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The development of Orthodox seminaries and religious schools in Right
Bank Ukraine after the partitions of Poland occurred in tandem with the de-
mise of the Uniate Church in this region. The eradication of the Uniates and
the rise of a dominant Orthodox Church in the Russian Empire’s western
provinces was along and fraught process, but a critical aspect of that process
involved the recreation and nurturing of Orthodox religious education in
a region where Orthodox religious schooling had withered away in lieu of
Uniate schools by the mid-eighteenth century within the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. After the Polish partitions, when more than one million
Right Bank Ukrainians came under Russian Orthodox jurisdiction in a mas-
sive conversion campaign from 1794-1796, the newly installed Orthodox hi-
erarchy here basically had to begin from scratch to rebuild an Orthodox edu-
cational network. Most of the effort centered on formal religious education in
seminaries - in Right Bank Ukraine, one for each of the newly reinstated Or-
thodox dioceses of Volhynia and Podilia.

Later, the reforms in religious education under Tsar Alexander | yielded
the additional creation of ecclesiastical uezdnye and prikhodskie uchilishcha
to buttress clerical education before seminary, as well as standardized charters
for the curriculum and administration ofthe schools and seminaries under the
jurisdiction of the Holy Synod’s new Commission for Ecclesiastical Schools
(Kommuceumsa ayxoBHbIx yunnui) . The growth of these Orthodox educational
institutions in Volhynia and Podilia was impressive, each diocese educating
hundreds of students by the time Nicholas | came to the throne2 While at first
they depended on instructors trained at the Kyiv Academy, by the early 1800s,
the Right Bank seminaries were teaching advanced courses and training their

1The ukaz instituting the KommuccnsayxosHbixYumnuiy, as well as the curriculum, admi-
nistration, and financing of Orthodox ecclesiastical schools at the parish, district, and seminary
levels was issued on June 26, 1808 (MNC3, cepus |, «. 30, Ne 23, 122). The new charters for the
schools were instituted in 1814, though not applied in Ukraine until 1817.

2 For the expansion of uchilishcha and the numbers of students in the VVolynskaia diocese,
see: Teogoposuy H. . BonblHCKasa AyxoBHaa ceMuHapumsa. - oyaes, 1901. - C. 48-65.



own instructors f On the other hand, these seminaries and schools suffered
from poor facilities and limited funding - indeed similar to the fate of religious
education throughout Russia, but nevertheless a painful shortcoming in the
lands where Orthodoxy had to strengthen itself against a Uniate past and a still
impressive Roman Catholic presence. For example, after the Volynskaia semi-
nary’s buildings in Ostroh suffered major damage in afire in 1821, the lack of
funding for repairs meant that the seminary existed for several years in ex-
tremely uncomfortable and unhealthy damp and leaky conditions as the build-
ings continued to deteriorate; the fire particularly damaged the library, leaving
the seminary with even fewer books than its already previously meager hold-
ings. After the seminary moved to AnnopoF in 1825, its classes were held in
dirty and unheated stables, and the students bunked two to a bed in filthy,
crowded rented housing with dirt floors. With water unfit to drink in Annop-
oi; the students’ health was at risk. Clean water was at least ten versts away;
moreover, there was no hospital within thirty versts 2

Conditions for a number of Orthodox schools improved after the Polish
uprising of 1830-1831, when the subsequent suppression of nearly two-thirds
of the Roman Catholic monasteries in the Russian Empire’s western provinces
created an opportunity for the Orthodox Church to appropriate some prime
facilities for their religious schools 3 Thus, in 1832, Volynskii Bishop Amvrosii
(Morev) obtained permission to use a Bernardine cloister in Zhytomyr for the
local and district uchilishcha, and Podol’skii Bishop Kirill (Bogoslovskii-Pla-
tonov) secured the use of a closed Dominican facility for local and district
schools in the town of Letychiv with enough space for a dormitory for stu-
dents 4 While fewer well-built Basilian monasteries were closed before 1839
(the most important of which became Orthodox monasteries, such as those in
Pochaiv and Derman), their resources did not go to waste for the Orthodox
educational establishments. The Volynskaia Seminary benefitted from the
closing of four Basilian monasteries by receiving in 1836 “a significant quan-

1For alist of instructors up to 1817 in the Podolskaia seminary (first located in Sharhorod,
then Kamenets-Podol’sk) indicating the dependence on graduates of the Kyiv Academy as well
as increasing integration of top students from the Shargorod seminary, see: CuHHULKWIA A.
NcTopnyeckne cBefeHUs 0 MoJONbCKOW AyXOBHOW cemuHapun. - KameHeu-MofonbcKuii,
1866 - C. 21-27.

2PTNA. - ®.802. - On. 1.- AO.5205 (1829). - /1. 306, 4 06; TeogoposnyH. V. BonbiHCKas
[yXO0BHasa ceMuHapus. - C. 26-29.

00f319 Roman Catholic mens monasteries in the Russian Empire in 1825, only 113 rema-
ined open in 1833. Further closings continued in 1842, and then another major repression after
the 1863 uprising left only 41 Roman Catholic monasteries remaining in Russia, with eight in
the Catholic Lutsk-Zhytomyr diocese and only three in the Kamenets diocese in Right Bank
Ukraine. See: Radwan M. Zakony mgskie na ziemiach zabranych w X1X wieku. - Lublin, 2004. -
S. 27; Gach E P. Struktury i dzialalnosc duszpasterska zakonow mgcskich na ziemiach dawnej
Rzeczypospoliteji SI”*ska w latach 1773-1914. - Lublin, 1999. - S. 86-87.

APTAJA. - ©.802.- On. 1. - [.6792. - A. 16,18; 1 23 (approved by the Ober-Prokurator
of Synod Meshcherskii, 1 Oct 1832).
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tity of books” from the monasteries’ collections, including from the closed
Lutsk and Belastok monasteries .

We should also note that in 1829, the Greek-Uniate Ecclesiastical College
introduced new charters for Uniate ecclesiastical schools and seminaries, with
administrative and curricular norms that almost exactly mirrored those adopt-
ed by Orthodox schools under the Commission for Ecclesiastical Schools. This
meant that the Uniates adopted the same textbooks used in Orthodox schools,
which involved shifting the language of instruction from Polish to Russian.
Once Uniate seminaries and schools began to adopt the textbooks and cur-
riculum ofthe Orthodox Church, it becomes difficult to speak of separate Uni-
ate and Orthodox schooling. Ultimately, in 1835 all Uniate religious schools
came under the administration of the Commission for Ecclesiastical Schools 2
The elimination of separate Uniate schooling system was one of the essential
steps in the great “reunification” (vossoedinenie) to Orthodoxy of the Uniate
Church in 1839, when all Uniate seminaries and ecclesiastical schools formally
became part of the Orthodox educational network in Russia’s western provinces.

While the material conditions, curriculum, teaching staff, and student
body of the Orthodox religious schools in this period have been well covered
by published works, this article turns to three archival documents that reveal
lesser studied aspects of Orthodox religious training in the early nineteenth
century. The first two sources come from the 1830s when concern about the
Polish uprising was fresh and when preparations for the 1839 vossoedinenie of
the Uniates into the Russian Orthodox Church were underway, and the third
document comes from 1839-1840 immediately following the vossoedinenie.
In the wake of the Polish uprising, the Russian imperial government aimed to
strengthen Orthodoxy in the Ukrainian and Belarusian provinces as a means
to counterbalance the Polish influence there. In 1832, the special committee
formed to oversee the situation in the western provinces (KomuteT rno genam
BO3BpaLleHHbIX OT MonbLum rybepHun, created in 1831) issued resolutions on
strengthening Russian elements (06pyceHue) in these provinces, including
bolstering the Orthodox Church presence and influence 3 In this atmosphere,
Orthodox religious training was seen as critical for political as well as religious
reasons.

The first document for consideration here detours from the formal experi-
ence of the seminary to look at practical training in proper Eastern-rite services

1PFTAOA. - ©.802. - On. 1.- A.9196,1. - J1. 1.

2 For official discussion from 1828 on applying Orthodox school charters to the Uniate
schools and on using Russian textbooks and catechisms, see: PTUA. - &. 796. - On. 205. - 4. 172. -
J1. 506-7. For the imperial ukaz, O 6bITUN PEKO-YHNATCKUM AYXOBHbIM YUnUIuULLLAM B BEAEHUN
Komuccnu fyxoBHbIX yunnuiy (19 X 111835), see: MC3, cepusa Il. - T. 10, Ne 8692.

° KopcyHckuii . H. BoccoeguHeHne yHUATOB U ®unapeT, MUTPONoamT MOCKOBCKU
MpunbasneHne K U3gaHUO TBOPEHMUIA CBSATLIX OTLOB B PycCKOM nepesoge. Y. 44. - M., 1889. -
C.11-12.



for Uniate priests, as one of the steps leading to vossoedinenie, and therefore
as part of the training of future Orthodox priests. After the Polish uprising,
when the Russian government underscored the “dangers” of Polish influence
in the region, the Uniate Church hierarchy under losif Semashko’s leadership
was able to more effectively push for reforms to bring the church’ rite and
practices into accordance with those of the Orthodox Church, with the ulti-
mate goal of converting the Uniates to Orthodoxy. From the time of the mass
conversion of Uniates in Ukraine in 1794-1796, the Orthodox hierarchy of the
revived Orthodox Volynskaia and Podolskaia dioceses struggled to get former
Uniate priests who became Orthodox to conduct services using the proper
Eastern rite k To alleviate some of these same problems in the mass vossoedi-
nenie of the 1830s, Uniate leader losif Semashko directed from 1834 an all-out
effort to cleanse the Uniate rite from all of the Latin-rite accretions that had
developed as standard Uniate practice over time. The hierarchy argued that
the Uniates should return to the original rite of 1595, as the pope had origi-
nally dictated, and yet, the secret goal was to externally prepare for conversion
to Orthodoxy. This involved both physically altering Uniate churches, most
substantially to add iconostases and to move the altar away from the wall of
the church, as well as requiring priests to use the Moscow service book instead
of Uniate service book for their liturgical duties 2 The ultimate goal was to
transform Uniate priests in Belarus and western Ukraine into good Orthodox
priests for the post-1839 dioceses. Both the material and liturgical changes
were difficult for Uniate priests. Nevertheless, while the Uniate hierarchy se-
cured financial assistance to help the poorest churches with the physical trans-
formation, the parish priests were basically on their own to adopt the Moscow
Sluzhebnik, provided free of charge to the parishes from the Uniate hierarchy.

The source under consideration here elaborates on the Uniate campaign to
urge its priests to meet Eastern-rite standards in their liturgical duties as a pre-
requisite for becoming Orthodox priests by 1839. Certainly, from 1834, no
Uniate priest was ordained without passing an examination on his knowledge
of the Eastern-rite liturgy according to the Moscow Sluzhebnik, but those who
were already priests also had to begin to perform their services according to
the Russian Orthodox Sluzhebnik. These older priests’ education had poorly
prepared them in reading Church Slavonic, so many of them could not effec-
tively perform from a new Slavonic text. Therefore, the Uniate bishops began
in 1834 to examine all of their parish priests to ensure that they could use the
Moskovskii Sluzhebnik and could celebrate the liturgy according to proper

1For more on the 1794-1796 conversions, see: Skinner B. The Western Front of the Eastern
Church: Uniate and Orthodox Conflict in Eighteenth-Century Poland, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Russia. - DeKalb, 111: Northern Illinois University Press, 2009. - Ch. 8.

2 For a description of the efforts involved, see: 3anuckn Nocnda, Mmutpononuta JINTOBCKO-
ro.- Cre., 1883. - T. 1.- C. 79-100.
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Orthodox Eastern rite. Those with the most difficulties were summoned to the
diocesan cathedral for training f

For the Uniate priests in Volhynia, this meant traveling to the Uniate
Litovskaia diocesan cathedral in the town of Zhyrovitsy (in the Belarusian
Slonim district) for several weeks or so 2 In 1834, Uniate district deans (dzie-
kany or 6narounHHble) reported to the diocesan consistory on how well the
parish priests under them were adopting the Moskovskii Sluzhebnik and iden-
tified those parish priests who resisted or who were slow to adapt and did not
perform the rites properly. Those priests were then sent to Zhyrovitsy - some
under police escort - for remedial training for several weeks, followed by an
examination and a decision on whether they could continue in their position
of parish priest. The process went on for several years. For example, the batch
of 66 priests from the Litovskaia diocese who spent time in Zhyrovitsy from
September through December 1835 included thirteen from Volhynia. Accord-
ing to the records, all priests summoned to the Zhyrovitsy cathedral complet-
ed lessons and examinations in theology, liturgical singing, Slavonic and
Church Slavonic, and the rite of the basic liturgy. From the reports filed about
their progress, many struggled with these subjects and received poor evalua-
tions, particularly in theology and Slavonic/Church Slavonic. In the columns
marked “Kakux ycnexos?” for these subjects, ten of these thirteen had “manbix
ycnexoB” in theology, and ten of thirteen had “manbIx” or “riocpeAcTBEHHbIX
ycnexoB”in Slavonic/Church Slavonic; moderate success dominated in liturgi-
cal singing, though, again, ten of thirteen had “manbIx” or “riocpeAcTBEeHHbIX
ycnexoB” in this category as well. Only one of the thirteen priests (from the
Volodymyr deanery) received excellent marks. In marks on performing the
liturgy (“kak cny>xuTtb 06egHI0”), however, all thirteen received at least an aver-
age mark (“nocpeacteseHH0”), which probably held more weight in satisfying
the requirements 3

In all likelihood, given the evaluations of “Manbix ycriexoB” or ‘nocpeg-
CTBeHHbIX ycriexoB” from this training, these priests’ abilities in the Orthodox
rite according to the Moscow service book likely remained shaky when they
returned to their parishes and after their parishes technically became Ortho-
dox by 1839. This report provides important and rare evidence on the extent
to which the Uniate church tried to train priests in the Orthodox rite before

1 The documents outlining the process are in: PTAJA. - ®. 797. - On. 6.- . 22901. First,
the Uniate College wanted all priests to come to the cathedral for testing, and, if necessary, training
(A. 58); then, more expediently, all the monastery abbotts and district deans (blagochinnye)
went to the cathedral for examination, and then they were responsible for teaching or sending
to the cathedral the priests who needed training (A. 119-119 06).

2 With the aboliton of the Uniate Lutsk diocese in 1828, the Uniate deaneries in Volhynia
were incorporated into the Litovskaia eparchy. From 1833, losif Semashko presided as the Lito-
vskii bishop, so Volhynian Uniate priests came directly under his control.

3 Lithuanian State Historical Archives (LVIA). - ®.605.- On. 1. - [.2008. - A.88-91 (u3 ap-
XnBa BuneHcKol NnpaBocnaBHOM AyXOBHOW KOHCUCTOPUN).



vossoedinenie, particularly on the individual experiences in this effort and on
the marginal level of success of such training for many priests. It attests to the
limited capabilities of future Orthodox priests in the former Uniate parishes
and points to the long struggle of the Orthodox church in subsequent decades
to bring all parishes into standard Russian Orthodox practice.

Next, two documents from the archive of the Commission for Ecclesiasti-
cal Schools (Komucemsa nyxoBHbIx yunnuiy) provide insight into pedagogical
issues in the seminaries and religious schools. The first document, an 1832
report on the Volynskaia seminary, underscores efforts to train the clergy in
correct use of the Russian language; the goal was to have priests who could
pass on good Russian skills to the communities they served, thereby more
closely binding this region to Russia. Language and the loyalties implied by the
use of language were constant issues for the Russian government in the Ukrain-
ian provinces.

Once Orthodox schooling was reinstated in the Right Bank under Russian
jurisdiction, the Polish language was targeted for elimination among Ortho-
dox students. Although Polish had been the language of instruction for school-
ing throughout the former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the new Or-
thodox seminaries that opened in the late 1790s in the Right Bank began to
teach in Russian (of course, the students learned Latin for philosophy and the-
ology, but now they learned through translations into and from Russian rather
than Polish), relegating Polish to the status of an optional modern European
language for study, along with french and German. Until the Polish uprising,
these Polish courses were considered useful for Orthodox parish priests in the
western provinces, since they needed Polish to speak to landowners and for
some correspondence with the consistories. After the Polish uprising of 1830-
1831, however, the Orthodox hierarchy formulated the argument that the
priests no longer needed to study Polish, and an effort led by the Commission
for Ecclesiastical Schools finally shut down all Polish language courses in Or-
thodox seminaries in the western provinces by 1840 k Before that goal was
achieved, Polish remained one of the subjects in which the students of the
Volynskaia seminary performed the best2

The Ukrainian language also came under attack, as the 1832 report reveals.
Basically, students who did not have a good mastery of Russian, the language
of instruction, continued to use their own Ukrainian language in their course-
work or at least to pepper their Russian with Ukrainian words, spelling, and
grammar. Volynskii Archbishop Innokentii (Sel’no- Krinov), who replaced
Bishop Amvrosii (Morev) in February 1832, worked on promoting proper

1 Compliance was generally slow; however, the Volynskaia and Podolskaia seminaries were
among the first to comply. The Kyiv seminary taught Polish until June of 1840 (incidentally,
so did the Minsk seminary). See: PTUA. - &. 802. - On. 2. - A. 931. - J1. 306, 5-6.

2 According to the bishop’s report on the Volynskaia seminary in 1832, the best foreign
language abilities of the students were in Greek and Polish (PTUA. - &. 802. - A.6827. - J1. 506.)
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Russian usage by seminarians during his short stint at the helm of the Volyn-
skaia eparchy through December 1833. His 1832 report on the Volynskaia
seminary bemoaned the continued prevalence of the local Ukrainian language
in the courses and coursework. He wrote that while the seminarians’ composi-
tions in all subjects were not bad, with a few weak exceptions, improvement in
this sphere should be a goal, and particularly that the professors of theology,
philosophy and rhetoric to spend more time on composition and to provide
sound critique for each exercise. He noted that part of the problem was the use
of Ukrainianisms - specifically “Volynisms” - in the students’ writing:

...YHYEHUKN KaK roBOpPAT, TaK N COYUNAKT Ha BOJ/IbIHCKOM Hape4dunn, BeCbMa
OTIMYHOM OT 4YuUcCTtaro pOCCVlVICKOFO wTnnga; N noToMy yd4allemy MpenexmnT
30€ecb ABOSIKWI TPYA - W 06pa3oBaTb YYEHVMKOB B MPAaBUILHOM COUMHEHWM,
n VlCTpe6/'|ﬂTb B COUNMHEHUNAX NX BOJIbIHA3MBbI. ,El,a)Ke ncnpasneHme ogHoro T10Jib-
KO npaBonmncaHunA B UX YNpaXXHEHNAX COCTaBMAET HemanbliA TPYA ANA yyallero,
160 YUEHVKU MO 3AELLHEMY Hapeuunio CryioL MULLYT BMECTO SINTEPbI «bl» BYKBY
«W» N BMECTO «U» «bi» 1

Innokentii, a native Russian from the region of Perm who had served until
then only in Russian dioceses, could not tolerate the Ukrainian language. He
viewed the dominant characteristics of Ukrainian as irritating distortions of
the Russian language, as bad habits that could be erased and replaced by prop-
er Russian. In this same report he advocated steps to be taken to abolish the
use of Ukrainian in the seminaries in the name of unifying this region more
closely to Russia:

...ONS UCTPEGNeHNs B CEMUHAPUN U YUUNIULLAX PasHOCTU, CYLLECTBYOLLEN
MeXay HapeumsiMh BOJSIbIHCKMM WU BE/TMKO-POCCUMCKUM W COCTOSILLEN Hamnade
B HENpaBU/IbHbIX U [aXe COBEPLUEHHO MPEBPATHbIX YAAPEHUSX Hafh CrloBamu,
B MPOUSHOLLEHMM U MUCAHUN BYKBbl «bl» BMECTO JINTEPbI «U» 1 HA0BOPOT, U
B YNOTPEBIEHNN MHOTUX MOJTbCKMX CI0B, HEOBXOAMMO HY>KHO, UT06 yuallie B ce-
MUHapUK N AaXke YUUnLLIaX Bce 6bIv POIOM M3 BE/TMKOPOCCUSIH, a He U3 Maslo-
POCCUSIH, N 0COGEHHO HE U3 POAVIBLLIMXCS B Ty6epHUsIX, BO3BPALLEHHbIX OT [Mosb-
wn. 6o aeiicTBUTENBHO, HUYEM CKopee W yao6Hee, Mo HamepeHWsM Focyaaps
ViMnepaTopa, Heb3sa OCTUTHYThb eAMHCTBA B AyXe 3AeLUHbIX XXuTeneli ¢ Benmkoro
Poccuelo, Kak NocTOsIHHLIM MCKOPEHEHMEM B YUYEHMKaX, a Ypes HUX B UX cemeii-
CTBaXx, W BOOOLLE Upe3 [JyXOBEHCTBO B CaMbIX YKUTENAX 3[ELUHEro NnosbCKo-ca-
BSIHCKO-PYCCKaro Hapeuusi, M BOABOPEHMEM, Ha MeCTO Celi CMecy B A3biKe, YNCTO-
ro Be/IMKO-poccuiickaro Hapeuus...2

Obviously, Innokentii embraced the Russian imperial perspective that this
region constituted a part of ancient Rus’ that was returned to Russia, and that

1PTUNA. - @.802.- [.6827 (O cocTossHUM BonblHCKOM cemuHapuu, 1832). - J1. 6-6 06.

2 Ibidem. - /1. 6 06-7, emphasis mine. In this section of the report Innokentii is actually
quoting his own correspondence several months earlier (from 28 August 1832) to the leading
cleric in the Holy Synod, Metropolitan Serafim of Novgorod, on this issue.



therefore it needed to shed its Polonisms and return also to the cultural world
of Russia. He argued that Russifying the language comprised the easiest and
least dangerous path to Russification:

YNOMSIHYTOro eANHCTBA B AyXe, KOHEUHO, MOXKHO, MEX/y MPoYmnM, AOCTUIaTh
N UCTPeB/IeHEM MECTHbIX 06bluaeB. HO cus Mepa MOXeT 6biTb MpoBoAvMa
B AeNCTBME TONIbKO Mano-rno-many, n TpebyeT BecbMa [O/ITOr0 BPeMeHU, 160
HapoAHble 06blYaun, YKOPEHMBLUMECS BEKaMU, BAPYT HaYaTb UCTPe6sATh, 0COBEH-
Ho B GyiiHOI MosbLuUe - onacHo. HanpoTMB TOro UCKOpPeHeHWe 3AeLLIHEro Hapeyus
He COMpPsKEHO HWN C OMACHOCTUI, HU C TPYAHOCTAMM KaKUMU-1160. JTerkocTb Ta-
KOBOFO UCKOPEHEHWS UCTILITA S CaM Ha C/TYXKaLLMX NPy MHe 3AeLLHUX YPOXK/IeH-
Lax. HempecTaHHO MCKOPEeHss B pPa3roBope MX KakK Hepycckue craBa Tak W He-
NpaBn/IbHOE MPOU3HOLLIEHNE CaMbiX PYCCKUX C/I0B, B TEYEHME LLIECTU TOMbKO
MecsiLleB, AOCTUT TOro, YTO OHW MOYTU YK COBEPLUEHHO MPaBU/IbHO FOBOPST
no-pyccku. Moyemy s noaTeepann CeMmHapckomy MpaBneHnto, aabbl yyatiye
KaK B CEMUHApUK, TaK W yumnmax npu npernogaBaHnmn nekupnii 1 B o6patieHnm
C YUYEHMKaMWN BCEMEPHO CTapasicb UCKOPEHSITb YMOMSHYTYHO PasHOCTb, CYLLIECT-
BYIOLLLYIO MEX[Y BOSIbIHCKUM U BE/TMKOPOCCUICKMM Hapeunsamm 1

To achieve the goal of Russifying the Orthodox seminarians’ language,
Archbishop Innokentii initiated two active policies, as outlined in his 1832
report. First, he requested that all Russian textbooks from the Commission for
Ecclesiastical Schools, starting with primers, be printed with accent marks
above the words for correct Russian pronunciation.

Cun yaapeHns He CTOUAN Gbl KOMMMCCUM 60/IbLUNX U3AEPXKEK, a MPUHSN 6bl
60/bLLYIO NOJb3Y A5 06Pa30BaHUsI B C/IOBECHOCTU [lyXOBHAro KoHOLLIECTBA Masio-
pOCCUIACKOro 1 0cO6eHHO 3AeLLHEro Kpaes. 160 YY4eHHUKN, C cCaMOro NOCTYM/IeHS!
B MPUX0CKOE YUMSIVLLE U A0 OKOHUYaHWS Kypca CEMMHAPCKUX HayK 6e3npecTaHHo
BUAS YAAPeHWs Haf C/I0BaMU B POCCUIMCKMX YUEOHbIX KHUrax, HeNmpUMETHbIM 06-
pa3oM Y B pasroBope 0TCTa/I Obl OT HEMPAaBU/bHBIX 1 COBEPLLEHHO MPeBPaTHbIX
yAaPeHWUIA Hafl PeYEHMSIMU, a Ype3 YUYEHMKOB Cusa MepeMeHa Morfa 6bl pacrnpo-
CTPaHATLCS U MEXAY CAMbIMU XXUTENSMNL

Secondly, he strived to hire more instructors and administrators from cen-
tral Russia to teach at the seminary and its subordinate uchilishcha (“n6o u
B Manopoccumn HeNnpasuIbHO AenatoT yaapeHUs Hag cnosamun™) 3 It is worth
noting that this wasal so a policy also pursued by Archbishop Podol’skiii Brat-
slavskii Kirill for his seminary and schools; in 1832 Kirill stated in his annual
report “..0Ns BOABOPEHUA W YTBEPXAEHUS POCCUIACKAro gyxa M Hapeuus
Ha 6yaylliee BDEMS MOCTAHOBUTbL HEMPEMEHHbIM NPaBUIOM, YTOObI HACTaBHU-
KOB B CEMUHapUIO U CMOTpUTENe i U NHCNEKTOPOB B Y4MIMLLA ONpeaensitb

1 lbidem. - J1. 7-7 06.
2 lbidem. - /1. 7 06. - 8.
3 lbidem. - J1. 7 06.
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BOCMUTAHHMKOB He 13 KMEBCKOW, a4NCTbIX POcCUSH 13 CaHKT-INeTepbyprckoii
n MockoBckoin Agagemmnn” E

On both counts, Volynskii Archbishop Innokentii made some progress.
Correspondence from the Commission for Ecclesiastical Schools in Septem-
ber 1833 approved the publication at the Pochaiv Lavra press of the Russian
primer with the brief sacred history (in one book) with accent marks on the
words “ana ynotpe6neHns B TaMOLUHMX HU3LLINX YUWUIULLAX, B BUAE OMbiTa K
MUCNpPaBNeHNI0 HeNpPaBU/IbHOTO B TeX MecTax MpousHolleHus.” 2 Archbishop
Innokentii was also able to hire several Russians to fill positions of personnel
at the seminary whom he claimed were ineffective and needed replacing in his
1832 report. A new professor of philosophy, who trained at the Yaroslavl’ sem-
inary and the St. Petersburg Spiritual Academy, and a new instructor of math-
ematics and the Hebrew language, who trained at the Kaluga seminary and the
Moscow Spiritual Academy, came to the Volynskaia seminary in 1833 under
Innokentii’s tenure. One year later, in 1834, a new seminary inspector and
teacher of church history and German with training from the Riazan seminary
and the St. Petersburg Spiritual Academy joined the faculty of the Volynskaia
seminary. By 1834, then, five members of the total eight faculty (including the
rector and the professor of rhetoric) were Russian; the other three members
consisted of one from the Kievskaia guberniia and two from the Volynskaia
guberniia. Most debilitating to Innokentii’s goals on this issue, however, was
the apparent inability to attract Russians to teach at the parish and district
schools; in 1835, the faculty of the lower schools were almost all from the
Volynskaia guberniia 3 Without instruction by native Russians at the lower
levels, the students lacked a firm foundation in Russian when they continued
with seminary studies.

Although Innokentii’s dreams of ‘“eradicating” the Ukrainian language in
the Volynskaia ecclesiastical schools fell far short in reality, his 1832 report
demonstrates the determination of the Russian Orthodox bishops to use the
religious schools and the local clergy as a means to Russify the local popula-
tion, as well as the importance of language in this endeavor. It is a relatively
early document that demonstrates the Russian tendency to denigrate the eth-
no-linguistic characteristics of Ukrainians even before the rise of Ukrainian
secular nationalism. Indeed, it provides a rather unsettling insight into the
depth of Russian discomfort with the distinctive linguistic characteristics
of non-Russian Eastern Slavs.

1PTNA. - &.802. - On. 1.- A.6810. - /1. 8 06.

2 Ibidem. - . 6827. - J1.92-92 06. (5 1X 1833).

” Ibidem. - . 8450 («BegomMocTb 06 y4nTensix MyyeHuKax BonbiHckol cemmHapum, 1834-
1835»): on the seminary faculty: /1. 1 06. - 10; on the staff of the uezdnye and prikhodskie uchi-
lishcha: A. 15 06-33. For Innokentii’s complaints about faculty at the seminary in his 1832 re-
port: A. 6827. - J1. 12 06. - 13.



Finally, the third document selected for this article provides a contrast to
the Russifying policies within the training of the future Orthodox clergy in
Right Bank Ukraine. Instead, it illustrates impressive pedagogical considera-
tions in the training of confessional norms. After a long rejection of works in-
fluenced by Roman Catholic theological thought, the Russian Orthodox
Church leadership in the late 1830s returned to the classical Catholic-influ-
enced exposition of the faith by Kyiv Metropolitan Peter Mohyla as an essen-
tial text for seminarians. Namely, in 1839, as the vozsoedinenie of the Uniates
was complete, the Commission for Ecclesiastical Schools asked all Russian Or-
thodox seminaries to integrate into their curriculum Peter Mohylas Orthodox
Confession of Faith (Pravoslavnoie ispovedanie very) F Originally written in
1640, this work had fallen out of favor with the incorporation and long-term
predominance of Theofan Prokopovychs Protestant-influenced theology sys-
tem within seminary courses of study in the eighteenth century 2 The Duk-
hovnyi Reglament of 1721, moreover, criticized Mohylas major work as too
complex for most priests 3 It had not been translated from the original Latin
into Slavonic until 1696; although that Slavonic version was then periodically
published over the 18th century, it was used only as a supplemental text in
Russian Orthodox seminaries4 The first modern Russian translation was pub-
lished in 1769 at the Moscow University, but in the 1830s, this work gained
new life. The Holy Synod published editions of it in 1830, 1831, 1836, 1839,
1840, 1841, 1843, and so on - in all, 16 editions before the second half of the
19th century 5 The revival of this text by Orthodox officials and their insist-
ence that seminaries incorporate the work is of itself interesting. This demon-
strates some lend of recognition that, regardless of its more “Roman” elements
that had been criticized in the eighteenth century, Mohylas grand summation
ofthe Orthodox faith was a work worthy of study in the seminaries throughout
the Russian Empire.

However, that is not all that this delo reveals. It also contains correspond-
ence with twenty-two seminaries throughout all of Russia (from central Rus-
sian dioceses to some outlying Siberian and northern regions, and including

1 lbidem. - ®. 802. - On. 2. - . 436. - /1. 1. («O nopsaake NpenojaBaHnsi B CEMUHapPUNAX
yTeHus MpasocnasHaro McnosegaHusa Metpa Morunbl», 1839-1841). See: TuTnnmHos B. Ayxo-
BHas wWwkona B Poccum B XIX ctonetmu. T. 2. - BunbHa, 1908. - C. 129: (mentions this addition
to the curriculum with a decree from 1838 (not verified in this document) with no explanation
of why this decision was made or any discussion of it.

2 Sevcenko I. The Many Worlds of Peter Mohyla 11 Harvard Ukrainian Studies. - 1984. -
Vol. 8,no. 1-2. - P.24; on the Protestant influences in the eighteenth-century Russian Orthodox
Church, see: lvanov A. V. Reforming Orthodoxy: Russian Bishops and Their Church 1721-1801.
Ph.D. dissertation. - Yale University, 2012.

3TM3C, cepusa . - T.6,Ne3718. - C. 321.

4 3HameHcKul 77. B. [lyxoBHble LWKobl Poccnmn o pechopmbl 1808 roga. - Cr16., 2001; pe-
NPUHT nsgaHna: KasaHb, 1881. - C. 741-742.

5 See Russian National Library catalogues.
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the seminaries in the western provinces) that provide a rare glimpse into basic
pedagogical concerns in the seminaries across the Empire. In general terms,
the Commission for Ecclesiastical Schools stated that seminary students
should read the Pravoslavnoie Ispovedanie “..HenpepbIBHO, C KPaTKUM 00b-
ACHEHWEM W CTPOrMM OTYETOM, B BMAe MOBTOPeHMs KaTtmxmsmueckaro yue-
HUWA, N B NPUTOTOBIEHMN MOXHO 6bI/I0 NOBEPATL C OHbIM 6Orocn0BMe AorMa-
TUYECKOe WM HpaBCcTBEHHOe.” 1 Seminaries were instructed to introduce the
work into their curriculum in September 1839 and to file a report on how they
had taught the work and what methods they had used to assess the students’
mastery of this books contents. The Commission then wrote a detailed report
on the differing approaches to teaching the text, including when each semi-
nary taught it, how quickly they covered it and in conjunction with what sub-
jects, using what methodology, what forms of reinforcing the students’ under-
standing, and what assessments. Based on this feedback, the Commission is-
sued further instructions in 1840 on how all seminaries should integrate the
book into the seminary curriculum 2 All in all, this shows a very high level of
consideration of pedagogy - above and beyond the usual stereotypes for sem-
inaries in this era.

In their turn, the Volynskaia and Podolskaia seminaries wrote quite de-
tailed remarks on their experiences teaching Mohyla’s text, which they both
completed early in the fall of 1839. The Podolskaia seminary’s report was one
of the most substantive, particularly in demonstrating the interconnections
between this text and other theological courses in the seminary curriculum, as
well its explication of the parts of the catechism the seminarians learned (by
Moscow Metrolopolitan Filaret [Drozdov]), the decrees of church councils,
the teachings of the church fathers, and principles of hermeneutics. In the
words of this report:

a) ...[instructors should teach the Pravoslavnoie Ispovedanie] 3amevaHusmu n
06BACHEHNSAMU, B UHBIX MECTaX KpaTKMMK, a B ApYrux (HalbosnbIHe BaXKHOCTW)
[O0BOJSIBHO MPOCTPaHHbIMU, C YKa3aHMEM, K Kako 4acTh 60roc/noBcKaro yyeHus
NPUHaANEXUT TPaKTyeMbliA NpeaMeT, B KaKOM Nopsiike 1 o6beme ByaeT U3/I0XKeH
B Hallel cucTeme... TakuM 06pas3oM, NpeaBapuTeNlbHO CO0OLLaeTCs KpaTKoe Mo-
HATWe 0 NpaBuIax TOIKOBAHUS, a Yepes Cue YYeHNKU Masio NoMasly 3HaKOMSATCS C
repMUHEBTUKOK. K M3BACHEHWUIO MPUCOBOKYIMAETCA NHOrLa YTEHWE O TOM >Xe
npegmeTe 13 Katmxusnca npeocs. PunapeTa, a No NoHegeNlbHUKaM (nocne obe-
[Ja) B Cnyyae ocTaTka BpPeMeHU OT MOBTOPEHUS MPOYUTLIBAETCA MO HECKOSIbKY
cTatell n3 MNMpasnn ANOCTONbCKMX, COBOPHbLIX NOCTAHOBAEHUIA N yYeHUs OTLEB
Llepksn.

6) Korpga, B OKOH4YaHUWe Kfacca, OKaH4YMBaeTCcsa YTeHMe ns astopa (Mpaso-
cnaBHOro lVcnosegaHus), To fenaeTcs KpaTkoe 0603peHme BCero cKasaHHoro,

1PTNA. - @.802. - OH. 2. - [.436.- N. 1 (NoHb 1838).
2 lbidem. - J1. 39 06. - 44.



a MoTOM 3acCTaB/IsieTca KTO-NM60 U3 yUalMxcsl NMOBTOPUTL TO e. Mpu Havane
CNefytoLLIEro Kacca TaKoBOe MOBTOPEHME [ieN1aeTcs ¢ 60MbLUEe MOHOTO U OT-
yeTHocTMIO. OcobeHHO TpebyeTcsi TOUHOE U BEPHOE MU3yUYeHUe BCeX TEKCTOB,
BCTPETUBLLIMXCS U 06bACHEHHbIX B NpeapblayLLmii Knacc. [1s cero npukasaHo 0co-
60 VX BbINUCLIBATL U XPaHUTL Ha Gyayllee BpeMsl, MO0 CUM Xe caMble TEKCTbI
WMEIOT BCTPETUTLCA U B CaMOli CUCTEME.

B) UTOGbI A0CTaBUTL 60/1ee MOMb3bl yUalMcsl, NPeanosioXKeHO O3HaYeH-
HYIO KHUTY UATaTb HECMELLHO; 33 BCEM TeM OHa HernpeMeHHO A0/MKHa ObITb KOH-
yeHa K KOHLLY TPeTU. A UTo6bl Ype3 TAKOBOE OTHSITME LIENoi TPETU Y Kypca HayK
6OroC/0BCKMX He CTECHUTbL YTEHWUSt caMOii CUCTEMbI, MPEAoNoXKeHO B 3Ty Xe
TPeTb NPOWTY BBeEHME B 6OroC/0BCKOE YUeHMe, a 3aTeM TpaKTaTbl O eCTecT-
BEHHOM 60rono3HaHUM, 0 HeAOCTaTOYHOCTU OHOIO0 U HEOOGXOAUMOCTU OTKPO-
BEHHOIO C MPUCOBOKYM/IeHEM TpaKTaTa 0 CBSILLIEHHOM MNncaHnM Kak UCTOYHU-
Ke Bepbl XPUCTUAHCKOW. YTeHMe Che TaK pacnpeesieHo, UTo nepeas 1 60/bLuas
nosioBMHa Kracca MocBsLLAeTCs Ha npernogasaHue MpaBociaBHaro Mcnosepa-
HUA, a 0CTa/IbHOE BPeMs Ha NpernogaBaHne 03HauYeHHbIX OCHOBAaHW XpUCTUAH-
CTBa, 3@ NPOYTEHMEM KOUX (ECNN BYAET OCTaBaTbCA BPEMS) B CUIO Xe TPeTb Ha-
yHeTCcA npernogaBaHMe repMUHEBTUKN 1

The Volynskaia seminary faculty in particular wanted the students to read
the appendices to Mohyla’s text that contained excerpts of works he refer-
enced, such as those by John of Damascus. Notably, rather than simple rote
memorization of key points, the seminarians here were asked to repeat con-
cepts in their own words (nepeckasbiBaHMEM CBOMMMW crioBamu); upper divi-
sion students had to write essays on concepts from Mohylas text2

The Commission’s final instructions in 1840 prescribed a standardized
method of teaching the Pravoslavnoie Ispovedanie based on a review of the
approaches used in the twenty-two seminaries that provided reports. The
proposed standardized method reflected much of the pedagogy used in the
Right Bank Ukrainian seminaries: to read the work from the very start of the
first year of seminary in the lower division as a repetition of the catechism
and as an introduction to the course of religious study, to compare it with
Metropolitan Filaret’s catechism and to consult the Scriptural citations, to
repeat the important points at the beginning of each class and to examine
the students on each part of the confessional explication already covered.
Moreover, “OTYeT COCTOATb AO/DKEH HE B O4HOM TOJIbKO YTEHUW HanaMmsTb
BblyYEHHOr0 TeKCTa KHWUIM, HO B CBOOGOAHOM W3/IOXKEHUW MbICNen, 6e3
HapyLleHUs cywHocTn npeameta.” The Commission also stipulated that
later courses in dogmatic and moral theology in the higher divisions at the
seminaries should refer to the relevant sections of the Pravoslavnoie
Ispovedanie to renew the memory of the students on the importance of this

1PTNA. - &.802.- On. 2. - O.436. - A. 20 06-21 06.
2 lbidem. - A. 13 06.
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work k Overall, this document demonstrates that despite all the difficulties
in financing, staffing, and providing adequate conditions at Orthodox semi-
naries in the Russian Empire, seminary faculties nevertheless managed to
give serious consideration to teaching methods and to strive toward effective
student learning. It also reveals that the seminaries in Right Bank Ukraine
were at the forefront of the accepted pedagogical methods.

In conclusion, while the first two documents presented here indicate ex-
clusionary tendencies within the Russian Orthodox church (if we consider
that the Zhyrovitsy Uniates were aiming toward the ultimate conversion to
Orthodoxy) to promote only Russian practices and language, the final docu-
ment provides the counterpoint of a more inclusive Russian Orthodox educa-
tional curriculum that reinstated the signature text of the Ukrainian church-
man Peter Mohyla, Pravoslavnoie Ispovedanie - criticized for over a century
for its Romanist constructs - as a seminal text for teaching Orthodox clergy.
On the one hand, the Russian demands for ritual and linguistic conformity in
the Orthodox church struggled to eliminate Ukrainian deviations and seemed
to depict a clear “us v. them” perspective. On the other hand, at a time when
the Empire was suppressing the Uniate Church and restricting the Roman
Catholic Church, the Russian Orthodox leadership at long last recognized the
usefulness of Mohylas more Catholic-influenced elaboration of the tenets of
the Orthodox faith, revealing a more complex situation than is usually denoted
for the era of Nicholas I. In other words, the situation in Orthodox seminaries
in the 1830s largely skewed toward a pro-Russian agenda, and yet there was
a pragmatism and professionalism about teaching the Orthodox faith that
overlooked the previous criticism of Mohyla’s text and thoughtfully reintro-
duced it to the Orthodox curriculum. Together, these three documents pro-
vide snapshots into the lived experience of clerical education and the chal-
lenges faced by the clergymen and seminarians of the era. Each document
contributes to our understanding of larger issues at stake in clerical training in
the Right Bank at this time: the efficacy of Uniate conversion, the attempted
Russification of the Orthodox population, and pedagogical methods to solidify
an understanding of the foundations of the Orthodox faith.

1 Ibidem. - A. 3906 - 44 for the final summary of the 22 reports and the instructions
issued by the Commission in 1840; A. 52-52 06. for the copy of the final instructions as sent
to the Volynskaia seminary on 14 Oct. 1840; A. 71-72 for the copy sent to the Podol’skaia
seminary.



