Hilandar Monastery, Slavic Manuscripts, no. 468, pp. 52-
52v.; they are identified by the editors of the English-language Philokalia as Symeon
Metaphastes’ Macarian Chapters, a rewrite of what was already Pseudo-Macarius: The
Philokalia. The Complete Text Compiled by St. Nikodimos of the Holy Mountain and
St. Makarios of Corinth / Transl. and ed. G.E.H. Palmer, Philip Sherrard, and Kalistos
Ware. London —Boston, 1979—1995. Vol. 3. P. 285—353.

8KasakoBa/Jlypbe. C. 475.

9Up to here from: «JuonTpa» dunnnna MoHoTpona. AHTPONOAOrMYecKas SHLUNK-
nioneansa NpaBocnaBHOro cpegHeBekosbsi / Pea. n nepeB. I M. Mpoxoposa, X. Mukna-
ca, A. b. bunbgtora, M. H. Npomoa. M., 2008. C. 193, 315, 503; the Old Rus
3epuano N Poccuiickas HaumoHanbHas bubnmnoteka. ®. 304, on. 1, g. 191. /1. 222—
222 06.
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Xe y6o B ApeBHMX neTex, TaKo U HblHE NojobaeT, Aa KOX/0 HacTosTeNb,
naye e B CBOEi 06MTenu, BbOOGpPasUTb WAM NpeaacTb corjacatou,as
60XXEeCTBEHHbIM MUCAHUEM ydynTenbCTBa Xe U HaKa3aHWA C/oBeCbl XXe U’
nucaHnem. ..?»

Indeed, and surely with full confidence in his own righteousness,
losif added nucaHmem here, just as he did a few sentences later to a
citation from Chrysostom 101

Why would losifedit a revered church father? Because the stakes were
so high. As his own sources stated, well before Prince (St.) Volodimer
commanded the Kievans be baptized in the Dniepro, the Orthodox
Church (really, the Undivided Church of the VI and VII Ecumenical
Councils) had commanded the chief pastors to preach and teach. But
they were to do so only according to the established 60)ecTBeHHbIM
nucaHunem, and not their own individual conceptions. So if losifs wri-
tings were to be accepted by the Russian Church, then they could be
used not only as appropriate sources for other writings or sermons, but
also for authoritative decisions. And despite some opposition, losifs chief
compositions did achieve officially recognized status. Even without his
canonization as a saint, church authorities so utilized his MpoceeTuTEND
as authoritative in the 1550s at the synod trials of accused heretics1l
This is a clear indication that an original Russian composition, which
was itself influenced by earlier models of this standard ecclesiastical
genre —namely, didactic, apologetic oratory, —became a source for
another such oral and written genre, the heretical trial indictment. And
such an indictment could end up, in a reworked, written form, to be
read aloud, inside or right outside a church, as surely did the circular
from 1490 with the following title12

CMupeHHaro 30CMMbl MUTpoOMNonuTa Bces Pycu M BCero cBAWEHHAaro

cobopa noy4yeHWe BCEMY MpPaBOC/IaBHOMY XPUCTMAHbLCTBY, Ha €PECHUKBI
obnnyeHue.

So despite the haughty sneers of the foreign observers; despite the
absence of the formal schooling in the Trivium found in Byzantium and
the West; and, more important, despite the Late Antique liturgical
smothering and swallowing of the individualized church service sermon;
and despite the compensatory availability in the major Slavic Orthodox
churches and monasteries of entire c6opHuku, with ready made formal

DANY. C. 98—99, corrected here from: Benukue muHen 4yeTuun, cobpaHHble BCe-
cpoccuiickum MuTpononuTom Makapuem. CI16., 1868—1917. CeHT., cT6. 549—550.
Nikon’s original is: MaHgekTbl. Moyaes, 1795, Cnoso 8: 63; see: The Monastic Rule of
losif Volotsky [nanee —MR] / Trans, and ed., David Goldfrank, 2nd rev. ed. Kalamazoo,
2000. P. 225-227.

U3umuH A. A. L. C. MNepecseTOB 1 ero coBpeMeHHUKN. M., 1958. C. 79, 159, 178.

RAPEL. C. 384.
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sermons for every regular occasion —despite all of this, —individual
Russians did create sermons for themselves and for others. In fact, it
could not have been otherwise. For the corpus of translated patristic
and Byzantine sacred literature could not include sermons in any form
directed to current issues or celebrating current events or native saints,
and this created the opportunity for the creative Russians, just as ear-
lier such opportunities existed for the creative Rus of the XI—XI1I cen-
turies.

As we have seen, the Moscow Metropolitan Zosima or a ghost-writer
composed a denunciatory, hortatory circular. It commenced: «[a ecTe
Befyllle BCY mnpaBocnaBHble xpuctuaHe», and ended with a threat of
excommunication13 losif VVolotskii and his assistants composed a dozen
«C/oBa Ha HOBOTOPOACKMX epeTuTKoB», Which contained material as-
sembled for others to do the same. Nil Sorskii descended from Pseu-
do-Macarius’s metaphorical twelfth cteneHs to the eleventh in order
to offer his cnosa cnyxeHia to disciples. Accordingly, his treatise on
6esmonenem — O mbicneHoM fenadin (his Tak Ha3. «YcTas») —served
as a source for his two didactic, sermon-length nocnanusam, one of them
to an experienced ctapuy (Gurii Tushin), who had his own disciples to
teachl4 losif composed a sermon-letter to magnate concerning the treat-
ment of his slaves, and a laudatory funerary oration with an anti-hereti-
cal diatribel5 Even those of his letters, which, in defending his mon-
astery’s interests, returned to the original use of rhetoric, the legal
argument, contained elements of sermonl6.

All of these examples stem from the reign of Ivan 111, and we have
not even mentioned the most famous sermon of all from his time, that
of the Rostov Archbishop Vassian Rylo (died 1481), which appears in
the netonucax under the year 1480. Known as lNocnaHve Ha Yrpe, this
work, like many epistles, is essentially a sermon in the form of a let-
terl7, and in its original form may well have been read aloud as a patri-
otic rallying cry. For it was a ringing summons for armed resistance to
the «6oroctygHomy» khan or uapto, who had led the armies of the Great
Horde to the Ugra River18 Nor have we turned to the most prolific
writer in Russia during the 1440s—1480s, the Serbian cBfWEHHONHOK

B KasakoBa//lypbe. C. 384—385.

|4CpaB. MocnaHve BaccuaHy, MocnaHue Mypuio, n YcTas, Cnoso 5// MMpoxopos.
C. 132-160, 222-238.

5 Nypbe A. C., 3umnH A. A. MNMocnaHusa WNocudga Bonoukoro [ganee — Nypbe/
3nmunH].-N., 1959. C. 152-160.

BTam camo. C. 145—152. For a summary of losifs sermonizing, see below, Appen-
dix L.

T Cesw, MaBen HukonaeBckuid. Pycckas nponosefp B XV 1 XV Bekax // XXypHan
MwuHucTepcTBa HapogHOro npoceeleHnsa. 1868. Ne 2. C. 368.

BBn6nnoTeka nuTepaTypbl pesHeit Pycn. T. 7. C. 386—398.
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Pakhomii Logofet, author of a slew of specimens of two other identifi-
able forms of sermon: the xxutne caTbiX, which is much more than ser-
mon, and the less ambitious, more purely sermon —noxBanbHoe ¢108019.

The variety of known Russian sermonizing continued to expand du-
ring the sixty years following the death of Ivan Il (1505), partially,
it seems, under the influence of losifs legacy. His successor urymen,
Daniil the Riazanian, served as Metropolitan of Moscow for seven-
teen years (1522—1539), during which he composed both pure sermons
(cnosa) and sermon-nocnaHms on a variety of topics, but especially
personal and social ethics —this, despite his own willingness to stretch
or break the ecclesiastical canons in the interest of his sovereign, Vasi-
lii 111, In fact, Daniil was the only native head of the pre-Petrine Rus
or Russian Church to leave a c6opHuk of his own sermons and another
of his moralizing nocnaHus. His cnoea often had a unique tri-partite
structure, with an introduction to the issue under discussion, an ex-
position, often with so many citations from authorities that it is diffi-
cult for the modern reader to believe that it was delivered orally, and
a closure on a general problem of salvation. If, though, Daniil did
preach his cnoea, we have no evidence that he did so within the con-
text of the church service20.

Virtually simultaneously, Archbishop Makarii of Novgorod (r. 1526—
1542), from losifs original monastery (Pafnut’ev Borovskii), an adhe-
rent of losifs school of thought, instructed all of the clergy under him
to teach their flock and force all the laymen, even the upper crust, to
listen2l. He himself undertook to collect much of the available trans-
lated and original reading and sermonizing material in twelve monthly
codices (Benukna yeTbunm MuHen), a project he continued and finished
when he became Metropolitan of Moscow (1542—1563). Among his
other apparent achievements was his orchestrating the coronation of
Ivan IV as Tsar in 1547, and hence a new ceremonial, including a co-
ronation sermon, whose surviving copies, however, exhibit signs of later
tinkering22. Makarii’s nocnaHus to Ivan IV and the Russian army du-
ring the Kazan campaign of 1552 included one with moral rebukes for
sodomy to be read aloud to all of the commanders —clear proof that
a sixteenth-century Russian nocnaHue could serve as a sermon23.

BMpoxopos I M. Maxomuin Cep6// CnoBapb KHU>XXHWKOB M KHU>KHOCTW [peBHei
Pycn [panee —CnoBapb KHWKHUKOB]. T. 2, u. 2. C. 167—177.

DXKXmaknH B. N. MuTpononmT OaHunin nero CoumHenusa. M, 1881. C. 298—312;
BynaHuH . M. fJaHunn // Cnosapb KHU>XHWMKOB. T. 2, 4. 1. C. 182—185; for a mixed
estimation of Daniil’s sermons: Cizevskij D. History of Russian Literature from the
Eleventh Century to the Baroque. S-Gravenhage, 1962. P. 286—291.

2 Cesaw,. MaBen HukonaeBckuii. Pycckas nponosegs. C. 370.

2 Miller D. The Coronation of Ivan 1V of Moscow // Jahrbucher fiir Geschichte
Osteureopas. 1967, bd. 15. S. 559—584.

B AKTbl NCTOpMYeCKUe cobpaHHble 1 n3gaHHble Apxeorpadnyeckoin kommccero. M.,
1848. T. 1,Ne 160.
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While Makarii was Metropolitan and shortly thereafter, several com-
petent churchmen in the provinces composed sermons, which addres-
sed contemporary issues. The Novgorodian monk Zinovii Oten’skii,
(died ca. 1572) preached, taught, wrote in several genres, and spoke
out on behalf of the local people as well as his faith. His MoxeansHoe
cnoso MinaTuio ranrpckomy (an anti-Arian bishop at the First Ecume-
nical Council) masterfully embeds theological apologetics within
acelebratory sermon. His Mocnaxune (to the powerful Novgorod gbsky)
A. B. WuwkuHy cleverly sneaks sermonizing into a plea for the rapid
expediting of judicial cases24. Zinovii’s yTewmnTenbHoe nocnaHune to
three disgraced high churchmen, who had been exiled to Solovki, deftly
combines historical and practical reasoning from the Old Testament
concerning moderate drinking with sermonizing from the New Tes-
tament2. And his lengthy, uniquely (for a Russian of the time) syste-
matic theological-polemical treatise, /icTuHbl nokasaHue against the
radical dissident Feodosii Kosoi, takes the form of oral responses to ques-
tions posed by three other clerics26, and thereby illustrates the living con-
nection between the written theological discourse and oral pedagogy.

Meanwhile in Pskov, the priest Ermolai (later the monk Erazm, who
died maybe late 1560s), like losif, composed maybe ten different types
of sermon, including one framing a concrete proposal for reform of the
landholding and fiscal system and abolition of both taverns and private
possession of daggers. Another appeared in the form of ten short, con-
soling chapters, and still others as prayers27. Ermolai-Erazm stands as
definite proof that some secular priests did sermonize in a variety of ways.

So what can we make of all of this?

First of all, we have one more example of the fluidity of literary
genres in old Rus. From the Kyievan and early Mongol period, Mus-
covy ‘inherited’ such diverse forms as the conversion sermon in oBecTb
BpemeHHbIX neT, the celebratory sermons of llarion, brief, noyuyeHus
attributed to Feodosii Pecherskii, Mponorflype readings such as the
hagiographic-eulogy as to Boris and Hlib, the Easter cycle festive ser-
mons and also an epistle-sermon of Kirill of Turau, the didactive noyue-
Hue attributed to Volodimer Monomakh, and the general, ethical cnosa
of the Pecherskii monk and later Bishop Serapion Vladimirskii.

2 KnubaHos A. WN., Kopeukuin B. WN. TMocnaHne 3nHOBMA OTEHCKOIO [AbSKY
A B. WuwkuHy // Tpyael OTaena fpesHepycckoli nuepaTypbl [ganee —TO/APM]. 1961.
T. 17. C. 201-224.

5 Kopeuknin B. . Hosble nocnaHms 3uHoemss OTeHckoro // TOAP/. 1970. T. 25.
C. 119-134.

BCTVHBI NOKa3aHWe K BOMPOCUBLUMM O HOBOM yYeHUWN. COYMHEHME MHOKA 3MHOBUS.
KasaHb, 1863.

2 On these ten, see below, Appendix II.
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Second, XV—XVI century Russia’s talented, writing clerics were
sermonizers, even if we do not know under what circumstances, how
and how often they gave formal addresses.

Third, we should not be surprised that Russians sermonized, since both
formal sermons, such as John Chrystostom’s, and mini-sermons, such
as sections in John Climacus’s JlecTsuua and some of the scores of ci-
tations that Russians found in Nikon ofthe Black Mountain’s MNaHgekThbl
and TakTwukoi, were essential components of Muscovy’s received Or-
thodoxy.

Fourth, Russians often composed not only the genuine sermons, but
also discourses, prayers, and strings of regulations with embedded ser-
mons in such a way that they could be delivered in one hearing, as well
as be used for instructional purposes —though again we do not know
how they were used as educational devices. These works were available
for private reading followed by questions, which we know occurred in
losifs monastery28, and for public reading, which we also know could
take place in that monastery2908However, we do not know what kind of
«classes,» if any, existed, where a master might read, either open or not
to immediate questioning as he proceeded.

The reader of this brief essay may notice that 1 have not mentioned
for this period the Italian-educated Maksim Grek, who was active in
Russia, 1517—1555, if under surveillance as of 1525. He lacked the
authority to deliver oral sermons, but he composed them (both dog-
matic and ethical) as cnoea and nocnaHua. His balanced construction
and his erudition impressed Russians and helped pave the way for later
acceptance of Western influence. In the seventeenth century, the
number of c6opHukmn of or with his works easily equaled the combined
total of those with the works of Nil and losifO.

Maksim, though, was really a transitional figure for those Russians
who were en route to accepting educated Orthodox Ukrainains and
Belarusians as validly Orthodox3L For he was perfectly Orthodox in
religion, but more Western in his literary standards —which is precisely
how the Jesuit influence operated in late XVI and XVII Belarus and
Ukraine. The Jesuits themselves, with their respect for ceremonial tra-
ditions, sense that Basil of Caesaria and John Chrysostom were model

BNypbe/3umuH. C. 307—310, 320—21; Benukue muHen yeTbu. CeHT., cT6. 523,
529; ANY. C. 78, 82, 200-203, 213-215; MR. P. 139-43, 193.

2D Bennkune MnHen YeTbn. CeHT., ¢T6. 570; ANY. C. 118; MR. P. 251.

P The literary legacy of Nil and losif involves maybe about one hundred codices
each; that of Maksim numbers more than two hundred.

3 Space limitation precludes any discussion of the sermon during the Time of
Troubles, of which, perhaps, Patriarch Germogen’s 1612 circular from his prison
cell to resist the Poles is the most noteworthy.
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Christian orators, and recognition of the utility of the well constructed
sermon aiming to influence the listener’s will32, were better placed than
other Roman Catholics, not to say Protestants, to exercise this influ-
ence. For in promoting, even if indirectly, the contemporary sermon
among the Orthodox, the Jesuits were in effect asking the Orthodox
to restore the place in the service which Classical Christian oratory had
once enjoyed. In this endeavor, as in others, Russians followed Ukrai-
nians and Belarusians in relinquishing the purely medieval for the Baro-
que «early modern».

2 Old H. O. The Reading and the Preaching of the Scriptures in the Christian
Church. Grand Rapids M1 - Cambridge, 1998. Vol. 4. P. 226-227: «If Scholasticism
showed the preacher how to teach the people Christian morality, and if the Protestant
Reformers showed preachers how to expound the Word of God, the Counter-
Reformation showed preachers how to move the wills of their congregations».
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Appendix I: Types of Sermon by losif Volotskii (1439/1440—1515)*

1. Simple, with one-point onlyl.

2. Complex, maybe on just one theme, but with an uplifting sec-
tion2.

3. Complex, with several sermonizing genres3.

4. Testamentary and mini-regulatory4.

5. The fully regulatory5.

6. The polemical-didacticé.

' The superscripts B, E, and Pr, refer to the Brief Rule, the Extended Rule, and
MpocseTwuTeNb, all of which have an introduction followed by a series of cnosa. The
Extended Rule changes the number and content of the Brief Rule, the original eleven
cnoea becoming nine, and then adds five more, plus nine more purely instructive
npegaHus corresponding to the nine cnosa. The extended MpocseTuTenb simply adds
four or five cnosa to the original eleven.

'For example, as Cnoso 11B8 Eof his Rule, on keeping women out of the monastery
with a total of 25 brief verb clauses, and maybe three minutes to read aloud, if | dare
venture a «guesstimate,» based on the cadence of a Russian priest who once read aloud
some of losifs works as if he were lecturing or preaching: Jlypbe/3umuH. C. 319;
Benvkune muHen YeTbn. CeHT., cT6. 543—544; ANY. C. 95—96; MR. P. 160—161, 219—
220. losif commences with a mini-Chrysostom sermon of nine brief sentences, followed
by the regulation forbidding women; next a moralizing apothegm attributed to the
obscure Marcian, then another aphorism of John Climacus serving as a thematic
conclusion, and finally losifs own sermon closure.

2 For example, Cnoso leofthe Rule on community prayer with a masterful revision
of a Chrysostom sermon, flexibly adapted to allow the insertion of regulations, in this
case a total 350-400 verb clauses, maybe 30—40 minutes oral reading time: Benukuve
MUWHen YeTbU. CeHT., cT6. 503—513; ANY. C. 61-69; MR. P. 169—179.

*For example, Cnoso 10eof the Rule, the OTBewaHne nto603as3opHbIM, about fifty
per cent longer than Cnoso | BEof the Rule, and with three distinct sections: a) dra-
matic polemical defense of rule-writing; b) hagiography of Rus monk-saints exemplifying
fidelity to traditions; and c) a defense of rules, closing with a mini-review of everything
a monk keep in mind: Benvkune muHen yeTbn. CeHT., cT6. 546—563; ANY. C. 98—112;
MR. P. 225-241.

4For example, the introduction of the Extended Rule, which would take about
fifteen minutes to read aloud: Benukme mMuHen 4yeTbu. CeHT., cT6. 498—503; ANY.
C. 57—61; MR. P. 163—168. That the structural rules of the sermon are followed here is
clear: a) the testamentary introduction with an invocation; b) sermonizing on the fear of
the last judgment; c¢) a list of the Rule’s chapters in form of commandments, positive and
negative; d) an affirmation of the ability of everyone to adhere to the Rule; and e) the
testament ending, which reverts to the last judgment theme, just as a charter does.

5As in Cnoso 12Eof the Rule, which frames a listing of the regulations of his nine
basic sermon-discourses with avery briefversion of the testament-introduction: Benunkue
MUHen veTbn. CeHT., cT6. 567-570; ANY. C. 115-118; MR. P. 247-251. The frame
simply invokes the Trinity, concludes with an affirmation that Rule can be followed
and will result in salvation, and adds a couple of appendages. Cnoso 14E the list of
penances, is structurally similar to Cnoso 12r {Bennkne MwuHen YeTbu. CeHT., CTO.
610-616; ANY. C. 150-155; MR. P. 301-308). It would also take about fifteen minutes
to read, and losif pointedly wrote it to be read to his entire community, which apparently
included some initially or terminally illiterate monks.

6For example, Cnoso 5R on the Trinity Icon, with a serious framing of sermons
around the apologetic theological discourse: It would take about an 70—80 minutes to
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7. The complex, historical-polemical introduction?.

8 The simpler, self-contained preface, mixing practical and reli-
gious concerns8.

9. The several-theme funerary oration9.

10. The simple didactic admonition in an epistlel10l

11. The admonitory petition1l

12. The embedded general, fifty-minute sermon in a handbook on
faith and morals12

read at the pace of a decent sermon, which | imagine to be reasonable for a lecture
either followed or interrupted by discussion, if such a method of instruction was used
by our losifites. It was originally the third of the three cnosa sent to an iconographer,
but these three went respectively into MNpocseTuTenb as Cnosa 6,7,5: Kasakoal/Jly-
pee. C. 360-373; MpoceeTuTens. C. 170—218. It begins with a contrast between the
divine commandments and diabolical attacks on them, specifically the attacks of the
Novgorod Heretics; then come the arguments in defense of icons against these attacks,
and finally a closing concerning the benefits of icons for salvation. We can contrast this
discourse with losifs more historical-legalistic Cnoso o ocy>kfeHun epeTnKos/Cnoso
13R; which has little of the sermon and would have taken about fifty minutes to read
aloud: KasakoBa//lypbe. C. 488—498; lMpoceeTuTeNb. C. 475—502.

7CKasaHve 0 HOBOSsIBUBLLENCS epecn, commencing MpoceeTuTeNb, Whose admonitory
highlight is the drama of monks and pious laymen doing battle with the satanic heretics.
It would also take about fifty minutes to read aloud: KasakoBa//lypbe. C. 466—486,
both redactions; also MpoceeTuTens. C. 27—54. It begins with a frightening history,
contrasting an idyllic Old Rus with the advent of the heretics; lists their alleged doctrines
as part of the history; then has the drama of monks and pious laymen going to battle
against heresy; and then the official contents of the following eleven, fifteen, or sixteen
coBa. The conclusion is at the end of Cnoso | | R; which ends the brief redaction.

8Here, CkasaHue ... 0 ceHaHuuge, linking earthly prosperity heavenly salvation for
both the commemorators and the pay-as-you-go commemorated, followed by a list of
citations: Kasakosa H. A. BaccuaH MNaTpukees u ero counHeHus. M.-J1., 1959. C. 355—
357; only the sermon part has been published; the very boring remainder —a string of
quotations —is found in: CuHoaMK B0ONoKonamckoro MoHacTbIps. VIHCTUTYT pyccKol
nutepatypbl (CI16.), OTaenbHble noctynaeHusa 1953 r., Pnc. 27, c. 4406.-66.

9Here for the fourth deceased princely brother (i.e., losifs patron Boris Vasile-
vich), in the form of a nocnaHue to the magnate loann, where the theme of combating
heresy is interwoven. It would take about half an hour to read aloud: J/lypbe/3umMuH.
C. 154-160.

DFor example, the nocnaHue to an unknown magnate concerning his maltreatment
of slaves Jlypbe/3nmunH. C. 152—154, or the one to Prince Yurii Ivanovich concerning
general morality, which is subtitled in the address as a noyuyeHue: Jlypbe/3nMuH.
C. 232—235. The first would have taken about seven minutes to read aloud, the second
maybe fifteen. (llliterate secular magnates presumably had short attention spans for
sermons?).

HFor example, the appeal to Prince Yurii to fix grain prices during the local fami-
ne; it would have taken about five minutes to read to him: Jlypbe/3umuH. C. 235—236.

PHere, Cnoso 7R. KasakoBa//lypbe. C. 351-360; MpocseTuTens. C. 304—331.
The sermon section covers prayer in the church and then outside of the church; then
general morality, stemming for love to God, and ends in typically with the achieving of
salvation. The section on community, that is, liturgical prayer in the church underlies
the similar treatment in Cnoso 1BE with heavy borrowing and adapting from John
Chrysostom: Jlypbe/3umuH. C. 300—303; Benvikve muHen yeTbu. CeHT., ¢T6. 507—
510; ANY. C. 64-66, 192-194; MR. P. 125-129, 172-176.
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Appendix Il: Types of Sermon by Ermolai-Erazm (fl. 1540s-1560s)

1 Hints of sermonl.

2. Sermonizing embedded in a historical/legendary tale2.

3. A noxsana/monuntea3.

4. Little sermons embedded in dogmatics and apologetics4.
5. Pure, salvific sermon, following theologicaf exposition5.

1 WinankuH WN. Epmonaii nperpeLuHblii. HoBblli nucaTens anoxum MposHoro. C. ®. Mna-
TOHOBY YYEHWUKMWU, apy3bs M nountatenu. Cr6., 1911. C. 565—567. In his MoneHune K
uapto, where he mentions three (presumably ecclesiastical) pieces he has written to
lvan IV and offers to produce one on state affairs, Ermolai has a brief section to how
one should live properly by following Christ. See also: AmuTpuesa P. I1. MosecTb 0 MNeTpe
n ®despoHun. J1., 1979. C. 116, npum. 43: The title of Ermolai’s unpublished 3psuyas
nacxanus, a guide to the Church calendar, itself preaches: «bora xe pagun, coTBopuB-
Laro BCsM, MOMAHM nperpwHaro Epmonas, oTKpbILIaro MyapocTb CUK0 Ha M3bsB/e-
HU1e BCEM XPCTUSIMOMY.

*OmutpureBa P. M. MosecTb 0 MeTpe n despoHun. C. 209—223: the opening part
of MosecTb 0 MeTpe 1 PeBpoHUK is sermon, as is the elaboration of Petr’s and Fevronia’s
ruling virtues. The conclusion returns to the opening Trinity theme, and thereby give
structural symmetry to the work, which would have taken about 30—35 minutes to
read at the preacher’s pace.

3 CounHeHnss Epmonas-Epasma // MamaTHUKM ninTepaTypbl ApesHeil Pycu. KoHel,
XV—nepsas nonosunHa XVI B. M., 1984. C. 647—650, concerning the wonder-working
Boropoguua in: O rpage Mypome 1 0 enN1CKONbK €ro, Kako npueae Ha PsasaHb.

4TMonoB A. KHura Epasma o ceaToin Tpoiue// YTeHnsa B MimnepaTopckom O6LuecTse
McTopMKn 1 apeBHOCT e pocemiicknx. 1880, T. 4. C. 1—61 —part of the slightly misnamed
Bonbwas Tpunorus. The first and longest of these parts, Cnoso npu6osnbLUe... 0 Tpou-
yecTBe M eguHcTBe, which might have taken two hours to read aloud, is a detailed
handbook or textbook on the basic Christian dogmas, with numerous brief sermonizing
addresses to the reader/listener. Following Ermolai’s standard rhetorical strategy of
teaching and preaching by means of a sacred-historical survey from creation to the last
judgment, it leaves the intended audience with clear choice between the paths of salvation
and damnation. Besides expounding on the Trinity as basic to man’s created nature in
God’s image, this cnoso has several run-throughs both of Jesus’s life to his enthronement
and the last judgment and of human history. Combining the themes of losifs Cnoso I-2R
(with OT prophesies; Jesus’s life itself, and the nature of the Trinity), it also has lists of
the alleged prophesies of the «Hellenic philosophers», of the development and reality of
icon and holy object veneration, and of historical examples of divine punishment. It is
thus somewhat analogous to losifs Cnoso 7R, his general handbook of faith and morals,
which also would have taken about two hours to read: KasakoBa//lypbe. C. 335—360;
MpocseTuTeENb. C. 254332,

5MonoB A. Knura Epasma o ceaToli Tpoiiue. C. 62—98: The four-part second item
of this purported trilogy, Cnoso o Bo>kun coTBOpeHUM TpudacTHewM, is the most original
of any of Muscovy’s exegesis, in that it attempts to find trinary principles in everything
that has proceeded according to the divine plan. If the first two sections find these
troikas in all sorts of occurrences and phenomena from creation to Abraham and then
from the prophets to Acts last section, the third is apologetic and explanatory concerning
two of the major «heretical» challenges of the time —to the Trinity and to icons —and
the fourth section, running from the redemption to personal salvation, is a serious
sermon on steadfastness and repentance. Read aloud clearly, it could have taken about
80 minutes.
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6. The brief instruction-sermon6.

7. The prayer-sermon7.

8 The genuine, ethically grounded sermon8
9. The reform proposal as sermon?.

6As the three-minute MoyyeHne o TpouuHom neHun, which follows in the Tpunorus
of the 1560s MS, is a little sermon-instruction of how and how often to perform the
various Trinity incantations: it originally was a separate work, grouped with the real
sermons in the 1550s MS: MonoB A. KHura Epaswa o ceaToli Tpoiue. C. 99—100;
OmuTpresa P. M. MoeecTb 0 MeTpe 1 despoHun. C. 115—116. Next come three brief
prayers, but the one to Jesus, 6narogaTbl0 MepPBOHAYaAHENLUMBLUMX HAa HacTaBHWUK
NycThIHOXKUTENLCTBY has a deceptively sermonizing title CoseplueHve TLlAWMMCA K
nycTbIHOXKNTENLCTBY, as if by the very act of prayer one accepts the teachings of the
addressee: MonoB A. KHura Epasma o ceaToi Tpoiue. C. 100—101. In Sol. 287/307,
MoydyeHre o TponuHom neHun comes after Cnoso o paccy>kfeHuu no6su 1 npasgu, and
then CnoBo K BepHbIM, but before K cBoeii emy fyLue noyyeHue.

7MonoB A. KHura Epasma o ceaToi Tpoiiue. C. 102—116: the third of this trilogy,
MonuTsa Ko Mocnogy Bory, npecBaThili U npebecHavyasHen W HepasgesHen W Hepasyd-
Heli Tponupl, which originally followed Cnoso o npe6onbluen, is a half-hour ordered
string of exactly 100 poetic incantations to the divinity, again starting with creation
and ending with the last judgment, and throughout asking for aid for the supplicant
to be ethically and ritually active in the pursuit of his salvation. In his 1560s c6op-
HVYK, Ermolai also included what has been termed his Manas Tpunorua: a 10—15
minute CnoBo Ha epeTwuku, which apparently has some original, quaternary principle
theological speculation; a ca. 25-minute CnoBo Ha >kuan u epeTukn in defense of

Arituals; and the 10—15 minute KpaTkaa monuTBa Tpouue, a brief redaction of the
\"“MonunTsa discussed above. As they are unpublished, and | have not had a chance to
read and analyze them, | cannot comment on their sermon content. Between the
~ first and second of these pieces is a separate five-minute Becega on the life Jesus,
~ with nine laconic questions and answers, similar to points raised in the first two
cnosa of the Bonbluaa Tpunorua: Pxura B. ®. JinTepaTypHaa gedTenbHOCTb EpMonas-
Epasma // NleTonuck 3aHATUIA Akagemun Hayk. 1926, Bbin. 33. C. 147—151; Knuba-
HoB A. V. C60pHMK coumHeHun Epmonas-Epasma // TOAP/. 1960, T. 16. C. 179—180.
8Ermolai’s three genuine sermons: the 45-50 minute CnoBo 0 paccy><eHuun nobsu
nnpasfe M 0 MOBEXKAeHUW BpaXKie W />ke, the 20-25 minute CnoBo K BepHbIM, W>Ke
XPeCTVISIHMHA CNI0BOM HapuuatoTcs, Borosu ><e cynpoTMBALLECA KOBAPCTBY M B CEM Ha
cva rpex He BosnaraloT; and the 15-20 minute K cBoeil emy aywie noydyeHme. The first,
centering on the Trinity as model of love, is a detailed attack on the selfish rich and
acall for charity and what we would term today voluntary, faith-base initiatives to
promote social peace KnubaHoB A. V. C60pHMK coumHeHnii Epmonas-Epasma. C. 188—
198. The second combines an excoriation of shaving and facial cosmetics, as a violation
of God’s creation, with a diatribe against monastic wealth and a warning of the
moral danger from the donation of villages to cloisters: Knu6aHos A. . C60pHUK
coumHeHuii Epmonas-Epasma. C. 198—203. The third is hardly «Most Sinful Ermolai’
Instruction to His Own Soul», as the title suggests, but a properly composed sermon,
which attacks pride among officials, false alms, and fornication, and then demands that
one honor priests. LLnsanuH . Epmonaii nperpeluHslii. C. 555—561.

5 The 20—25 minute MpasuTenbHULa, directed to the sovereign and composed when
Ermolai was in Pskov or Moscow, is a mini-treatise combined with a petition containing
an embedded sermon. Ermolai takes a chain of thought from the Wisdom of Solomon
for kings to the plight of Russia’s peasant. Next, invoking the model of Joseph’s

Llay isAbA AIARIATALZAE H61 )
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10. Poetic, gnomic Glavy as Sermonl0.

policies in Ancient Egypt, Ermolai makes concrete, carefully calculated suggestions to
alter the «geometric» basis of the distribution of service lands, ending with the suggestion
that the servicemen live in the cities, away from the peasants who provide the sustenance.
He then shifts over to the problem of taverns in Pskov, with a racy description of a
rather lusty singles pick-up scene, which materializes once the alcohol has taken effect
upon the customers, and demands the suppression not only of taverns, but also, the
prohibition of the manufacture of pointed daggers —what we might call a «knife
control» measure —to reduce the incidence of murder, and then ends with a closing
invocation: Pxwura B. ®. JlInTepaTypHasa feaTensHocTh Epmonas-Epasma. C. 193—199,
and CouunHeHus Epmonasn-Epasma. C. 652—663.

0 The ten nasbl 0 yBELLAHUWN YTELINTENBHEM LapeM, aile U XOTeLwn, U BeIMOXK
(maybe twelve minutes in toto), which likely come from Ermolai’s later, monastic
period, are each mini-sermons: six for the «uapb», two for «Benmoxu», one for bishops,
and one for commoners, of which total five are for joyful occasions (the tsar has a boy
baby; he captures enemy cities; and he defeats domestic foes; the magnate and the
bishop are appointed to office); four for sad occurrences (the tsar has a girl baby[!]; his
baby dies; or he loses soldiers in battle; the magnate is disgraced) and the one for
commoners is for all occasions. Taken together, these comprise a comprehensive sermon
on God’s relation to man in this world and how men should react to the everyday
events in the light of God’s ultimate design, including the birth of daughters, who are
necessary for procreation. Implicitly foregrounding everyone’s duty to the Heavenly
King, Ermolai here typically emphasizes responsibility, repentance, and peace, and he
specifically summons the «uapb», to «convert his wrath into mercy»: KnuéaHos A. .
C60pHUK coumHeHun Epmonas-Epasma. C. 203—207.

Here is a partial summary of the ideas in the ten rnasbl.

God creates all, including our seed, our progeny (1).

God’s creation, women, is good too (2).

God is responsible for all the good which we obtain and for our successes (1, 3), for
all is foreordained (3).

God selected the Apostles (and apostle-like princes) to spread faith (4).

God, by creating everything and giving man a soul, knows births and deaths (5).

God punishes us to lead us to repentance and to purify us (6).

God elevates people on earth (7-8).

God degrades the righteous as well as the sinner (9).

God cares for all of us (10).

God especially rewards those who beseech him and his saints (1).

God gives someone what he wants, only after he accepts what he has been given (2).

God will grant success to the merciful (ruler) (3).

A victorious person should be humble and avoid enmity (and therefore «you» {the
uapb} should please such «relatives» as Borys & Hlib) (4).

Christ’s death is our model (5).

Not accepting the resurrection of dead (thus not rejoicing in the death of a sinless
baby) represents the «Saduceean heresy» (denying the general resurrection) (5).

God can righteously reward us only if we are pure (6).

Bishops must follow the Apostles and lay down their souls for their flock (7).

Our duty to the heavenly king implicitly precedes that to the earthly king (8).

God wants to receive in heaven the shining righteous ones (9).

John the Baptist, SS Peter and Paul, and Christ are our proper models for righteous
suffering (9).

God’s words do not pass (10).

God’s inexorable calculus of rewards and punishments is always operative (1—10).





