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Introduction

This thesis analyses Pyotr Arkadyevich Stolypin’s rhetorical talent: the persuasive
skills of his speeches and the peculiarities of his performances. There are three
constant elements in his discourses that are red threads within this text: Stolypin’s
politeness, firmness and unconditional devotion towards his fatherland. At the
beginning of the 20t century, in the period between the two revolutions, his
unusual political figure and his nonviolent communication and persuasion have
been counter current. The most relevant topics of this thesis will be the peasants’
liberation from their landowners, the repression of revolutionary acts, the troubles
that constantly emerged with the Eastern and Western marginal areas of the
Empire, and Stolypin’s replies to Azef’s betrayal and Kutler’s false assertions.

The first chapter introduces general information about the delivery and the
composition of his speeches. When, where and the kind of occasions in which his
discourses were held, what were their length, which were their main themes and
his persuasive reasons behind the decisions on how to start and how to end his
speeches. This chapter also reports the different foreign words and quotations of
popular literal works he employed to picture situations that were taking place in
Russia at that time. At the end of this chapter, the discussion moves in the direction
of the importance of the delivery of a speech: the performance itself. In relation to
this, will be discussed the reactions and replies from his opponents. Besides
Stolypin’s speeches, his background and personality were also of huge importance
in order to gain credibility and support. This chapter also reveals the existence of
Stolypin’s speechwriter.

The second chapter goes deeper into Stolypin’s political beliefs and values.
He applies his nonviolent and impartial rhetoric to achieve successful
collaboration and peace within Russia and with other countries; unity and integrity
of the Empire; the enactment of laws; trust and honesty within the government,
the Duma and the Sovet. To represent these concepts and to convince his audience
of their importance, Stolypin often used everyday examples and most of all
metaphors. Typical for his rhetoric will also be the confrontation of two different
attitudes: Stolypin put his audience in front of two opposite decisions and

orientations.



There are no works explicitly centred on the complete analysis of Stolypin’s
rhetoric. In the article Ritoricheskii portret P. A. Stolypina: obraz Rossii v rechakh
1906-1911 godov, Makarova analysed Stolypin’s persuasive means in relation to
his use of metaphors and the terms related to Rossiia, rodina and tsar’. In the
chapter Dinamika rechevykh sredstv sozdaniia obraza ritora v rossiiskom
politicheskom diskurse of the collective monograph Ritorika russkogo delovogo i
politicheskogo diskursa, Sharafutdinova made some observations about Stolypin’s
orator image, his rhetorical techniques, his use of expressive means, pronouns and
justifications. Goffman’s paper ON FACE-WORK. An analysis of ritual elements in
social interaction and Gorsevski’s work Peaceful Persuasion. The Geopolitics of
Nonviolent Rhetoric were of great importance in the analysis of Stolypin’s impartial
attitude. Historical literatures and (auto-) biographical texts were used to give a
complete frame of the social and political context of that time and to understand
Stolypin’s personality directly from the testimony of his contemporaries.
Tarquini's work Pétr Arkadevic Stolypin: Il ministro dello zar che fu ucciso per la sua
riforma agraria. E cambio il corso della storia, Avrekh’s P. A. Stolypin i sud’by reform
v Rossii and Healy’s The Russian Autocracy in Crisis: 1905 - 1907 were of great
inspiration in relation to the historical background. Statements about his
performances and the resonance he obtained at that time were often taken from
the testimonies of Podolinsky’s Russland vor der Revolution: die agrarsoziale Lage
und Reformen and Maklakov’'s Pervaia gosudarstvennaia Duma (vospominaniia
sovremennika). Pozhigailo edited a huge collection of witnesses of Stolypin’s
contemporaries, titled P. A. Stolypin glazami sovremennikov that were also relevant
for this thesis. In Zenkovskii’s work Stolypin: Russia’s Last Great Reformer,
Zenkovskii reported Stolypin’s memories, his political concepts and aims.
Stolypin’s complete biography by Sidorovnin Stolypin. Zhizn’ za otechestvo.
Zhizneopisanie (1862 - 1911) contains pieces of his speeches and brief background
data to Stolypin’s performances and his opponents’ replies. Stolypin’s original
speeches used in this thesis are taken from the complete collection of his speeches
Polnoe sobranie rechei 1906 - 1911 which contains all the 49 speeches that

Stolypin released as Minister of Internal Affairs and Prime Minister of Russia.



1. Peculiarities of Stolypin’s speeches

1.1 General data about Stolypin’s speeches

Pyotr Arkadyevich Stolypin has served as Minister of Internal Affairs and Prime
Minister of Russia from 1906 to 1911. At the time of the First Duma, he covered the
charge of Minister of Internal Affairs in Goremykin’s government and was soon
noticed because of his rhetoric skills and his strong personality.! In Goremykin's
short Duma, Stolypin released only three speeches, all of them in front of the
Duma. Two were answers to inquiries and one was a reply to a question. The
Second and Third Duma, saw him as Prime Minister and Minister of Internal Affairs
at the same time. He performed 9 speeches in front of the Second Duma. Stolypin
introduced the Duma on the 6t of March, 1907, and declared its end with the
discourse he delivered on the 1st of June of the same year. This speech contained
only 135 words and was the shortest of his career. Stolypin decided to dissolve the
assembly because he did not get the needed support for his Agrarian Reform.Z On
the contrary, the Third Duma resisted almost five years; from November, 1907, to
June, 1912. Stolypin was murdered in September, 1911, and gave his last speech on
the 27t of April, 1911. From the beginning of the Third Duma to the day he died,
he released 37 speeches.

During the three Dumas, Stolypin issued 49 speeches: he delivered 29 of
them in front of the State Duma, 18 in front of the Sovet, one in the Commission of
State Defence and one at the 50t anniversary of the Zemsky Department of the
Ministry of the Interior. Two of his speeches were official introductions and
presentations of the Second and Third Duma. Stolypin held 9 speeches concerning
the Western issues of the Empire: four of them had as the main topic Finland. The
Eastern borders of the country were also important to Stolypin, in particular, he
issued two discourses about the construction of the Amur railroad. Four speeches
had peasantry and properties as main theme: the most popular and significant was
the agrarian speech held on the 10t of May, 1907. Stolypin also gave two speeches
about the navy situation and one speech about the freedom of religious

confessions. In most of his speeches he remarked the need to repress

! Healy, A.E. 1976. The Russian Autocracy in Crisis: 1905 - 1907. Hamden: Archon Books. Page: 144.
2 Tarquini, B. 2006. Pétr Arkadevic¢ Stolypin: Il ministro dello zar che fu ucciso per la sua riforma
agraria. E cambio il corso della storia. Napoli: Controcorrente. Page: 86.
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revolutionary upheavals. These were the most significant issues he had to face.
Other speeches were about special laws and bills, road payments and taxes and
other important declarations and explanations of the situations of the time.
Stolypin held 12 speeches that were answers to questions, inquiries or
accusations: three of them were only supplement explanations (dopolnenie) to
discourses he held on the same day and that were misinterpreted during the
assemblies. These supplements were given without previous preparation and were
very brief.3 All of them took place in 1910: 376 words were part of the supplement
explanation of the 26t of March, 215 words composed the short speech on the 27th
of March, 1910, and the dopolnenie held on the 20t of February only contained 110
words and was his shortest speech. The most of his 49 speeches contained more
than thousand words. The longest was delivered on the 5% of May, 1908. It
contained more than 6100 words and discussed the Finnish question. Located at
the second place is the speech that was an answer to an inquiry: the betrayal
enacted by Azef. It is composed of approximately 5800 words and was issued on
the 11th of February, 1909. Stolypin delivered 14 speeches in 1910. Eleven
speeches were held in 1907 and ten in 1908. Six were released in 1911, five in
1909 and, as mentioned, only three in 1906.

Stolypin had a speechwriter, Il'ia lakovlevich Gurliand, who is often just
regarded as his co-worker. Gurliand started and ended his career as Baron Boris
Vladimirovich Shtiurmer’s professional speechwriter. Shtiurmer discovered his
talent> but Stolypin brought his texts to a concrete success.® Stolypin actively
contributed to the creation of his own speeches. He sent Gurliand his thoughts and
views for the discourse he was ought to deliver: The webpage of the Presidential
Library’ contains many original handwritten letters from Stolypin to Gurliand. In

these documents he asked his speechwriter to create convincing formulations for

3 On six occasions he issued two speeches on the same day, probably all of them were unprepared
and spontaneous. Mendeleev asserted: "A ego blestiashchie repliki, tut zhe improvizirovannye
otvety, proizvodivshie eshche bol’shee vpechatlenie, chem samye rechi!” Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.)
2008. P. A. Stolypin glazami sovremennikov. Moskva: Rosspen.

4 The actual birth of this occupation took place in Ancient Greece. Speechwriters were called
logographers and wrote the defence for those people who were charged for crimes. Lawyers did not
exist at that time but the accused subject had the possibility to read logographers’ texts. Krivonosov
A.D. 2003. Osnovy spichraitinga. Sankt-Peterburgskii gosudarstvennyi universitet. Page: 10.

5 Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Pages: 326-327.

6 Ibid. Pages: 56-57.

7 https://www.prlib.ru/




the next discourses he had to perform. Gurliand also helped him to write answers

for interviews and replies to the press.8

1.2 Beginning and end of the speeches

Stolypin started almost every speech with the introduction or explanation of the
main theme of the meeting. He went right to the point, without unnecessary
preambles. He did not want to repeat the positions he had already exposed. For
him, it was important not to waste his audience’s time but also not to waste his
own time:

l'ocnoga 4eHel 'ocyapcTBeHHOTO coBeTa!l

S ye uMen 4yecTb u3JaraTh Mepeji BaMU CBO€ MHEHHE OTHOCHTEJNbHO HAIlMOHAJIbHBIX
otaeneHui. I[loBTOpsTbcA s He OyAy. S mo/mkeH, s MOry MOATBEPAUTH OJHO:

MNpaBUTEJLCTBO CYHUTAET, YTO BOMNPOC O HAUOWOHAJIbHbBIX OTAEJIEHUAX - BOIIPOC
FOCY,C[apCTBEHHOﬁ Ba>XHOCTH, HEHTpaﬂbeIﬁ BOIIPpOC HACTOAILLETro BaKOHOl'IpOEKTa.9
(4.03.1911)

In the first sentence of his shortest speech, Stolypin underlined that he was not
going to talk at length: “Ia zaderzhu vas na odnu tol’ko minutu.”1? (20.02.1910) He
often used the adjective short (kratkii) at the beginning of speeches to politely
underline that it was not going to take that much time: “Gospoda chleny
Gosudarstvennoi dumy!

Pozvol'te mne, v kachestve ministra vnutrennikh del, dat’ vam kratkie ob”iasneniia
po obsuzhdaemomu voprosu.”!l (11.12.1909) He used it in his speech which
contained only 500 words: “Gospoda chleny Gosudarstvennoi dumy!

Ia budu ves’'ma kratok.”12 (15.05.1910) He also employed the verb to disturb:
“Gospodal! Ia ne budu dolgo utruzhdat’ vashe vnimanie.”13 (20.03.1907) And he did
not want to bore the assemblies with details: “Ia ne budu utomliat’ vas, gospoda,
podrobnym vosproizvedeniem vsekh argumentov, kotorye vyskazyvalis’ tut protiv
pravitel’stvennogo zakonoproekta.”1# (20.02.1910) He used the verb utomliat’ in

six speeches, most of these times in connection to numeral facts: “V nastoiashchee

8 One of the requests’ title is “Stolypin’s notes to Gurland with the task of drafting articles for the
press, presenting drafts, giving their views, etc. on various issues.”
https://www.prlib.ru/en/node/333581 [last accessed: 7 May 2019]

9 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 245.

10 [bid. Page: 171.

11 Ibid. Page: 161.

12 [bid. Page: 206.

13 [bid. Page: 40.

14 [bid. Pages: 164-165.




vremia ia ne budu utomliat’ vas izlozheniem tsifrovykh dannykh,
ukazyvaiushchikh na to, chto shtatnye chiny etikh uchrezhdenii nakhodiatsia v
gorazdo khudshikh usloviiakh, chem mestnye chiny vsekh ostal'nykh vedomstv
[...].”15 (11.12.1909) Moreover, he used these negative oriented verbs (utomliat’,
utruzhdat’) because he did not take the attention and interest of his audience for
granted, since there were contrasting opinions at that time and he knew that
collaboration for a common purpose was hard to achieve.

The beginning of a speech is fundamental to set the main topic and goals but
the last part is the most meaningful, since it has to impress the audience: it
strengthens the whole discourse, carries peculiar information and tries to affect
emotions.’® The speech he delivered on the 6t of March, 1907, after his opening
speech of the Third Duma, is one of his most famous and appreciated because of its

memorable end:

ITH Hama/IKU pacCYMTaHbI HA TO, YTOOBI BbI3BATh y IPABUTENbCTBA, Y BJACTHU Napajvuy U
BOJIY, ¥ MBICJIY, BCE OHU CBOAATCS K JIBYM CJIOBaM, 06pallleHHbIM K BJIacTU: «Pyku BBepx».
Ha aTu zBa c/10Ba, rocrosia, IpaBUTEAbCTBO C IIOJHBIM CIIOKOHCTBHEM, C CO3HAHHEM CBOeH
NpaBOThl MOXeT OTBETHUTb TOJIbKO JByMs cjoBaMu: «He 3anyraete», (AnsoducmeHmul
cnpasa)l’ (06.03.1907)

This speech is one of the shortest of his career: It contains only 554 words and has
not been prepared.18 It was a supplement speech he decided to deliver after the
debate in the Duma started to take an unexpected turn.1® He set the two attitudes
in opposition. As the words “Ruki vverkh” rang out, the center and the left wings
were shocked and tried to hide themselves in their seats. At the end of the speech,
after the powerful and firm words “Ne zapugaete”, there was silence.2? People who
witnessed this episode refer to it as a hilarious scene.2! Stolypin’s Agrarian Reform

announcement ended in a similar way: here, he compared again the two opposite

15 Ibid. Page: 144.
16 Krivonosov, A. D. 2003. Page: 33-34.
17 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 32
18 Strakhovsky, L. I. 1951. Peter Stolypin: Progressive Statesman. University of Toronto Press. Page:
250.
19 He declares it at the beginning of the speech: “Gospoda, ia ne predpolagal vystupat’ vtorichno
pered Gosudarstvennoi dumoi, no tot oborot, kotoryi priniali preniia, zastavliaet menia prosit’
vashego vnimaniia.” (06.03.1907) Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 31.
20 To explain the enthusiasm that the whole speech created in Stolypin’s supporters and the
speechlessness of his opponents, Maklakov even asserted that the “glorious final” was the lowest
point of the whole speech, since it was flawless. Maklakov, V. A. 1939. Pervaia gosudarstvennaia
Duma (vospominaniia sovremennika). Parizh: Imp. L. Beresniak. 12. Rue Lagrange. Page: 103.
21 Podolinsky, S. S. 1971. Russland vor der Revolution: die agrarsoziale Lage und Reformen. Berlin
Verlag. Page: 140.
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positions within the Duma: he opposed his and his supporters’ good will, to the

radical spirit of the revolutionists. He wanted to point out good and evil:

Ms1 npejlaraeM BaM CKPOMHBIM, HO BepHBbIM NyThb. [IpOTUBHMKAM rocyJapCTBEHHOCTH
XO0TeJoCh Obl H36paTh NyTh pajuKalu3Ma, IIyTb OCBOGOXJEHUS OT HCTOPUYECKOIo
npouioro Poccuu, ocBOGOMAEHUS OT KyJbTYPHBIX TpaAuuui. UM HyXHBI BelHKHe
MOTpsICEeHUs], HaM Hy»kHa Besnukas Poccus!?? (10.05.1907)

The last word is Rossiia. He reached emotions by qualifying Russia as great as it has
been in the past. Two further speeches ended with the word “Russia”: His speech
about Finland, delivered on the 5t of May, 1908,23 and the one about peasantry on
the 5th of December?2# of the same year. On the 1st of June, 1907, he ended his last
speech of the Second Duma with the noun gosudarstvo?s and on the 4th March,
1908, he concluded the speech to the 50th anniversary of the Zemsky Department
of the Ministry of the Interior with the term Rodina?® (written in uppercase). He
ended at least 21 of his discourses with the concept of Russia or Emperor in the
last two sentences. Sovereign or majesty are the last words in three of his
speeches: In the presentation of the second Duma, on the 6t of March, 1907;27 on
the 13th of June, 1908,28 when he spoke about the tasks of the maritime ministry
and on the 22nd of May, 1909, in the speech about the freedom of religious believes,
where he called him “Tsar’ Pravoslavnyi”.2? In all of these performances, his intent
is to animate the patriotic emotions of the listener: he ended his speeches with the
incitation to the sense of unity and integrity of the Empire. On the 24th of May,
1908, he delivered a speech in which he insisted that Russia needed a well-
organized maritime defense. He insisted until the end that he could not give up on
an adequate sea protection of Russia’s boundaries and employed a noteworthy
motto: “Gospoda, v dele vossozdaniia nashego morskogo mogushchestva, nashei
morskoi moshchi mozhet byt' tol’ko odin lozung, odin parol’, i etot parol’ -
«vpered».”30

At the beginning of his speeches he underlined his responsibilities more
than once with the pronoun ia. While there are at least ten which end with Stolypin

using the pronoun you (vy) to underscore that the responsibility of further

22 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 54.
23 |bid. Page: 104.

24 1bid. Page: 127.

25 Ibid. Page: 64.

26 [bid. Page: 79.

27 Ibid. Page: 31.

28 Ibid. Page: 123.

29 Ibid. Page: 155.

30 [bid. Page: 111.



decisions lied in the hands of his audience, the target of his persuasive words. Here
his target is the Sovet: “Takim tselym ia pochitaiu Rossiiu. Preemstvennymi
nositeliami takoi gosudarstvennosti ia pochitaiu russkikh zakonodatelei. Reshat’
vam, gospoda.”3! (04.03.1911) The last word of a decision was in the Sovet’s and
Duma’s hands, Stolypin could only give his opinions and statements. In his first
speech as Minister of Internal Affairs, he addressed the Duma as liable for the
modification of laws: “Eto moia rol’, a zakhvatyvat’ zakonodatel’'nuiu vlast’ ia ne
vprave, izmeniat’ zakony ia ne mogu. Zakony izmeniat’ i deistvovat’ v etom
napravlenii budete vy.”32 (08.06.1906) The country needed a devoted leader who

had responsible and passionate representatives of the government at its basis.

1.3 Literary references and foreign languages

Since childhood, Stolypin’s relationship to literature has been very close. His family
was constantly surrounded by literature: Lermontov’s maternal grandmother
belonged to the Stolypins’ family, Stolypin’s mother was a friend of Gogol’,
Stolypin’s father knew Tolstoi and Stolypin’s great-uncle was close to Speranskii.33
In Lithuania, Stolypin’s family also held a close friendship with Czestaw Mitosz’s
family. The poet, who was born the year that Stolypin died, dedicated some verses

of one of his poems to Stolypin and to his political concerns of his last year of life:

»Jezdzono na podwieczorki, odwiedzano sie czesto,
Stotypin lubit mtode Kunatéwny.

[..] W 1909 roku

Wecia poslubita studenta Politechniki Ryskie;j.

W 1911 przyjechata do Szeteji zeby mnie urodzic.

Tego lata Stotypin pewno nie pojrzat na moja kotyske,
Zajety byt mys$la: ze Rosja na pewno zginie

Jezeli on, sam jeden, nie zdota jej ocalié.

Wkrétce potem, we wrzeéniu, w Kijowie pojechat do teatru
[ tam dosiegta go kula terrorysty.

Nikt, nawet mdj dziadek, nie odgadt co naprawde sie stato”.34

31 [bid. Page: 246.
32 [bid. Page: 16.
33 Conroy, M.S. 1976. Peter Arkad’evich Stolypin: Practical Politics in Late Tsarist Russia. Boulder:
Westview Press. Pages: 1-3.
34 Mitosz, C. 2005. Jasnosci promieniste i inne wiersze. In: Zeszyty Literackie. (5) Page: 21.
10



Since Stolypin was surrounded by literature and the most successful Russian
authors, he quoted literary works more than once in his speeches. Peasantry has
always been an important matter for Stolypin: in his speech held on the 16t of
November, 1907, as an answer to the assertion of Maklakov,3> Stolypin stated that
peasants without land properties are condemned to remain poor. In this concern,
he quoted Dostoevskii’s words of the novel Zapiski iz Mertvogo doma (The House of
the Dead): “Mne, gospoda, vspomnilis’ slova nashego velikogo pisatelia
Dostoevskogo, chto «den’gi - eto chekanennaia svoboda».”3¢ (16.11.1907) Through
the whole novel, money is a constant concept. Money enables freedom. The
protagonist of Dostoevskii’s work is a prisoner in Siberia and just the fact of having
some money in his pocket changes his attitude. In the character’s point of view,
having money enables him to buy alcohol and feel better. He can feel freer than he
actually is.37 Russia’s peasants at that time were like prisoners. They had no rights
or freedom and they could not see a better future. In Stolypin’s words, this was the
main reason for them to start following wrong paths. Another important matter in
Stolypin’s policy was the troubled relationship to Finland: to describe the
unpleasant developments within the Empire he mentioned Mayne Reid. The
author was very popular and appreciated in Russia,38 since the Western American
landscapes he portrayed could be compared with the country’s Eastern regions
and the exotic seduction they played in the imagination of Russian citizens.3° But
Stolypin did not recall Mayne Reid’s works to introduce the exotic Siberian
atmosphere, he mentioned him to picture the unruly situations between Russia
and Finland. After 1905, Finland might have aspired to gain independence from
what seemed a weakened Empire. Stolypin wanted to compare the bloody conflicts
that could develop from Russia’s opposition against Finland’s separation, with the
violent conflicts that Mayne Reid’s characters fought in many of his adventurous

tales:

35 This speech has not been prepared by Stolypin and his speechwriter: Stolypin decided after
Maklakov’s performance to give a reply to him, this means that he released this discourse
spontaneously.
36 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Pages: 69-70.
37 Dostoevskii, F. M. 1881. Zapiski iz Mertvogo doma. Izdanie piatoe. Sankt Peterburg: Tipografiia
brat Panteleevykh. Page: 21.
38 Mayne Reid moved from Ireland to America in 1840 but has been more successful in the
translated versions in Russia, than in the Anglo-sphere, where he remained almost unknown.
Mitosz, C. 1977. Emperor of the Earth: Modes of Eccentric Vision. Los Angeles: University of
California Press. Page: 145.
39 Mitosz, C. 1977. Page: 156.
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A Tak Kak ropsiavie roJioBbl UJYT BCErja BIepeAd WUHTEJIMIEHLIUU, UAYT, MOXKET GbITh,
JlaJIbllle, 4YeM XO0TeJIa caMa CO3/aBIlas UX CUJIA, TO CTAHYT HOHSTHBI U MOsIBJIEHHE KPACHOH
rBapgudu U BoiiMbl, U HamoJIHEHHbIe OpPYXKHEM KOpaGJid, KOTOPble HAM KaXKYyTCs KakK 6bl
CTpaHUIEeH, BbIpBaHHOW M3 poMaHoB MaiH Puia.40 (05.05.1908)

Stolypin described the revolutionary and terroristic movements as “hotheaded”
people that exceeded any limit. He wanted to establish fruitful communication and
collaboration within the Empire. Besides Finland, the Polish regions of the Empire
worried him also. In 1911, Stolypin stated that it was obvious that these regions
needed a political support, since there was no cultural or historical unity within
the population that lived in this area. Stolypin underlined that he did not blame the
Polish natives for the misunderstandings, even if they were only able to dominate
because they possessed the wealth and not because they had the right abilities or
knowledge. In this relation, he compared two main protagonists of two different

works of Moliere to each other:

A Tak Kak B 3anaJHOM Kpae TaKlie HEMHOT'OYMCJIeHHbIe, HO BJIUATE/bHbIE JIULA — MOJSKH,
Y MX BCe U BCS CO BCeX CTOPOH TOJIKAIOT K OTCTaUBaHHWIO CBOMX HAllMOHAJIbHBIX UHTEPECOB,
TO NMOHSTHO, YTO KaKJbIH BOIIPOC B Kpae MPOCAYMBAETCs, NPOMUTHIBAETCS 3J€MEHTOM
cBOel COOCTBEHHOM KpaeBOW MOJUTHUKU. U caMble yMepeHHBIE JIIO/HM, CaMble JlaJleKue OT
MOJINTUKH, HEe MOTYT UJATH NPOTHUB TE€YEHUS U, CAMH TOTO He 3aMeyas, [ieJIaloT MOJUTHUKY,
KaK MOJIbepOBCKMH Ha 3TOT pas yxe He /lnadoproc, a KypzeH, KOTOpBIH, caM TOro He
3Has, gesasn npo3sy!4! (01.02.1911)

Stolypin referred to those Poles who had no idea of politics but still acted like they
were experts because of their family background. These people decided about the
destinies of the Russian Empire inhabitants of the Polish provinces, in the same
way as Jourdain actively pretended to act as a bourgeois in Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme, and unlike Diafoirus of Le Malade Imaginaire, who limited his staging
as a doctor to pure and deceitful words. Jourdain was taught how to move and
speak in high society. He only staged his abilities and knowledge, while he did not
even know elementary notions. That is why Stolypin compared him to the Polish
rulers. Jourdain’s Master of Philosophy explained him that there are only two ways
of speaking: weather in prose or in poetry. While Jourdain thought that he had to
learn to speak in prose, he was already speaking it.4?

Stolypin probably read and watched Moliere’s works in the original

language French, since he knew French, English and German and he was also

40 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 98.
41 Tbid. Pages: 238-239.
42 “By my faith, I have spoken prose for more than forty years without knowing it! [ am greatly
obliged to you for teaching me this. [...]” Moliére, 1915. The merchant gentleman (Le bourgeois
gentilhomme). (M. Baker, Trans.) New York: French'’s standard library edition. Page: 24.
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acquainted with Polish.43 These skills were of great advantage in the cultivation of
relationships with other countries. It is reported that Kaiser Wilhelm II envied
Russia for Stolypin’s figure.#4 It also brought him approval because his
predecessors did not have such skills: Witte knew little French and he had no
German or English knowledge.> In his speeches, Stolypin often adopted foreign
terms and quotations. In seven of his speeches, Stolypin used Latin common terms
nine times: he employed “bona fide”4® twice, “ipso facto”*’, “eo ipso”*8 and “ad
majorem gloriam”*°, “tertium non datur”>%, “ars quvernandi”>! and “quaestio facti”>2
and “in fraudem legis”,>3 in the same speech. In six performances, Stolypin added
French words or phrases. He quoted Ekaterina the Great's motto “Gouverner - c’est
prevoir”>* twice. He also quoted Alexander II's words: ““On m’a escamote mon

rn

consentement’.” Stolypin explained that Alexander II delivered these bitter words
in 1860, referring to the monetary reform.>> The definition “force majeure”>¢ was
employed in the Sovet and the word “octroi”>7 was used twice; once in the speech
about road payment, and some days later, when they discussed the tariff fees.
English political terms were employed three times: “self-government”>8, “Colonial
Legislation Validity Act”>® and “septimal act’®0. And he used a German definition

once: in the speech about freedom of religions he used the term

“Konfessionslosigkeit” .61

43 Tokmakoff, G. 1981. P. A. Stolypin and the Third Duma: An Appraisal of the Three Major Issues.
Washington: University Press of America. Page: 21.
44 B. I. Bok reported the German Emperor’s words: “«Neobychaino schastlivyi den’. Nakonets ia
uznal Stolypina. Esli by u menia byl takoi ministr, kak on, ia by pokazal, chto iz sebia predstavliaet
Germaniia... K sozhaleniiu, vtorogo takogo cheloveka ne naiti».” Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Page:
32.
45 Mehlinger, H. D. & Thompson, J. M. 1972. Count Witte and the Tsarist Government in the 1905
Revolution. Bloomington; London: Indiana University Press. Page: 20.
46 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 98 and 201.
47 Ibid. Page: 130.
48 [bid. Page: 133.
49 [bid. Page: 141.
50 [bid. Page: 169.
51 [bid. Page: 246.
52 Ibid. Page: 249.
53 [bid. Page: 249.
54 [bid. Page: 81 and 259.
55 [bid. Page: 217.
56 Ibid. Page: 131.
57 Ibid. Page: 165 and 172.
58 [bid. Page: 231.
59 [bid. Page: 215.
60 Ibid. Page: 157.
61 [bid. Page: 153.
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Stolypin’s employment of Russian Emperors’ historical words, quotations of
literary works and usage of foreign words, denote his large language skills and
education in various cultural areas, especially for what concerns the sphere of
politics and legislation. These applications clarify his concepts, embellish his

discourses and render them vivid, worthy of appreciation and credible.

1.4 Performance and personality

Rhetoric has to be accompanied by good delivery skills: “volume, harmony and
rhythm” are key elements of a successful performance. They are those
characteristics of political speeches that are as meaningful as the words they
denote, because they carry emotion. Not every orator is capable to control these
facts. It could be hard to give the right shape to the voice and command excitement,
anger, concern or grief, if the speaker feels pressure or is too much passionate
about the topic he or she is discussing. The result is that his or her message is not
correctly perceived or not even understandable: persuasion, the aim of rhetoric,
has not been achieved.%?

In relation to this assertion, there are two opposite episodes which had two
of Stolypin’s contemporaries as protagonists: the orators Aladin and Urusov.
Aladin was considered by some, one of the most talented speakers of the First
Duma, despite the fact that he was very rough. His arrogant behavior affected his
vocabulary to the point that he could not control his own articulation anymore: his
voice reached very acute levels that sounded unpleasant and made his message
inappropriate.®3 It was in fact quite the opposite situation in the case of Prince
Urusov. Prince Urusov gave an important performance, right after Stolypin’s first
speech as the Minister of Internal Affairs of the Empire, but he used a very soft
tone that his performance resounded unambitious. This speech was actually of
great historical relief but the audience could not figure it out, since it could not
hear him nor understand the content of his discourse.®* Therefore, oratory talent
can also be recognized in the voice and tone control. It is of fundamental

importance to change the “tone of the voice” and to take pauses in order to create

62 Aristotle. 1926. Art of Rhetoric. (J. H. Freese, Trans.) Loeb Classical Library 271. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press. Page: 347.
63 Healy, A. E. 1976. Page: 177.
64 Pares, B. 1907. Russia and Reform. New York: E. P. Dutton & Company. Page: 553.
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an interesting speech. Intonation creates order or fixes decisive points and, as
short interruptions do, it catches the interest of the listeners and also helps them
to understand if the orator has jumped to the next topic. Furthermore, these
segments are also necessary for the audience to recompose the single parts of the
discourse they just have listened to, and give a meaning to all of its single pieces.
While the used language has to be “convincing, figurative and clear”.6>

Stolypin’s contemporaries reported that he was a good orator: he was able
to use the needed pauses and he employed selective and persuasive words, which
were exposed with an extraordinary inner conviction.®® Stolypin’s way to
communicate was uncomplicated and clear: he avoided the use of abstract
concepts.®’ His contemporaries were enchanted by his performing ability, since he
did not have a lot of experience of holding speeches in front of a huge crowd of
people with diverging ideas.®8 He had an innate talent. His first appearance in front
of the tumultuous Duma, was described by many as flawless.?® Even though,
Stolypin gave the impression of improvisation he actually read his previously
prepared discourses on his notebooks.7?

All of Stolypin’s performances were acclaimed: it is reported that no
member of the Duma has ever been encouraged with the same kind of
enthusiasm.”’? Many of his speeches ended with “Prodolzhitel’'nye rukopleskaniia
sprava i v tsentre i golosa: bravo.” His speeches were especially appreciated by the
right wing and also by the center who demonstrated their appreciation through
“aplodismenty”, “rukopleskanie” and by shouting “bravo, bravo”, “verno, pravil’'no”.
The most “Burnye rukopleskaniia v tsentre i sprava” took place in Stolypin’s
unprepared speech, in which he answered to Maklakov’s assertion. The left wing,

his opponents, often shouted that they were against his words and decisions. In

65 Krivonosov, A. D. 2003. Page: 41.
66 Mendeleev about Stolypin: “S nuzhnymi pauzami, s iarkim vydeleniem otdel’'nykh slov i
vyrazhenii. A glavnoe — s neobyknovennym pod”emom i temperamentom. So svoistvennym emu
kakim-to osobym pridykhaniem, kotoroe proizvodilo vpechatlenie zataennogo vnutrennego
volneniia.” Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Pages: 56-57.
67 Donald MacKenzie Wallace about Stolypin: “Unlike many of his countrymen, he never indulges in
vague, philosophical phrases, but speaks simply, earnestly and to the point.” Conroy, M. S. 1976.
Page: 26.
68 Liubimov’s witness about the performance: “Kogda zhe ia vpervye uslyshal ego s kafedry
Gosudarstvennoi dumy, ia priamo byl porazhen ego oratorskim talantom, pritom ne delannym,
priobretennym opytom i dolgoi praktikoi, a neposredstvennym, tak skazat’ Bozh’ei milost'iu.”
Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Page: 60.
69 In Manning’s formulation, Stolypin is “an able actor”. Manning, R. T. 1982. The Crisis of the old
order in Russia: gentry and government. Princeton University Press. Page: 270.
70 Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Pages: 56-57.
71 Pares, B. 1907. Page: 553.
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certain occasions, they even intimated “na verevku” and more than once the
chairman had to stop their outcries (“zvonok predsedatelia”). There were only few
occasions where even the left wing supported Stolypin’s ideas, it mostly happened

only for short parts and special topics within his speeches:

A Mexay TeM, MIPaBUTEIBCTBO JI0/DKHO COBEPLIEHHO OTKPBLITO 3asBUTb, YTO OHO CYMTAET
MPOBOKATOPOM TOJIBKO TaKOE JIUI0, KOTOPOE CaMO HNPUHHUMAaeT Ha cebs WHUIUATHUBY
IpecTyNJeHUs], BOBJeKas B 3TO NPeCcTylJeHHe TPeTbUX JIUL, KOTOpble BCTYNUJIU Ha 3TOT
My Th 110 MOOYKAEHUI0 areHTa-npoBoKaTopa. (Boszaaac caeea: BepHo!)72 (11.02.1909)

In many occasions, the left and the right wing interacted with each other: “Shum
sleva; golosa sprava: tishe.” And also: “Golosa sleva: neverno; golosa sprava: verno;
shum sprava.””3

Especially at the beginning of Stolypin’s career, his speeches were very
contested and, more than once, he was constricted to repeat part of the sentences
or even to stop. His first speech was interrupted with outcries about the pogrom in

Biatystok:

3aTeM MeHs ynpekas r. BuHaBep B TOM, 4TO 51 C/IMIIKOM y3KO CMOTPIO Ha /IeJ10, HO 51 BOIIEJ
Ha 3Ty Kadeapy € YUCTOU COBECThIO. YTO 5 3HAJ, TO U CKasaJl U MPEJACTABUI [1€JI0 TAKUM
06pa3oM, 4YTO TO, YTO HEXOPOINO, TOr0 GoJIbllle He OYAeT... (wyM; kpuku: a beaocmokckutl
nozpom?!). OHY TOBOPSIT — Thl ITOTO HE MOXKeEIllb, a [PYTHE — Thl ITOTO HE XOYElllb, HO TO,
YTO 51 MOTY M XO04Y C/leJiaTh, Ha TO 51 y»Ke OTBETHJI B CBOEH peyu. YIpeK, KOTOPbIH MHe
cziesian T. BuHaBep, 4TO s1 y3KO CMOTPIO Ha BOIPOC, 1 HE COBCEM MOHUMaI. [...] CorsiacHo
MOHSTHIO 3/[paBOr0 MPaBOCO3HAHHSI, MHe HA/JIEXHUT CIPaBEAJMBO U TBEPAO OXPaHATh
nopsiZiok B Poccun (wym, ceucmku). ITOT IIyM MHe MeIIaeT, HO MeHsl He CMyIIaeT U
CMYTUTb MEHsI He MOXET. ITO MOsI POJib, & 3aXBaThIBaTh 3aKOHOATEJbHYI BJACTb 51 HE
BIIpaBe, M3MEHSITb 3aKOHbI s He MOTY. 3aKOHbl HW3MEHATb U JIeHCTBOBaTb B 3TOM
HamnpaBJieHUH 6yzieTe Bbl (wyM Kpuku: omcmaska!).”* (08.06.1906)

It was his first speech and they wanted his resignation.”> At the end of the speech
he commented on the noise and words of his opponents, admitting that they
bother and annoy him but do not confuse his ideas. He kept his moderate way of
behaving and stood firm in his convictions.’® His second speech, only six days after
the first, also ended in a similar way and he could not express his position until the
end:

3aTeM, 4YTO KacaeTcd HamaJoOK Ha Te MPeNnsTCTBUA, KOTOpble BCTpevyald JIMIA,
paboTaBIilde B HbIHEUIHEM TOJy, TO s JOJ/KEH HAaOMHUTb, YTO Mbl NepEXUBAIU TaKoe
BpeMs IOIPOMOB, CTPAXOB... (WyYM), YTO U HAJTUYHOCTb NPENSITCTBUHA MOXKET ObITh JIETKO

72 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 133.
73 All the reactions of Stolypin’s audience to his performances, that have been reported in this
paragraph, are taken from the complete collection of his speeches Polnoe sobranie rechei 1906 -
1911.
74 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 15-16.
75 “I...] since the events in question took place before the Duma met, Stolypin was not under legal
obligation to reply to this one.” Healy, A. E. 1976. Page: 203.
76 “He answered interpellations with the utmost moderation, but with the utmost firmness; [...]"
Pares, B. 1907. Page: 553.
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MOHSATA. 3aTEeM CKaXy ellle OTHOCUTEJIbHO TeX JINII, KOTOpPble, BXO/isl HA 3Ty TPUOYHY CJIEBA,
3asIBJISLJIM, YTO OHU He 00J1a/Ial0T HA CAMOMHEHHEM, HU CaMOOGOJIbIIEHUEM; s CKAXKY Ha UX
KJIEBEThbl, Ha WX YTrpo3bl, Ha MX.. (WYM, Kpuku: 0080/bHO!), HA WX Yrpo3y 3axBaTa
WCIIOJIHUTEJNbHON BJIACTH (WYM, Kpuku: 0080.16HO0!), YTO MHUHHUCTP BHYTPEHHUX JeJ,
HOCHUTEJIb 3aKOHHOH BJIACTH, UM OTBe4YaThb He GyJeT... (wyMm, Kpuku: do8o1bHo! beaocmok!
Tozpomwux! [JosoavHo! [loaoii!).”7 (12.06.1906)

In his speech about the minorities in the Western regions, on the 7th of May, 1910,
Stolypin was challenged by the outcries of the left wing. He immediately noticed
them. Nevertheless, he firmly continued his speech. He also commented on the
laughter that followed Kutler’s untrue assertions about the budget of the State
Duma, and described them as weapons whose use can sometimes be justified if the
reported facts are untrue, as in Kutler’s case:

1 Jo/mkeH cKasaTh, YTO 3aMedyaHHe 3TO BbI3BAJIO CO CTOPOHBI YJIEHOB
l'ocymapcTBEHHOW AyMbl U allJIOAUCMEHTBI, U cMeX. [I[pOTUB 3TOTr0 1 HUYEro He
uMmeto. CMex - MpeKpacHoe Opykue U 614, B 0COOEHHOCTH /IJisl IPABUTEJIbCTBA, U 51
JlyMalo, 4TO MOXXHO CMeSITbCSl HaJl YEJIOBEKOM HWJIM Y4YpeXJeHHEeM, eCJU OHHU
CTaBAT ceb6s1 B CMeEIIHOe IOJIOXKEeHHWe. BblIo JIM B JJaHHOM CJy4ae TaKoe
noJsioxkeHue? BbLio 6bl, ecyiv 6b1 3aMevyaHue ieHa [lymbl KyTiiepa 661710 0CHOBaHO
Ha ¢akTax.’8 (20.03.1907)

Besides rhetorical talent and persuasive performances, there are other
extra political facts that contribute to the success of a politician and make him or
her trustful in front of his or her audiences’ eyes. The first impression is of
fundamental importance, since image is subject to quick judgment: personal
features, height, age, smile, hair and dressing.”? Stolypin was considered as a good
looking and fascinating young man, different to his other predecessors.8? The most
of Stolypin’s contemporaries described his manners and his behavior as very
enjoyable, calm and patient, decent and dignified, gentle and kind, but also very
firm and tenacious.?! His background also helped him to appear as a trustful figure
in front of his public: first of all his education and culture.8? In the previous
subchapter, it has already been noticed that Stolypin had a vast knowledge of
cultural and political matters. His origins and his family life were also of huge

importance in the gain of trust: his family was known for its devotion to the

77 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 20.
78 [bid. Page: 41.
79 Charteris-Black, ]. 2013. Analysing Political Speeches: Rhetoric, discourse and metaphor.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. Page: 94.
80 “Tall, with blue eyes and a black beard, a figure of immense charm and sensitive to form - so
unlike the abrasive Witte - Stolypin was a discovery.” Kotkin, S. 2015. Stalin: Paradoxes of Power,
1878-1928. Penguin: Miinchen. Page: 91.
81  Wir fiihlten uns durch seine Personlichkeit zur Verantwortung gezogen.” Podolinsky, S. S. 1971.
Page: 159.
82 Manning, R. T. 1982. Page: 262.
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Russian Empire®3 and Stolypin himself was a careful father to his children and a
lovely husband.8* This idyllic family life, made him very different to Witte, who had
a tormented personal life that downgraded his reputation and most of all
complicated his political ambitions.8>

To sum up: a “good orator” has to own high morality and integrity.86
Stolypin has been appreciated for his humanity, sympathy and compassion8’ and
for his extraordinary courage.88 Before being charged as a representative of the
Russian Empire’s government, he personally faced crowds of furious and raging
citizens more than once. The first to bring his personal testimony to the Emperor
about Stolypin’s firm and fearless personality, was Trepov. From that moment,
Stolypin’s political talent became evident to everyone.8? During the rebellions of
1905 in Saratov, he was able to calm down protesting masses with simple but
effective actions and honest and impactful words. Saratov had been his hardest
challenge until that moment, since it was an area that was known to be a “red
region” because of multiple upheavals, riots against noble properties and the
considerable amount of poor people.?? Stolypin achieved successful interactions
and fruitful discussions with the most obstinate crowds, as it happened during the
“Balashov incident”: he faced a tumultuous insurrection of agricultural workers
alone, defenseless and weaponless.?l While other governors escaped and never
publically appeared, Stolypin placed himself in the middle of protests. He even
challenged a violent orator, asking him to bear his coat during the speech he
wanted to deliver. The man became calm and accommodated Stolypin’s command
and the angry citizens were immediately charmed by Stolypin’s fearlessness and
self-awareness.?? In another occasion, Stolypin defended a police-man who had

been the target of the crowd’s anger. Stolypin entered the crowd and screamed

83 Among other things, his father served under the command of four Emperors: Tarquini, B. 2006.
Page: 73.
84 Conroy, M. S. 1976. Page: 26.
85 Mehlinger, H. D. & Thompson, J. M. 1972. Page: 20.
86 “[..] an orator should be a good man.” These are Marcus Cato’s words that Quintilian shares.
Quintilian, 1871. Quintilian's Institutes of oratory; or, Education of an orator. In twelve books. (]. S.
Watson, Trans.) London: Bell and Daldy. Page: 391.
87 Differently to others, Stolypin knew that the protests were given by the peasants’ dissatisfaction
because of their precarious conditions. Conroy, M. S. 1976. Page: 13.
88 Pares, B. 1907. Page: 553.
89 Healy, A. E. 1976. Page: 144.
90 Tarquini, B. 2006. Page: 80.
91 Macey, D. A.]. 1987. Government and peasant in Russia, 1861 — 1906: the prehistory of the Stolypin
reforms. DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press. Page: 218.
92 Manning, R. T. 1982. Page: 266.
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they had to beat him, since he was the one who commanded the police-man to
fulfill his duty.?® His courage made the difference, while his rhetorical talent was
accompanied by self-control and self-confidence and his performances were

supported by his good reputation.

93 Podolinsky, S. S. 1971. Page: 158.
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2. Nonviolent rhetoric: Stolypin’s values

2.1 Common sense and politeness

From the beginning of his career, Stolypin had to face adverse political conditions.
To contrast this hostile atmosphere, he used a collaborative and conciliatory

attitude, employing a majority of positively oriented terms. He asserted:

[IpaBUTENBCTBY KeJIaTeJbHO ObLIO ObI U3BICKATh TY IOYBY, HA KOTOPOH BO3MOXKHA ObLIa
6b1 cCOBMeCTHasi paboTa, HAUTH TOT S3bIK, KOTOPBIN ObLI Obl OZJMHAKOBO HaM MOHSATeEH. f
oTJar cebe OTUYET, YTO TaKUM SI3bIKOM HE MOXKET ObITh SI3bIK HEHABHUCTH M 3JI00BI, 1 UM
oJib30BaThCs He 6yay.?4 (6.03.1907)

This permitted political confrontation and the consideration of all kind of
perspectives within the government and the country. Different viewpoints are
fundamental in a climate of collaboration: the noun mnenie (opinion) is used in 27
of Stolypin’s speeches, the formulation tochka zreniia (point of view) in 24, while s
odnoi storony... a s drugoi storony (on the one hand...on the other hand) is used in
35 of his discourses. Stolypin made clear: “Postaraius’ vniknut’ v sushchestvo
vyskazyvavshikhsia mnenii, pamiatuia, chto mneniia, ne soglasnye so vzgliadami
pravitel’stva, ne mogut pochitat’sia poslednim za kramolu.”?> (10.05.1907)
Contrasting opinions towards the government are not excluded a priori. This is one
of the fundamental points of Gorsevki's description of nonviolent rhetoric.?®
Stolypin avoided the rise of non-productive arguments and conflicts and
encouraged using common sense. His policy was prevalently nonviolent and it
avoided scaring or menacing the counterpart: “Ne s ugrozoi, gospoda, ne s ugrozoi
my shli siuda, a s otkrytym zabralom zaiavili [..]."97 (16.11.1907) He indicated more
than once that the facts that he was presenting were not ought to offend or to
accuse anybody.?® As Prime Minister and Minister of Internal affairs, he had to
illustrate and explain situations with objectivity: “Povtoriaiu, ia nikogo ne

obviniaiu, ia rasskazyvaiu.”?? (7.05.1910) Stolypin kept the same attitude towards

94 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 32.
95 Ibid. Page: 46.
9 Nonviolent rhetoric “empathizes with, rather than demonizes, the opponent(s)”. Gorsevski, E. W.
2004. Peaceful Persuasion. The Geopolitics of Nonviolent Rhetoric. Albany: State University of New
York. Page: 75.
97 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 69.
98 His aim is “to maintain both his own face and the face of the other participants.” Goffman, E. 2011.
ON FACE-WORK. An analysis of ritual elements in social interaction. In Archer, D. & Grundy, P. (Eds.)
The Pragmatics Reader (pp. 275-281) London; New York: Routledge. Page: 276.
99 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 200.
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Azef in the speech about his betrayal. Azef was an agent of the okhrana but at the
same time a terrorist of the Socialist Revolutionary Party.100 On the 11t of
February, 1909, at the beginning of the speech, Stolypin stated that he waited
before deciding to appear in front of the Duma, he wanted to have evidence in his
hands and present the situation in a neutral way to avoid the obfuscating of the

actual case:

[ToaToMy, rocnozia, He XAUTE OT MeHsl ropsiyeld 3alUTUTEIbHON WM OOBUHHUTENbHOU
peyu, 3TO TOJIBKO 3aTeMHHUJIO Obl JleJI0, TpUaaio Obl eMy BeJOMCTBEHHBIA XapaKTep;
oTBevyas >Ke JIMYHO Ha 3TOT 3alpoc, S XOTeJ Obl OCBETUTh BCe 3TO [JIeJi0 He C
BEJIOMCTBEHHOU, He C NMPaBUTEJbCTBEHHOU JaXKe, a C YUCTO TOCYAApPCTBEHHOW TOYKHU
3penus.101 (11.02.1909)

Some paragraphs after it, Stolypin stressed again that he was not going to accuse
or defend Azef. He observed the situation and his protagonist from different

perspectives in order to offer a complete and round image:

Kto e Takoil Azed? f HU 3aUMLaTh, HU 0OGBUHATH ero He OyAy. Takoi e COTPYAHHUK
MOJIMLMH, KaK W MHOTHE /pyrue, OH HaJeJeH B HacTosllee BpeMs KaKUMHU-TO
JIETeH/IapHBbIMHU CBOMCTBaMH. ABTOpaMH 3ampoca eMy IPUNHUChIBAETCS, C OJHOH CTOPOHBI,
»KeJle3Has S3HEPTHUSA M CUJIa XapaKTepa, IPU YeM CBeJleHUs 3TU MOYepIHYThl U3 3aMeTKH
«HoBoro BpeMeHU», KOTOPOH IOYEMY-TO HPUIMCHIBAETCS U NPUAAETCS YyTb JHU He
opuMo3HbIA xapakTep. C Jpyrod CTOpPOHBI, €My IPUIMCHLIBAETCS LeJbId psf,
MPEeCTyNJeHUH, TOYEePIHYThIX U3 UICTOUHUKOB YHMCTO PEBOJTIOIMOHHBIX.102 (11.02.1909)

In this way Stolypin only tried to speak about objective facts, without giving
personal opinions about the situation and about Azef himself, since he did not
want to assume the part of the accuser and bring Azef or anybody else to be
blamed and therefore lose his or her face. It would also damage Stolypin’s calm and
neutral image and further give rise to assumptions that he was not a right and fair
Minister. Nonetheless, only presenting facts and never pointing the finger against
him, Stolypin achieved to expose Azef’s criminal attitude: he was a betrayer of the
Empire and he was pronounced guilty. In any case, this speech brought an
advantage to Stolypin’s political activity, since, after that, the terrorist
organizations started to feel vulnerable.193 Even though he kept himself from
blaming and accusing, in 1910, the situation became more and more adverse and
he realized that his attitude might change: “[...] iz roli spokoinogo letopistsa ia

dolzhen budu pereiti k roli obvinitelia.”194 (31.03.1910) In the previous chapter of

100 Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Stolypin: Russia’s Last Great Reformer. (M. Patoski, Trans.) Princeton: The
Kingston Press. Page: 15.
101 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 133.
102 [bid. Pages: 133-134.
103 Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Page: 17.
104 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 189.
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this thesis, Stolypin commented on the Duma’s laughter after Kutler’s speech that
contained incorrect affirmations and accusations about the budget of the State
Duma. Moreover, Stolypin ended this speech with a joke about Kutler’s assertions.

These last words, intentionally gave rise to more laughter from the right benches:

3HaTh 3TO rocnoguHy KyTsepy ciefoBasio 6bl, TaKk KaK IepeHeceHrue KpeauTa B 06IIYI0
cMeTy 6bl10 Tpou3BeeHo TeM COBETOM MUHHUCTPOB, NpeJiceiaTe/IeM KOTOPOro 51 He 6bL,
HO YJIEHOM KOTOporo coctosia r. Kytsep. (Cmex Ha npasvix ckambsix.) 31ech 6611 HaHECEH
BBEPEHHOMY MHE BeZJOMCTBY yAap CUJIbHBINA U CMeJIbIM, HO PHUILEJICS OH, BOUCTHUHY, HE 110
KOHIO, a 10 OrJIo6JIsM. (B 3as1e deudjiceHue, Ha NPAsvIX CKAMbSX CMeX U an/i0ducmeHmol, )10
(20.03.1907)

In this case, Stolypin did not save Kutler’s face, since he made fun out of him.

In other occasions, Stolypin went back to previous speeches delivered by
other orators in order to show his appreciation and respect towards their words,
opinions and political positions. Stolypin was actively collaborative and honoured
his interlocutors. Especially in these cases, his will to preserve his and the other’s
face was very evident. This regard is the basis of interaction.1¢ He referred to
these orators as dokladchik, predydushchii orator, orator Gosudarstvennoi Dumy107
or he called them by their surnames. Sometimes, he also reported their words by
saying “s etoi kafedry [...] byla broshena fraza [...]”.198 Stolypin openly declared
that he was very interested in the speeches of other orators: “Rech’ kniazia L’vova
gluboko menia zainteresovala - ona otnositsia k tomu vremeni, kogda
prodovol’stvennaia kampaniia proshla blagopoluchno.”19? (12.06.1906) Stolypin
was careful in his assertions and replies, since he did not want anyone to impair
their profile, even though he kept his distinctive firmness. He resumed other
orators’ words and speeches in a polite way, never provoking speakers or
members of the assemblies, trying to view their declarations only from the point of
view of Russia’s interests. His rhetoric is prevalently nonviolent.110 In general,
Stolypin did not impose his convictions, he did not force other people to have his

same ideas.!1l To persuade his audience to follow certain directions, he gave

105 Tbid. Page: 41.
106 Goffman, E. 2011. Page: 277.
107 In Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Polnoe sobranie rechei 1906 - 1911.
108 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 51.
109 Tbid. Page: 20.
110 Stolypin used “nonviolent pragmatism”, since his rhetoric contains most of the points of
“nonviolent rhetoric” that Gorsevski listed on page 75 of her work Peaceful Persuasion. The
Geopolitics of Nonviolent Rhetoric. In this chapter, Gorsevski’s nonviolent rhetoric will be central in
relation to Stolypin’s speeches.
111 “Don’t impose” is the first principle R. Lakoff mentioned in her “Rules of Politeness”. Lakoff, R.
1973. The logic of politeness; Or, minding your P’s and Q’s. In: Papers from the 9th Regional Meeting of
the Chicago Linguistic Society (pp. 292-305). Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society. Page: 298.
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options that are meant to hit on its common sense and most of all on its sense of

unity, as it will be further outlined in this chapter.

2.1.1 Peace and unity

Stolypin tried to avoid physical and rhetorical conflicts. His objectivity was ought
to prevent war against other countries and to keep the Russian Empire united. In
Stolypin’s speeches, mir (peace) is a recurrent term, especially during the year
1908, when there were many fervent international quarrels. Russia was not ready
for another war: it could have been deleterious for its economy, which was slowly
recovering from the devastating consequences of the war Russia lost against Japan
and that was one of the main causes that delivered the revolution of 1905.112 [n
Stolypin’s opinion, first of all, Russia had to solve its internal problems: develop the
general system and promote stronger awareness and morality. Before the
achievement of these goals, it was unnecessary and unworthy to get involved in
conflicts that could not ensure Russia to place itself in an honourable position:
HeﬂbSﬂ, rocmnoza, MTHu B 60ﬁ, HaJeBIIH I1a BCEX BOMHOB 6pOH}O HJIK 3arOBOPUB BCEX UX OT
HOpaHEHHﬁ. HEJIIJBH, rocroza, COCTaBJATb 3aKOH, UCKJIIOYHUTEJIbHO UMes B BUY CJ1abbIX U
HeMOIIHbIX. HeT, B MUpoBoOil 6Gopbbe, B COpeBHOBAaUUHK HAPOJ OB MOYETHOE MECTO MOTYT

3aHATb TOJBKO Te€ U3 HHUX, KOTOpble JOCTUTHYT IIOJIHOTO HaNpsDKEeHUs CBOed
MaTepHaJbHON U HpaBCTBEHHOM: Moiu.113 (5.12.1908)

If his advice was not followed, if Russia were to enter a conflict without previous
ameliorations of the system, it would have been a huge defeat. Injured soldiers
could not have built a strong country and laws would only have been successful if
the country had a solid, powerful and flourishing basis. Stolypin highlighted his
aversion to war starting three sentences in a row with banning words and two of
them forming an anaphora. In this speech, Stolypin used the word nel’zia twelve
times. He employed it more than 70 times in 25 speeches. He wanted to make clear
which were the right decisions to take and which not. While Stolypin’s purpose
was to preserve peace, he was aware that the country had to be ready for any
unpleasant event from the outside that could menace its freedom and its
International importance and credibility: “Nesmotria na polnoe nashe miroliubie,

ia dumaiu, chto takaia bespomoshchnost’ ne sootvetstvuet mirovomu polozheniiu

112 Tarquini, B. 2006. Pages: 61-62.
113 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 127.
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Rossii.”114 (24.05.1908) The first thing on Stolypin’s list was the development of
Russia’s army and its defensive skills, as already stated in the subchapter 1.2.
Besides the huge costs of the project, this proposal was essential to reassure the
Empire’s protection but also to maintain the country’s historic and legendary past
dignified:

Kak 6bl HM ObLIO BeJMKO Halle CTpeMJeHHWe K MHpY, Kak Obl rpoMaZHa HHU 6bLIa
NOTPEGHOCTh CTPaHbl B YCIIOKOEHHWM, HO €CIM Mbl XOTHM COXPAaHUTb Hallle BOEHHOEe
MOTYIIECTBO, OTPaXK/asi BMeCTe C TeM CaMOe JI0OCTOMHCTBO Halllell poJiUHbBI, U He COTJIACHbI
Ha yTpaTy NpHUHA/AJEXALero HaM I0 NMpaBy MecTa CpeJid BEJUKHUX JlepKaB, TO HaM He
OpUJETCA OTCTYNUTDb Ilepefi HeoOXOJMMOCTBIO 3aTpaT, K KOTOPBIM Hac 00s3bIBaeT BCe
Bestnkoe npouuioe Poccun.11s (06.03.1907)

Russia’s dignity and international approval was constantly important in Stolypin’s
speeches, also because he wanted other countries to be scared to initiate any kind
of conflict against the Empire. Long-lasting peace would bring Russia to fulfil its
development to a modern and wealthy country, which is why he asked more than
once for several years of peace.ll® War could have been an obstruction for his
reforms and it could have supported revolutionary plans. To prevent these
disasters, he did not answer the international incomprehension and provocations,
which arose between Russia and Bulgaria or Russia and Germany.ll” He also
showed passivity to the annexation of Bosnia Herzegovina by Austria-Hungary.
Stolypin was passionate towards solving these quarrels with moderation and
collaboration between nations and he was convinced that an International
Parliament was indispensable in solving these kind of controversies.118 In 1911,
the Emperor accepted Stolypin’s request and Russia started to develop the concept
of an international collaboration.11® In this year, international envy and fear
towards Russia grew in parallel to Russia’s economic and military progress:
England was in apprehension about its colonies and Germany was projecting
expansion to Poland’s disadvantage. The Germans knew that this could constrict
Russia to an armed reaction against them.120 Already in 1908, Stolypin actually
stated that Russia did not want or need other colonies: “Ne zabyvaite, gospoda,

chto u Rossii net i ne budet drugikh kolonii, chto nashi dal’'nevostochnye vladeniia

114 Thid. Page: 110.
115 Tbid. Page: 30.
116 In a French interview, Stolypin asserted that Russia needed at least ten years of peace. Tarquini,
B. 2006. Page: 84.
117 Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Pages: 14-15.
118 Tarquini, B. 2006. Page: 82.
119 Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Pages: 50.
120 [bid. Pages: 54-55.
24



iavliaiutsia edinstvennymi nashimi kolonial’'nymi vladeniiami, chto u nas net
drugogo na vostoke vkhoda v more.”121 (31.05.1908) World war was a constant
menace.

The situation within the country continued to be unsteady. Stolypin insisted
on internal peace and unity, starting from inside the Duma and the Sovet. He gave
advice not to create disarray, but to persuade his audience that its wrong decision

could destroy all the government’s achievements obtained until that moment:

Sl Mor GBI 3aKOHYHUTD, HO 51 XOTEJI Obl, YTOOBI BbI XOPOIIO MOHSJIH, YTO 51 CKa3aJl BCe 3TO He
JUIsl TOro, YTOOBI CO3/1aTh C BaMU KOHQJUKT. PemieHne Baule cBo6oaHOo. Ho He Mory He
MOBTOPUTb, YTO 3TO pelleHHue, 3TOT OTKa3 OyJeT OCTAaHOBKOW, MNIaroM HasajJ B
pa3pelieHUU 3aJjayd, KOTopas MPOBOJMJACH TOCYJapCTBOM B MPOJOJKEHUH MHOTHX
seT.122 (03.03.1908)

To enable communication, action and peace, he avoided polemics. He did not reply

to negative attitudes and provocations:

51 mosaToMy 06GoiJy Bce Te OCKOpOGJIeHWS] U OGBUHEHHSs], KOTOpble pa3jaBajuCh 3/1€Ch
MPOTUB MPABUTENbLCTBA. I He OY/ly OCTAHABJIMBAThCA U HA TeX HalaJiKaxX, KOTOPble UMeJU
XapaKTep aruTallMOHHOTO Hamopa Ha BJacTb. S He 6yAy OCTaHABJMBATbCA MW Ha
MPOBO3IJIAIABUIMXCS 3/eCh HayaJlaX KJIacCOBOW MECTH CO CTOPOHBI GbIBIIMX KPEMOCTHBIX
KPECTbsIH K JIBOpsSIHAM, a MOCTapalch BCTATh HAa YMCTO TOCYAAPCTBEHHYIO TOYKY 3pEeHHUS,
[OCTapalCh OTHECTHCh COBEPIIEHHO 6ECNpUCTPACTHO, Jaxke 60Jiee TOro, 6ECCTPACTHO K
JaHHOMYy Bompocy.123 (10.05.1907)

Stolypin promised to be as objective and impassive as possible, remarking it with
an anaphora consisting of the repetition of the first six words of the negative
oriented sentence. This was Stolypin’s “Agrarian Speech”, one of the most
important and popular of his career, since he was the main supporter and defender
of peasants’ rights. Therefore, he used the first-person pronoun ia 27 times in this
speech, 16 of them start sentences. In the first part of the speech, its employment is
visually very noticeable: almost every sentence starts with this pronoun. The first-
person pronoun remarks commitment and responsibility.124

Peace is the basis for unity and unity preserves integrity.125 In Stolypin’s
words: “[...] vlast’ est’ khranitel'nitsa gosudarstvennosti i tselosti russkogo naroda
[...]"126 (06.03.1907) Power is the protector of the Russian integrity but this is not

enough. He considered that all the Russian citizens were ought to keep unity and

121 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 117.
122 Tbid. Page: 77.
123 [bid. Page: 46.
124 Beard, A. 2000. The Language of Politics. London : Taylor & Francis Routledge. Page: 45.
125 “The word ‘integrity’ in English carries a meaning of completeness - the state of being whole and
undamaged: ‘the territorial integrity of the nation.” Wortman, R. S. 2018. The Power of Language
and rhetoric in Russian Political History: charismatic words from the 18th to the 21st centuries.
London; New York: Bloomsbury Academic. Page: 159.
126 Stolypin, P. A. Page: 32.
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integrity within their fatherland. The aim could only be achieved if the Empire’s

population stuck together for this common goal:

Benb BepxoBHasi ByacThb SIBJISIETCS XpaHUTEJbHULEN HWJEU PYCCKOTO TroCyZapcTBa, OHA
OJIMLETBOPSIET COGOM ee CUJy U LieJIbHOCTh, U €CJIM OBbITh Poccuy, TO JIMLIb NPU YCUIUH
BCEX CbIHOB ee 0XpaHAThb, 06eperaThb 3Ty BiacTb, ckoBaBuiyio Poccuio U obeperarouiyio ee
oT pacnaja.l?’ (16.11.1907)

Stolypin used the term sons to define the Russian citizens: their mother is Russia.
This metaphor strongly evokes familiar affection, protection and unity. In general,
the metaphors’ primary persuasive task is to emphasize emotions.128 The terms
edinstvo (unity) and tselost’ (integrity) have been of great importance in Russian
politics since Peter the Great.12° The integrity of the Russian Empire was the
highest priority, as the main existence of the country depended on it. The
enormous dimensions of the country and the various cultures that still cohabit
within it, made unity and integrity significant questions to be solved. The cultural
meaning of these terms gained weight between and during the two revolutions of
the beginning of the 20t century.130 The concern around the Empire’s unity and
integrity was highlighted, after the revolution of 1905 menaced their
preservation.131 Stolypin used the noun tselost’ seven times in five of his speeches.
It was a central term which appeared six times in discourses Stolypin delivered in
1907, when he was at the beginning of his career as a Minister and the political
situation was heavily adverse to him. The speech he held about the Agrarian
Reform, in 1907, will be central in the subchapter 2.3, but it is also necessary to
mention it at this point of the discourse, since, in Stolypin’s opinion, the increase of
the population and the peasants’ poverty and their uncontrolled moving away
from the lands, will bring the cities to collapse. It would have been a consequence

that directly challenged Russia’s integrity:

BpeMeHHO 6yyT yBeJHM4YeHbl KPECTbSTHCKHE Hafleslbl, HO IIPY POCTE HaceJIeHUsI OHU CKOPO
o6paTsaTcsd B IblIb, U 3Ta paclbUleHHas 3eMJs OyAeT BBICBUIATh B Tropoja Macchl
o6HMIIaBLIEro MpoJsieTapuaTa. Ho MoJiouM, 4To 3Ta KapTHHA HEBEPHA, UYTO KPacKU TYT
cryueHsl. KTo ke, oiHaKo, 6y/ieT Bo3paxkaTb IPOTUB TOIO, YTO TaKOe NOTPsACEHHE, TaKOH
rPOMAJHBIM COLMA/bHBIA [epeBOPOT He OTPA3UTCs, MOXKET ObITb, Ha CaMOH 1LeJ0CTH
Poccun.132 (10.05.1907)

127 Ibid. Page: 71.
128 Ungerer, F. & Schmid, H.-]. 2006. An Introduction to Cognitive Linguistics. London and New York:
Routledge. Page: 153.
129 Wortman, R. S. 2018. Page: 159.
130 [bid. Page: 159.
131 |bid. Page: 171.
132 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 49.
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Another challenge for the country’s integrity was the preservation of the external
areas of the country, especially the Western provinces of the Empire which were
represented by the Grand Duchy of Finland and the Polish regions. This areas are
central in Stolypin’s policy and their importance took even more significance
through the Empire’s Fundamental Laws: the first three articles had the integrity
of Russia as major topic. The first article said: “The Russian State is one and
indivisible.” The second article underlined Russia’s sovereignty over Finland, while
the third indicated the Russian language as the main national language.133 In the
opening speech of the Third Duma, in which Stolypin explained the government’s
proposal, he remarked that self-governments would be fundamental for proper

and closer administration, support and control of the Western provinces:

[IpaBUTENBCTBO HaZleeTCsi B CKOPOM BpPEMEHHM TMpPEAJIOKHUTb Ha O0OCyX/JeHHue
['ocymapcTBEHHOM AyMbl TakXe NPOEKThl CaMOyNpaBJleHHsI Ha HEKOTOPBIX OKpauHax,
IPUMEHUTENBHO K NPeJINOoJaraeMoMy HOBOMY CTpPOI0 BHYTPEHHUX T'yOepHUM, mpuyeM
ujess TroCyJapCTBEHHOrO €JAWHCTBA W  LEJOCTH OyJeT AJs  I[pPaBUTEJbCTBA
pykoBogsiei.134 (16.11.1907)

Stolypin used the word edinstvo in four speeches. All of them are centred on the
damaged relationships with the areas of Poland and Finland. Edinstvo is
accompanied twice by the term tselost’. In 1911, when he remained almost alone in
his political convictions, he used them to re-establish the sense of belonging to a

huge country that needed better support for the Western issues:

JTo SICHO /i1 BCeX MOYTH JIWL, 3HAWILUX 3anaAHblid Kpadh. CUJI0I0 CBOEro BJMSHUSA —
COI030B, U30MPaTebHbIX 6JI0KOB, IKOHOMUYECKOTO €C/IM He JlaBJIeHHs, TO aBTOPUTETA —
MOJISIKHM, KOHEYHO, GYJlyT UMETh BO3MOXXHOCTh NMPOBECTH B 3eMCKHE TJIAaCHbIE JIUI UM
»KeJIaTeJIbHbIX, a MapaJi30BaTh e 3TO, IOCTABUTb 3TOMY Mpe/iesl BbIJieJIEHUEM IMOJISIKOB B
0co6yI0 rpyIny n3bruparTesiel, NpaBUTEIbCTBO, KaK TOBOPSIT, HE UMEET MpaBa, TaK KaK 3TO
HapYUIUT 6YATO OBbI I[eJIOCTh U eAUHCTBO Poccuiickoit uMmnepuu.t3> (04.03.1911)

In the same speech, he remarked on this sense of community and adds that strong
will makes the difference. Stolypin often highlighted the importance of the
country’s will: it is based on national pride and faith. While the state is based on
the power of cohesion: the rights of the whole are more important than those of

the single individuals. The major goal is Russia as a whole:

133 The first article: “The Grand Duchy of Finland, while comprising as inseparable part of the
Russian State, is governed in its internal affairs by special decrees based on special legislation.” The
second article: “The Russian language is the common language of the state, and its use is
compulsory in the army, in the navy and in all state and public institutions. The use of local
(regional) languages and dialects in state and public institutions are determined by special
legislation.” http://www.imperialhouse.ru/en/dynastyhistory/dinzak1/440.html [last accessed: 7
May 1906]
134 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 67.
135 Tbid. Page: 245.
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Ho M0XHO MOHUMAaTh rOCYZAapCTBO U MHAYe, MOXHO MBICIUTb TOCYAAPCTBO KaK CUJY, KaK
CO103, MPOBOSIIUI HAPO/HbIE, UCTOPUYECKHE Havyasta. Takoe rocyZapCcTBO, OCYIeCTBIIsAS
HapoJHble 3aBeThl, 06/aZlaeT BOJIEH, MMEET CUJy W BJACTb NPUHYK/JEHHs, TaKoe
roCy/lapCTBO MPEKJIOHSIET MpaBa OT/EJbHBIX JIMI, OT/AEJbHBIX IPYII K MpaBaM IeJoTo.
TakuM 1esibIM 1 moynuTar Poccuto. 136 (04.03.1911)

Stolypin presented the disastrous consequences that the elimination of these
councils could have brought: “Etogo dostich’ legche, k etomu idut, i esli eto budet
dostignuto, to v mnogostradal’nuiu istoriiu russkogo zapada budet vpisana eshche
odna stranitsa - stranitsa russkogo porazheniia.”137 (01.02.1911) If his suggestions
of self-government in these regions were not followed, Russia would have suffer
another defeat in the Western areas of the country. The result has been described
as a page of a book about Russia’s history: the narration presents a chapter titled
“defeat”. Stolypin already pictured the situation in a similar way, in 1910: he
portrayed the Western area as a theatre in which a scene change takes place. This
mutation is suddenly given by Polish representatives’ guiding these provinces. The
Russian territory and culture would be unrecognizable as the theatre’s stage after
the set’s transformation. Therefore, he asked the Duma to be objective in their

judgment, keeping these developments and their national duties in mind:

Ho, rocnoga, 6y/ibTe cpaBeJJIUBbI U OT/JaiiTe cebe OTYET, pacCyAUTe GeCIPUCTPACTHO,
KaK OT30BETCS Ha HaceJeHUU Iepejiaya BCeX MECTHBIX YYPEXJeHUH B PyKH MECTHOTO
HacesieHusl. Besb cpasy, kKak B TeaTpe IpU NepeMeHe JeKOpalUuy, Bce B Kpae U3MEHHUTCH,
Bce Oy/eT IepelaHO B MOJbCKUE PYKH, 3eMCKUH NMepcoHasn 6yJeT 3aMeHEeH NepCoHaJIoM
MOJIbCKUM, NOUJIeT noJsibckui roop.138 (07.05.1910)

In the same speech, these regions were described as nests. This image remarked
the harmlessness of the Russian settlements that needed the country’s support to
continue their lives with dignity and never forgetting their culture and language.
By describing these settlements as places where familiar protection takes place,
pathos was added. Self-governments are the best solutions to preserve the rights

of this innocent population:

KoHeuyHo, rocnosa, 3T sS4elKH, 3TU THe3la ObLIM ciabee, ObLIM pasbpocaBliee, YeM
KpemnKue IUTAJ[eJIN TOJTbCKON KyJbTYPbl, KOTOPble BEKaMH IJIAHOMEPHO HaCaXAaJUCh B
3amagHod Poccuu, W BOT, KOrJa HACTYNWJO BpeMs [Jis1 OOoJibllled CBOGOJbI U
CaMo/iesITeNIbHOCTH MeCTHBIX rpyn, [...]139 (07.05.1910)

Russia should react before the Poles could definitely impose their culture: Russian

natives have a right to protection.140 In the speech about Finland, on the 5t of May,

136 |bid. Page: 246.
137 Ibid. Page: 245.
138 [bid. Page: 196.
139 |bid. Page: 195.
140 [bid. Page: 205.
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1908, Stolypin asserted that he wanted to avoid Russia’s possibly becoming a
“fertilizer” for nations with stronger will: “Da, gospoda, narody zabyvaiut inogda o
svoikh natsional’'nykh zadachakh; no takie narody gibnut, oni prevrashchaiutsia v
nazem, v udobrenie, na kotorom vyrastaiut i krepnut drugie, bolee sil'nye
narody.”141 In this speech, Stolypin clearly pointed out that there is a “Russian
point of view” that is opposed to the Finnish conception of the situation: “Russkaia
tochka zreniia sovershenno iasna. [...] Finliandtsy tolkuiut inache.”142 It is not a
coincidence that this speech contains words related to mir eight times, since
Russia is neither a “a breeding ground” for other folks, nor itself a “culture-
suppressor”: “[...] no nuzhno verit’, chto Rossiia ne kul'turogasitel’, chto Rossiia
sama smelo shagaet vpered po puti usovershenstvovaniia, chto Rossiia ne
obrechena stat’ lish’ pitatel'noi pochvoi dlia chuzhikh kul'tur i dlia chuzhikh
uspekhov.”143 (08.06.1910) Hope and national pride compose the right spirit. They
are necessary to remain focused and continue on this path. Stolypin employed the
adverb vpered nine times in six of his speeches. The adverb is employed four times
in relation to the issues with Finland and it concerned the situation with the local
councils three times. He used vpered also in an already-mentioned motto about the
construction of the navy. In this speech, it carried a particular meaning, since it is
employed as the last word of the discourse. Stolypin highlighted that they will walk
straight in the direction of the renewal of the maritime means. He also used vpered
in the description of Russia’s direction concerning the peasantry’s problem. These
were the main questions that shook the most of Stolypin’s policies and it is evident
that the use of the adverb vpered showed his engagement to the realization of
improvements: moving forward means to develop or change situations in a
positive way. Stolypin wanted Russia to step forward: towards development. But
there can also be different paths which go in two different directions as the
political aims within the government did.1#** Stolypin presented two opposing

paths which carried two different consequences:

[...] mepen BamMu Tosibko ABa myTH. Hazo Bri6paTh! OAMH NyTh — NyTb NPEXHUH: NyThb
npezpocTtaBaeHnss PUHIAHIUU CBOGOJHOTO MOCTYNATEJbHOTO JBWKEHUS BIlepe]] B JeJle
caMooNpe/iesIeHHs CBOEro MOJIOKeHUs B ViMIlepuy, B fiesie caMO/JOBJIEIOIETO Pa3peLlieHHs
obmwux s WUmnepun u ansa OuuasHAuu Bompocos. [..] Jlpyrodl myTe - NMOBOPOT K

141 [bid. Page: 103.
142 Tbid. Page: 101.
143 [bid. Page: 224.
144 Goatly, A. 2007. Washing the brain: metaphor and hidden ideology. Amsterdam; Philadelphia:
John Benjamins. Page: 78.
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pellnTebHOM OXpaHe PYCCKMX HMIIEPCKUX HHTEPecoB MNpPH COXpPaHEHUH IOJIHOTO
yBaXKeHUS K QUHJISIH/ICKON aBTOHOMUH, K QUHJISAHACKUM NpuBUIerusam.45 (08.06.1910)

The second path is the one he chose and tried to persuade the Duma that it was the
right, by adding that even if Finland remained under the Russian supremacy, the
Finns would not lose their autonomy or their privileges. But alternatively Russia
would have become a foreigner’s land. For the audience it was not difficult to
establish which path was right and which was wrong. Stolypin did not want to
provoke neither the Finns nor the Poles and he explained that they did not have to

fear Russians. One culture did not exclude the other:

Benp nocne ykasa 12 pekabps 1904 roja v Bocmoc/ieloBaBIIEro B pa3bsiCHEHHUE 3TOrO
ykasa Breicouaiiiie yTBep:xZeHHOTro moJsiokeHuss Komurera MuHuctpoB ot 1 masa 1905
roja, O KOTOPOM TYT VIOMHHAJOCh, IpPeJCTaBJsIaCh BO3MOXHOCTb IOJbCKOMY
HaceJeHUI0 UATH BMecTe, UATH pyKa 00 PYKYy C PYCCKHMU IO KyJbTYPHOMY HYTH, IO
CIIOKOHHOMY rocylapcTBeHHOMY pycJay.146 (07.05.1910)

Stolypin used the formulation idti ruka ob ruki (to go hand in hand) four times in
his speeches. Again, he presented the situation with the image of a path or a
journey, that could be stepped together in peacefulness. Moreover, the countries
are portrayed as two individuals that can argue or be nice to each other: they
convey the same characteristics as human beings. This metaphor helps to
approach politics through the closest experience of human individuals - the
body.147 In Stolypin’s speeches, hands are the most mentioned body parts: hands
defend and protect, they are the shield of the body. Furthermore, hands represent
action and power. With metaphors related to hands Stolypin wanted to underline
the responsibilities and the duties of the subjects in question. Some days later after
this speech about Poland, Stolypin insisted on the same point of peace and
integrity in relation to the Grand Duchy of Finland. He commented that the
invitation of Finnish representatives to the Duma and the Sovet had been an act of
valuable fairness of the Russian leadership: “Priglashenie finliandskikh deputatov
v Dumu i v Gosudarstvennyi sovet s reshaiushchim golosom - eto akt velichaishei
spravedlivosti, no eto v to zhe vremia dokazatel’stvo (shum sleva; zvonok
predsedatelia) edinstva Russkoi imperii.”148 (21.05.1910) Stolypin employed the
term spravedlivost’ (justice) ten times in seven of his speeches. Five of these

speeches treated the issues with the Poles and the Finns. Stolypin respected

145 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 224.
146 [bid. Page: 200.
147 Harvey, A. D. 2007. Body Politic: Political Metaphor and Political Violence. Cambridge scholars
publishing. Page: 3.
148 [bid. Page: 219.
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minorities, but the Russian sovereignty over Finland and the Polish areas that
belonged to the Empire were more important to him. In order to convince his
audience of his nonviolent intentions, he remarked that he did not want the

oppression of other populations. His aim was only the Russian supremacy:

Mel o6paliiaeMcsi K BaM He 3a KepTBOM, Mbl He TpebGyeM OT Bac yrHeTeHUsl ApYyroi, MeHee
CHUJIbHOM HapoOJHOCTH - HeT, rocnoja. [IpaBUTENbCTBO NMPOCHUT OT Bac JHIIb Bauled
HpPaBCTBEHHOU NMOJJEP>KKH B TOM Jiesie, KOTOpOe OHO CUMTaeT NpaBbIM. f yBepeH, rocnoja,
YTO Bbl OTBeprHeTe 3alpoC; HO BaMHM, B BalllUX PYCCKUX cepjlax, OyLyT HaMJeHbl
BBIPQ)KEHMS, KOTOPbIE 3aCTaBAT, MOOYAAT NMPABUTEIBCTBO MPEACTABUTh HA Ball Xe CY/[
3aKOHOIPOEKT, YCTAHABJIMBAIOIIUN CHOCOO paspelleHHUsl HAWIUX 06mux ¢ OUHAAHAUEN
JleJl, 3aKOHONPOEKT, He HapylallUui NpaB MajJeHbKoN PUHAAHAMN, HO OTrpaxAarolini
TO, YTO HaM BCero GJIMKe, BCETO JOPOXKeE, — UCTOPUYECKHe JepKaBHble IpaBa Poccuu.14?
(05.05.1908)

He put pathos in his words, appealing to moral and patriotic support. Patriotism in
Stolypin’s rhetoric, will be the main theme in the last subchapter of this thesis. The
Russian sovereignty should not reanimate old hostilities between the Russian and
the Polish folks, therefore Russia had to act cautiously and introduce proportional

political representation:

EZVHCTBEHHOE OrpaHUYeHHE, KOTOPOE JONYCKAeTCs 10 3TOH TEOPUH, — ITO OrpaKJeHue
rocyJapcTBOM  OTJeJbHbIX  IJIEMEHHBIX  Ipynn  IOyTeM  [PONOPLHOHAJbHOTO
Ipe/CTaBUTENbCTBA, TaK Kak MHave 6oJjiee CUJIbHBbIE, 60Jiee MHOTOYHC/IEHHble I'PYIIIbI
MOTJIOTHJIM 6bl, TOZABUJIM Obl 60Jiee MeJIKHe HallMOHAJIbHbIE TPYIIbl, KOTOpPbIE TOYHO TaK
Ke Pa3BUJIMCh UCTOPUYEecKUM myTeM.!>0 (07.05.1910)

Gorsevski underlines that nonviolent rhetoric includes the preservation and
evaluation of other cultures.151 Stolypin highly appreciated and respected other
countries and cultures: “Finliandiia protsvetaet, Finliandiia nikomu ne meshaet, i
obostriat’ otnosheniia k nei - eto ili rokovaia oshibka, ili nedobrosovestnaia
avantiura.”152 (21.05.1910) He defined Finnish citizens as honest (chestny),
educated (kul'turnye) and hardworking (trudoliubivye).’>3 (05.05.1908) These
adjectives are highly positive and describe Finland as a very honourable and
respectable country. He also estimated the Polish citizens of the Western areas and
their culture, since in that time he served in those Western provinces, he got to

know the population and became a close friend of some of its inhabitants.154

149 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Pages: 103-104.
150 [bid. Page: 194.
151 “Nonviolent perspectives include valuing the uniqueness of ethnic, religious, racial, and cultural
groups and actively opposing ethnic cleansing.” Gorsevski, E. W. 2004. Page: 74. Nonviolent rhetoric
includes that the orator is “cross-culturally respectful and aware” and that he “portrays all people
as deserving human rights, equality, and respect” Gorsevski, E. W. 2004. Page: 75.
152 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Pages: 207.
153 Tbid. Page: 95.
154 Tbid. Page: 197.

31



Stolypin would never accept hate against Poles. Such a behaviour would not have
been appropriate or dignified for Russia’s dignity itself: “Ne nenavist’, ne zhelanie
nanesti poliakam naprasnoe oskorblenie rukovodit pravitel’stvom - eto bylo by ne
tol'’ko ne velikodushno, eto bylo by ne gosudarstvenno.”?>> (30.05.1909) Stolypin
tried to conduct an objective and neutral policy that respectfully regarded all social
and cultural diversity within the Empire. This was also aimed to maintain peace
and unity, which means to assure the absolute sovereignty to the Russian Empire.
But the Western boundaries were not his only obstacle on the preservation
of Russia’s wholeness: in his speech about the Amur railway, held on the 31st of
March, 1908, he tried to convince his audience that the large Empire also needed a
proper defence of its Eastern borders. Stolypin and Krivoshein, the “Chief
Administrator of Agriculture and Land Tenure”, personally travelled to Siberia.
They witnessed the situation first-hand and realized how much potential these
regions owned.1>¢ Stolypin was convinced that if the government would not decide
to improve their street and railroad connections, revive and cultivate the Eastern
regions land, the area would be victim of Russia’s neighbours’ expansions. The
stationed army was not enough to preserve the expanded frontiers. Siberia needed

more and better ways of communication:

Hawmy rocypapcTBeHHble rpaHulbl paBHAIOTCA 18 000 BepcT. Mbl rpaHUYUM C [1eCATBIO
rocyapcTBaMU, Mbl 3aHHMaeM OJHY CeZIlbMYyI0 4acTb 3eMHOH cylu. Kak »ke He IOHATB, UTO
IpU TaKUX 0OCTOATENbCTBAX MEePBEHCTBYIOIEH, IJlaBHel el Halleld 3aZaueld sBJSIOTCA
nyTu coobuieHus? [lyTh cooblieHUs] UMEIOT 3HaueHue He TOJIbKO CTpaTeruyeckoe: He
TOJIBKO Ha apMHU 3MKJETCI MOTYIEeCTBO TOCYJAapCTBa; OHO 3IKJETCI U Ha JpPYyTHUX
OCHOBaX. JleCTBUTENbHO, OTAAJEHHble, CYypOBble, HEHaceJleHHble OKPaWHbl TPYJHO
3alUTUTb OJHUMU MPUBO3HBIMU cosiiaTaMu.>7 (31.03.1908)

In the last paragraphs of this popular speech, he cited the Russian eagle which
owns two heads, one looking to the right and one to the left, watching over the East
and the West side of the country. Metaphorically, this double-headed eagle has
more responsibilities and is stronger than the one-headed eagle. With this
paragraph, Stolypin wants to emphasize the great past of the country, enforce

Russian pride and display the importance of Russian unity and integrity:

Ho He 3a6bIBaiiTe, rocno/a, 4To pyCcCKUH HapoJ BCerja Co3HaBasl, YTO OH OCeJl U OKpelN Ha
IPaHM [JIByX YacTEeH CBETA, UTO OH OTPA3UJ MOHIOJIbCKOE HAIIeCTBUE U YTO €My JOpOT U
J1106 BocTok; 3TO ero co3HaHue BblpaxasoCh BCerja U B CTPeMJIEHUH K IlepecesleHuIo, U B
HapoJHBbIX NpeJlaHUsAX, OHO BbIpaXkaeTCs U B roCyZapCTBEHHbIX 3MOJseMax. Hamr oper,
Hacsenve BusaHTuu, - opes AByI/aBblid. KoHe4YHO, CHJIbBHBI M MOTYLIECTBEHHBl U
OJIHOIJIaBble OpJIbl, HO, OTCEKasl HalleMy PYCCKOMY OpJIy OJHY r0JIOBY, OGpallleHHYI0 Ha

155 Tbid. Page: 160.
156 Zenkovsky, A.V. (1986) Pages: 20.
157 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 82.
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BOCTOK, Bbl He NPEeBPaTHUTE €ro B OJHOIJIABOI'O OPJIa, Bbl 3aCTABUTE €ro TOJbKO HCTEYb
KpoBbio.158 (31.03.1908)

This whole speech is based on the concepts of unity and integrity and to reinforce
them, Stolypin used the pronoun my (we) 31 times in this discourse. My creates a
direct relationship of unity between him and the whole nation, besides remarking
on the sense of commitment and responsibility of a group of people.’>® Stolypin
highlighted the fact that Russia is a large country and Russian people themselves
are Russia: “My granichim s desiat’iu gosudarstvami, my zanimaem odnu sed ' muiu
chast’ zemnoi sushi.”160 (31.03.1908) If the country is in danger, everybody is; they
are one thing. The lack of connections and communications within the Empire is
accountable to all of them: “Kakim zhe obrazom my ne tol’ko zaseliat’, kakim
obrazom my ser’ezno izuchat’ budem eti oblasti bez nalichiia dorog?”16!
(31.03.1908) All the members of the Duma - Stolypin too, since he used the
pronoun my to denote the cohesion in taking decisions, will be guilty of the
expansion of the neighbours: “Krai etot nel’zia ogorodit’ kamennoi stenoi. Vostok
prosnulsia, gospoda, i esli my ne vospol’zuemsia etimi bogatstvami, to voz'mut ikh,
khotia by putem mirnogo proniknoveniia, voz’'mut ikh drugie.”162 (31.03.1908)
Given the enormous expansion of Russia the building of a wall would be impossible
and ethically incorrect: the borders needed human presence to discourage
foreigners to conquer the lands. The future of Russia’s integrity and existence was
in their hands. In Stolypin’s words, to avoid responsibilities is to be a coward. It is a

sin and a crime:

51 HU4YTb He X04y 0CJIa6UTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU MPABUTENLCTBA, HO 51 HAZlel0Ch [j0KA3aTh,
YTO B HEKOTOPBIX CJy4asix NPeCTyIJIEHHWEM Mepes CTPAHOW SIBJISETCS He MpHUHsATas
BOBpeMsi Ha ce0sl OTBETCTBEHHOCThb, a MPHUKPBITasl OOS3HbIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH
6e3zesaTesbHOCTB.163 (31.03.1908)

The term otvetstvennost’ (responsibility) is used a lot by Stolypin. Otvetstvennost’ is
together with poriadok (order) and zakon (law) within the terms he emphasized
and used the most. Even if he never directly employed the term responsibility in
1910, at the end of the speech held on the 24t of February, 1910, he tried to open

the Sovet's eyes about their liability towards the general conditions of the Russian

158 Tbid. Page: 87-88.
159 Beard, A. 2000. Page: 45.
160 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 82.
161 [bid. Page: 82.
162 Ibid. Page: 86.
163 Ibid. Page: 80.
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road connections. The decisions of the assembly’s members could have overcome

their greatest enemy:

[ToaToMy, rocrozia, 1 Aymaro, 4To K 3STOMY BOIIPOCY HaJi0 OTHECTUCh ropas/io Npolle, HaJj0
IPOCTO MCNOJIb30BaTh HALly BbICIIYI0O AJMUHUCTPATHUBHYI0 BJACTh [JJId Havaja
nepBOHAaya/JbHOW, KpaillHe CKPOMHOM 60pbObl € TpPOMaZHbIM HAlIUM 3JI0M -
6e3710p0KbeM.164

Stolypin quoted Napoleon’s words: “Eshche Napoleon govoril, chto Rossiia
otlichaetsia ot drugikh gosudarstv tem, chto ona obladaet odnoi lishnei stikhiei i
stikhiia eta - bezdorozh’e.”165> (20.02.1910) These conditions, could have been an
advantage to Russia at the beginning of the 19t century, during the
Otechestvennaia voina, because they played a huge role in avoiding the French
conquest of the Empire. The foreign soldiers were disoriented and Russia proudly
rejected their invasion. But one century later, these streets could not be observed
with the same pride: they symbolized Russia’s backwardness. More than that,
Russia needed road connections for the sake of the Empire’s integrity. In the
speech delivered on the 13t of June, 1908, Stolypin used the term otvetsvennost’ 13
times. This employment was ought to stress the importance and need to build a
new organized navy that was able to protect Russia’s borders and its future. In the
other speech he released in 1908, about the importance of the renewal and
construction of the navy, he had already stated that if the Duma continued to avoid
the restoration of the National fleet, it would be a disadvantage for the country and
an advantage for the numerous enemies of the Empire. This avoidance is described
as a “soft pillow” that made the foes sleep well and unconcerned: “Ved’, gospoda,
dlia lukavykh rabov vashe reshenie budet miagkoi podushkoi dlia sladkogo sna.”166
(24.05.1908) The Duma’s irresponsibility made the enemies feel safe to gain
advantages behind Russia’s back. In the same speech, this avoidance is also

explained with other words:

['ocnofa, Hesb3s HaKa3blBaTb 'MMHA3MCTa, CpPe3aBILErocsi Ha 3K3aMeHe, JIMLIEHUEM ero
y4eOHbIX KHUT, y4eOHbIX ocobuil. (Cmex caesa; 8o3aaacul cnpasa: 6paBo.) A Bbl JiesaeTe
He4yTo No/io6Hoe ¢ GJIOTOM (pyKon/eckaHus cnpaed u 8 yeHmpe)... i, MOXKEeT ObITh, eaeTe
xynauiee.167 (24.05.1908)

It is the wrong punishment to take all the books from a student that did not pass
his or her exam. Without the proper materials, he or she has no possibility to study

and get better to pass the exam in the future. In the same way, it is wrong towards

164 [bid. Page: 174.
165 Tbid. Page: 166.
166 [bid. Page: 111.
167 Ibid. Page: 111.
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the fleet, to deny its improvement only because of its past defeats. On the contrary,
the navy has the right to get these ameliorations because they are necessary.
Without them any attempt to defend Russia would be in vain. Stolypin remarked
the necessity to develop and protect Russia, restore its greatness and preserve its
culture. The maritime defence issue is also described with medical metaphors, in
order to add pathos to the importance of the government’s responsibilities.
Stolypin pictured the navy as an old man that urges a surgery: “Ochevidno,
bol’shinstvo Gosudarstvennoi dumy khochet khirurgicheskim obrazom izbavit’
morskoe vedomstvo ot oderzhimoi im bolezni.”168 (24.05.1908) The members of
the Duma are the surgeons that have to be as careful as possible to keep the patient
alive. It is a very serious question: the navy’s existence literally relies on the
Duma’s decisions. Every decision has to be pondered and guided by their sense of

conscience and patriotism:

Bbl xupypru, cobpaBiivecss BOKPYr OJypMaHeHHOTo GosibHOro. bosbHOW aToT - uor,
OlLIeJIOMJIEHHBIM Balled KpPUTHUKOU. Bbl, rocmopa, B3sJM JIaHUETbl W PEXETE €ro,
NOTPOIUMTE ero0 BHYTPEHHOCTH, HO OJlHA HEJIOBKOCTb, OJJHO HEOCTOPOXKHOE JIBHXKEHHE, U
Bbl y2Ke Oy/leTe He OTlepUpoBaTh 6OJIbHOTO, 2 aHATOMUPOBATh Tpym.16? (24.05.1908)

With this metaphor, Stolypin displayed the importance of the navy for the country.
If this sick part will be healed, the whole country will be saved. The state system
has got human features, it has become a body.170 As a human body, the nation is
also composed of many different parts that function only in their wholeness. It
could happen that at certain times one part could suffer an injury or a malfunction.
The body needs an impetus from all of its healthy parts to heal its issued organ: in
Stolypin’s words, this means statehood. With this statement, he wants to reinforce

the importance of the Empire’s unity and integrity:

Tocrosa, HeMb3sl YKPENUTb GOJIbHOE TeJsIo, MUTas ero BbIpe3aHHBIMH W3 HEro Camoro
KyCKaMMU MsfCa; HaJO AaTb TOJYOK OpPraHU3My, CO3[4aTb NPUJIMB NHUTATEJbHbBIX COKOB K
60JIbHOMY MeCTY, U TOT/la OpraHW3M OCHJIUT 00JIe3Hb; B 3TOM JODKHO, HECOMHEHHO,
y4acTBOBAThb BCe rOCYAApCTBO, BCe YACTH TOCYAapCTBA JO/DKHBI MPUHTH HA MOMOLLbL TOH
€ro 4YacTH, KOTOpas B HacTosillee BpeMsl sBJseTcs cjaGedmed. B 3ToM cMbica
rOCyIapCTBEHHOCTH, B 3TOM ONpaBJaHHEe T[OCyAapCTBa, KaK OJHOrO COLMaJbHOTO
yesoro.171 (10.05.1907)

168 [hid. Page: 110.
169 [bid. Page: 111.
170 Tt may be called “body politic”: “A nation regarded as a corporate entity; (with the) the state.
Frequently with body contrasted with the head of state, or used in medical metaphors.” Oxford
English Dictionary: http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/273303?redirectedFrom=body+politic+#eid
[last accessed: 7 May 2019] In his work, Harvey tried to go back to the first associations between
politics and the human body in Body Politic: Political Metaphor and Political Violence.
171 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 52.
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It is evident that every time he employed this metaphor; he wanted to reinforce
patriotism and the country’s responsibilities. In this way he accomplished
credibility and persuasion. The decision to enact laws under the article 87 were
also justified by Stolypin with medical metaphors. He replied to those accusations
that described the government as a person whose hands are covered with blood.
The blood on the government’s hands is apparently indicating its guilt: “My slyshali
tut obvineniia pravitel’stvu, my slyshali o tom, chto u nego ruki v krovi, my slyshali,
chto dlia Rossii styd i pozor, chto v nashem gosudarstve byli osushchestvleny takie
mery, kak voenno-polevye sudy.”172 (13.03.1907) Russia is portrayed as a person
that is able to develop feelings of shame and disgrace in relation to the painful
situation that they were going through. For Stolypin’s opponents, the enactment of
article 87 was responsible for Russia’s sufferings. At the end of this discourse, he
returns to this concept and asserts that the representatives of the assembly have
the power to decide about Russia’s tranquillity. He affirmed that it has to be
distinguished between blood that has been found on the hands of someone who is
trying to save the injured entity, as in the surgeon paragraph above, and blood that

is on the criminals’ hands:

Tocroa, B BalllMX PyKax yclioKoeHne Poccuy, KOTopasi, KOHEYHO, CYMEEeT OTJIMUUTb KPOBb,
0 KOTOPOH TaK MHOTO 3/leCh [IOMEPHUJIOCh, KPOBb Ha PyKax MMajavyeil OT KPOBU Ha pyKax
JIOGPOCOBECTHBIX Bpauyel, NPUMEHSIIOLUIUX CaMble Ype3BbluailiHble, MOXKET ObITh, MEpPbI C
OJIHMM TOJIBKO YIOBaHUEM, C OJHOHM HafeXJ0H, C OZHOH BEpOH - HCLEJUTb TPYAHO
6osibHOTO0.173 (13.03.1907)

Stolypin wants to demonstrate who is good and who is evil and with this
affirmation he discharges the government from the previous accusations of being
guilty because of its blood-stained hands: the government is not the subject that
caused the wound. The article 87 has been used for Russia’s sake, this means that
the government is the healer that tried to stop the bleeding body of the patient -
Russia. Only the right decisions of the government would heal Russia from its
illness.174 As in the case of a human being suffering an illness, Stolypin put
emphasis on spiritual related terms: hope (upovanie, nadezhda) and faith (vera).
They are significant on a psychological basis, but they are not enough to heal the

patient. In this speech, he used the noun krov’ (blood) six times. The term is

172 Ibid. Page: 37.
173 Ibid. Page: 40.
174 “Situatsiia predstavlena sleduiushchim obrazom: Rossiia - eto bol'noi, problemy - eto bolezni,
pravitel'stvo - eto doktora, prinimaemye pravitel’stvom resheniia - eto protsess lecheniia.”
Makarova, V. V. (2012) Ritoricheskii portret P. A. Stolypina: obraz Rossii v rechakh 1906-1911 godov.
In: Nauchnyi dialog, 8. (pp- 208-215) Page: 213.
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employed with different aims in seven of his speeches. One of its primary use is to
display the cruelty of revolutionary actions: “K sozhaleniiu, krovavyi bred,
gospoda, ne poshel eshche na ubyl’ i edva li obyknovennym sposobom podavit’ ego
po plechu nashim obyknovennym ustanovleniiam.”17> (13.03.1907) That stands in
opposition to his intentions of peace, unity and collaboration: “My khotim verit,
chto ot vas, gospoda, my uslyshim slovo umirotvoreniia, chto vy prekratite
krovavoe bezumie.”17¢ (13.03.1907) “My khotim verit” underlined the collective
hope of the government to obtain a reasonable response. The verb to want
sounded like a self-imposition to believe that the opponents’ devastating action
could not be real. Stolypin wanted to point out that the upheavals were senseless
and that the ones who follow this bloody path lived in loneliness.

Stolypin also often described the country as a building. It strengthens the

image of unity and integrity of the country:

[locTaBUB Ha HOT'H, /1aB BO3MOXHOCTb JIOCTUTHYTb XO3SIMCTBEHHOW CaMOCTOSITE/bHOCTH
MHOTOMUJIJIMOHHOMY CeJIbCKOMY HacesIeHUI0, 3aKOHOAaTesIbHOe yupexeHue 3a/710KUT TO
OCHOBaHMe, Ha KOTOPOM IMpPOYHO 6yJeT BO3ABUTHYTO Ipeo6Gpa3oBaHHOE pycCKoe
rocyaapcTBeHHoe 3ianue. 177 (16.11.1907)

Here, the country has to stand on its feet but it is also a building that needs a strong
basis which is represented by the legislative institution. At the beginning of the
speech, Stolypin asserted that he is speaking “on behalf of the government” (ot
imeni pravitel’stva).l’8 He used this formulation four times at the beginning of
three of his speeches. On the 1st of April, 1911, he used ot imeni Soveta (on behalf of
the Sovet).17? This is one more denotation of his will to show unity and integrity
within the government.180 The country is no more described as a human but as a
building which is erected by many bricks and recalls to collaboration. Every single
brick is important and has its own function in order to make the whole building
stand and work correctly, as every single part of a body is important for the
individual’s whole health. Wrong decisions are equivalent to the removal of a
fundamental stone of this building that could signify the destruction of the whole,

the disintegration of the integrity:

175 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 39.

176 bid. Page: 40.

177 Ibid. Page: 65.

178 Ibid. Page: 64.

179 Ibid. Page: 246.

180 Meseniashina, L. A., Sharafutdinova, O. 1., & Kusiaev, A. P. 2016. Ritorika russkogo delovogo i
politicheskogo diskursa. Kollektivnaia monografiia. Cheliabinsk: Entsiklopediia. Page: 54-55.
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HakoHel, peliieHde Balle /Jis NPaBUTENbCTBA, KOTOPOMY IOBEJEHO CO3/aThb IJIaH
06OPOHBbI TOCYapCTBa, KOTOPOE HAaJPbIBAETCsS HaJ 3TOM paboToH, GyAeT paBHOCHJBHO
HU3bSITUI0O W3 CO3/]aBaeMOr0 WM 3JaHUsl OJHOTO U3 KPAeyroJibHbIX, OJHOTO W3 CaMbIX
Ba)XKHbIX kKaMHel.181 (03.03.1908)

In Stolypin’s words, his opponents wanted the removal of the bricks, they wanted

this building to crash and become a ruin to create a whole new statehood on it:

Benb TyT, rocmnoja, NpeJJaraloT paspylieHHe CYIIeCTBYIOIled TocyAapCTBEHHOCTH,
npejaJiaraloT HaM Cpefid APYTHX CUJIbHBIX M KPENKHX HAapoJOoB MpeBpaTUTh Poccuio B
pasBaJIMHbI JJIsT TOrO, YTOObl Ha 3THUX pasBajMHAX CTPOUTh HOBOE, HEBEJOMOE HaM
oTedecTB0.182 (10.05.1907)

These positions menace the country’s peace, integrity and unity. They wish to
destroy these concepts in order to establish new dispositions of the building of the
country. Stolypin is confident that the Duma assembly is going to act responsibly in
order to improve and restore the greatness of the country that is again described
as a building: “My verim, chto vy skazhete to slovo, kotoroe zastavit nas vsekh stat’
ne na razrushenie istoricheskogo zdaniia Rossii, a na peresozdanie, pereustroistvo
ego ukrashenie.”183 (13.03.1907) Russia is the object that has to be built in a
certain way by the administrator and his workers.18% This metaphor is used by
Stolypin to strengthen unity, integrity, collaboration and sense of responsibility. All
of these terms can describe the function of a state. To obtain the assemblies’
support, it was demonstrated that Stolypin gave a huge importance to these
concepts, which are typical in persuasive political speeches. Moreover, he always
gave two possible solutions, in order to remark the necessity of common sense
decisions. Here, he produced the contraposition by creating two groups “My verim”
and “chto vy skazhete [...]”: one way of thought was clearly the best option in his
point of view, the other was discredited by appointing it as bad for the country’s
sake. Every decision is justified by Russia’s sovereignty. To sustain his thesis
better, Stolypin often recurred to everyday life images, personifications and
metaphors. Journey, building, body and medical metaphors were the most used in

Stolypin’s speeches.

181 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 77.
182 [bid. Page: 49.
183 |bid. Page: 40.
184 Makarova, V. V. 2012. Page: 213.
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2.2 Action and the importance of time

Stolypin is “a man of action”.185 To force the concept that the country needed to
take their responsibilities, he highlighted the importance of action in a given time.
In the previous chapter, he described the Empire’s enemy as peacefully sleeping
because they did got advantages from the country’s irresponsibility. Now the
country itself is described as sleeping. It is an animal in hibernation: “Esli my
budem spat’ letargicheskim snom, to krai etot budet propitan chuzhimi sokami i,
kogda my prosnemsia, mozhet byt’, on okazhetsia russkim tol’ko po nazvaniiu.”186
(31.03.1908) Sleeping means to avoid decisions and actions, it stands for passivity
and indifference to the Empire’s destiny. It means to remain immobile. In this
concern, Stolypin once stated: “Narod sil’'nyi i mogushchestvennyi ne mozhet byt’
narodom bezdeiatel'nym.”187 (31.05.1908) On the 11th of December, 1909, he
stressed that the government did not have to waste time by waiting, but rather
that its duty was to act: “Buduchi khorosho znakom s etim polozheniem, ia schitaiu
svoim dolgom, svoei obiazannost’iu zaiavit’ vam, gospoda, chto zhdat’ nel’zia.”188
The situation in the Western provinces has been described as a theatre, where the
foreigners take actions, or as a book which ends with another defeat. Here, to
underline that Russia needed to act in order to give the right assistance to the
Russian boundaries, he described the situation as an “historic hippodrome”. He
rhetorically asked, if Russia had to be only an observer, or even a heartless bettor
in these regions:

ﬂOCTOﬁHa JIN PYCCKOIro MNpaBUTEJIbCTBA POJIb MNOCTOPOHHEro 3pUTeJid, MOCTOPOHHEro

Ha6J’IlOL[aTe.TIH (cnpaea u e yeHmpe pykonsieCKaHus u 2oJioca: 6paBo), CTodlero Ha 3ToM

HWCTOPUYECKOM HINOJPOME, WJIM B KauyecTBe OECHPUCTPACTHOTO CyAbH Yy HPU30BOTO
CT0J16a, PETUCTPUPYIOLIETO JIUIIb YCIIEXH TON WX MHOU HapoaHocTu?189 (07.05.1910)

The government became only a spectator who witnessed changes within these
provinces, therefore, Stolypin asked his audience, if Russia is really worthy of its
given supremacy. On the first of April, 1911, Stolypin explained that the rejection

of the bill he proposed would bring to “the collapse of a whole world of

185 Conroy, M. S. 1976. Page: 17. In this, he differs completely from his predecessor Goremykin who
was completely indifferent and passive to his duties: “In Goremykin’s view, since all authority
centered in the Tsar, it was the obligation of the ministers simply to await and carry out the
sovereign’s orders.” Healy, A. E. 1976. Page: 145.
186 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 82.
187 Ibid. Page: 115.
188 |bid. Page: 163.
189 [bid. Page: 195.
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concepts”.190 The consideration about these different cultures would change and
give more relevance to the Polish culture, enabling them to gradually change or
even erase the Russian culture and language in these Empire’s regions. The non-
intervention of the Empire in the Western areas would be a defeat on a rhetorical
basis, on the “field of thoughts” for Russian pride. With words they would not
achieve results, they would remain only as spectators. Stolypin wished that words
became facts: “[..] potomu, nakonets, chto uravnenie prav krest'ianstva s
ostal’'nymi sosloviiami Rossii dolzhno byt ne slovom, a dolzhno stat’ faktom.”
(15.03.1910) He already formulated it in a similar way on the 16t of November,
1907, when he remarked that he did not want to waste time writing new speeches
and the consequent feeding of inquiries, questions and accusations from his
opponents. Stolypin did not want to formulate new promises, if the previous words
were not developed into real actions. While politicians were wasting time in pure
disputes, the country was struggling and waiting for new opportunities and proper

laws. The government needed a strong will to obtain effective results:

locioga useHbl [ocymapcTBeHHO#M aymbl! Ciyiias pasfaBaBluiMecss TYT HapeKaHUs U
0OBHHEHHUS TMPOTHUB IPABUTENbCTBA, 5 CHOpauiuBaa cebs, JOJDKEH JHU s, [JaBa
NPaBUTEJbCTBA, UJTH N0 NYTH CJIOBECHOTO CIIOPA, CIOBECHOTO MOeIMHKA U 1aBaTh TOJbKO
IUILY HOBBIM peyaM B TO BpeMsl, KaK CTpaHa C Hallps>)KeHHbIM BHUMaHHEM U BBIMY4eHHBIM
HeTepleHUEeM JKJEeT OT Hac Cepoill MOBCeJHEBHOW pabOThbl, CKPLITHIA OJieCK KOTOPOU
MOXKET 0GHApPYXUThCs TOJBKO CO BpeMeHeM. M KOHeYHO, He JJis MyCcTOro CIOopa, He U3
60S3HM TOTO, YTO MPABUTEJbCTBO HA30BYT 0GE30TBETHBIM, TAK >Ke, KaK IOHANpPaCHY
HasbIBaJIM ero B Npouiod /lyMe "6e30TBeTCTBEHHBIM", BBICTYIIAIO 51 C pa3bsCHEHUEM, HO
JJIS. TOTO, YTOObI MOBTOPHO U CYyTry60 BBIICHUTb, B UeM UMEHHO MPAaBUTENBLCTBO GYyJET
YeprnaTh PyKOBOJsLIYE HaYala CBOeH JesITEbHOCTH, Ky/JJa OHO UJET U KyZia BeJleT CTPaHy.
ToJibKO TO MpPaBUTENBLCTBO MMeeT NPAaBO Ha CyLeCTBOBAaHMeE, KOTOpoe o6JafjaeT
3peJIol rocyZIlapCTBEHHOUM MBICJIbIO U TBEP0H rocyiapcTBeHHOU BoJiei.191 (16.11.1907)

In this paragraph, the noun pravitel’stvo (government), as in almost every
employment of this term in Stolypin speeches, is the subject and is presented as a
human individual. The government is a “separate independent entity” and owns
the major power.192 Stolypin remarked again that moving forward stands for
activity, that is necessary for the active reaching of common goals. In this process,
Russia had to demonstrate its strong and mature state’s thought and will,
otherwise the Empire would not exist anymore. Spiritual terms as will (volia), trust
(doverie) and faith (vera), are often accompanied by adjectives as firm (tverdyi)
and strong (krepkii), in order to describe the properties that a government

(pravitel’stvo) and state (gosudarstvo) should own. These words create pathos. He

190 [bid. Pages: 254-255.

191 Ibid. Page: 68.

192 Meseniashina, L. A., Sharafutdinova, O. 1., & Kusiaev, A. P. 2016. Page: 55.
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portrayed the defeat193 of the Russian consciousness that he was trying to restore,
as a failure of beautiful words that were not followed by actions: “Pridavleno,
pobezhdeno budet vozrozhdaiushcheesia russkoe samosoznanie - i ne na pole
brani, ne siloiu mecha, a na ristalishche mysli, gipnozom teorii i siloiu... krasivoi
frazy!”19¢ (01.02.1911) Stolypin remarked the importance of the pre-existent
world of thoughts. With their promises, beautiful words hypnotised and then
destroyed the current achievements of Russia. Stolypin proposed facts that would
allow Russia to maintain the sovereignty over the Polish areas but with peaceful
conditions. Beautiful and luxuriant phrases are often co-protagonists to the
concept of action and time. To convince his audience that the loss of time is
counterproductive, especially concerning the construction of a powerful navy,

Stolypin quoted Peter the Great:

Hukakux mnblIHBIX (pas s NPOU3HOCHUTh M He KeJjal, HO B JIAaHHYID MHUHYTY MHe
MPUIIOMUHAIOTCS CJIOBA, CKAa3aHHbIE CO3JjaTesieM pycckoro ¢uiota, Bce TeM ke [leTpom
BesvkuM, nmpyd KOTOPOM BIIEpBble 3acTydas TONOP PYCCKOTO CTPOUTEJSI Ha PYCCKUX
Bepdax. ITH CJI0BAa HAM HYXKHO HAJIOJIT0 3alIOMHUTh. BoT onu: "[IpoMesieHne BpeMeHU —
cMepTH 6e3B03BpaTHOM nojo6H0".195 (03.03.1908)

He mentioned Peter the Great because he was the first who tried to modernize
Russia as a whole but he especially gave new rise and dignity to the Russian navy:
he has been successful in his aims and obtained the re-establishment of the
Russian pride. Stolypin cited him in three speeches: on the Emperor’s example, he
wanted to show that with little means but with strong will, passion and faith in
Russia, they will achieve long-lasting successes: “Ved’ odin, s morskim flotom,
postroennym pervonachal'no na presnoi rechnoi vode, s moriakami, im samim
obuchennymi, bez sredstv, no s tverdoi veroi v Rossiiu i ee budushchee shel vpered
Velikii Petr.”196 (05.05.1908) Unlike the previous example that illustrated the
impossibility to employ only hope and faith to heal a patient, here, Stolypin wanted
to point out that a profound faith can make the difference, if the Russian folk
believed in its country as Peter the Great and as their ancestors did.

The present time has to be used to create a strong basis of constant

development for the country’s future. Stolypin employed the formulation

193 Stolypin describes this event as a defeat. Presenting it as a war is a choice that “dramatizes
oppositions” and “emphasizes aggressiveness and seriousness of political debates, conflicts and
elections” Semino, E. 2008. Metaphor in discourse. Cambridge; New York. Cambridge University
Press. Page: 100.
194 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 245.
195 Tbid. 2019. Page: 78.
196 [bid. Page : 103.
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nastoiashchee vremia in 36 speeches. In his last speech, he affirmed that the next
generation would not be ashamed of their Nationality anymore. He portrayed his
strong will to create a better future for the next generations and he stated that the
goals the government would soon achieve through the enactment of new laws,
were his greatest pride. The present generation was accountable for the future
generations. If Stolypin’s generation did not benefit from the political changes, the
next generation will: “Pobedil, kak vy znaete, istoricheskii smysl; brosheny byli
semena novykh russkikh politicheskikh nachal, i esli ne my, to budushchie
pokoleniia dolzhny budut uvidet’ ikh rost.”197 (27.04.1911) He used the noun
pokolenie (generation) seven times, at least in six of his speeches.198 On the 31st of
May, 1908, at the beginning of his popular speech, he explained that the future

generations would still live in poverty because of Russia’s debts:

Mexzay TeM NpaBUTEJbCTBO 6epeTcs 3a cy4aliHoe NpeANpUsATHE, UeT IPOTUB HApPOJHOH
HY>K/bl, HAPO/AHOM NOJIb3bI U Jla)Ke He CUMTAeTCsA U € OyLyLMMH OKOJIEHUSIMU, KOTOpbIe
HUKOT/]a He BbIObIOTCA M3 HULIETHI, pa3 Mbl OTArollaeM UX FTHETOM HOBOI'O HEIIOMEpPHOTO
josra.l?? (31.03.1908)

In Stolypin’s opinion, his generation has not been a good example for the youth. To
offer a better future to the following generations he had to stop the revolution,
which is described as a disease that slowly brought demise to Russia. With this
medical metaphor he wanted to demonstrate that force was the only solution. The
country was in fact the body which was hosting this fiery sore. The medicine
Stolypin proposed, was repression and the repetition of tam (there) clearly points
out that, in his judgment, the only possible consequence of terroristic attempts is

“ruthless punishment”:

Bcs Hama mosivneidckas CUCTeMa, BeCb 3aTpadydBaeMbld TPyJ M cuya Ha 6GopbOy C
pasbezawllledl s3BOM PEBOJIIOLUM — KOHEYHO, He lieJb, a CpPejCTBO, CPeACTBO JaThb
BO3MOXXHOCTb 3aKOHO/IaTe/IbCTBOBATh, [J|a, [OCII0/Ia, 3aKOHOJATeJbCTBOBATD, IOTOMY 4TO
U B 3aKOHO/|aTeJIbHOE yUpex/aeHrue ObIM MONBITKU 6pocaTh 60MObI! A TaM, rjie apryMeHT
- 60M6a, TaM, KOHEYHO, eCTECTBEHHBbIH OTBET - GecHoInaZHOCTh Kapbl! W yaydmuTs,
CMATYUTH Hally >KM3Hb BO3MOXHO He YHUUYTOXKEHUWEM Kapbl, He o006JerdieHueM
BO3MOXKHOCTH JIeJIaTh 3J10, a TPOMaJJHON BHYTpeHHel pa6oToi.200 (11.02.1909)

197 Ibid. Page: 264.
198 Obolensky: “Stolypin ochen’ zadumyvalsia i o podrastaiushchem pokolenii. On soznaval, chto
shkola malo davala liudei, predannykh rodine, ne vyrabatyvala voli, a vliianie sem’i znachitel'no
oslabevalo. V novykh organizatsiiakh molodezhi: v skautakh, sokolakh, razvedchikakh — on dumal
naiti podderzhku etim nedostatkam i shel navstrechu etim techeniiam. Driablost’, bezvolie,
natsional’noe bezrazlichie, tsarivshie v masse vo vremena revoliutsii, pogubili Rossiiu. On predvidel
eto.” Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Page: 37.
199 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 80.
200 [bid. Page: 145-146.
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Without this cure the country would not heal: laws would not be emanated and
disorder would reign over the Empire. The sick country would perish. In Stolypin’s
opinion, this situation legitimates the use of harsher tones and of physical
repressions. In this paragraph, Stolypin also used the building metaphor: he
referred to real bombs that hit the buildings’ fundaments but he also alluded to the
enemies’ continuous rhetorical obstruction to the construction of laws. Both were
deleterious. Stolypin called the bomb an argument because, in his opinion, the
opposition was not able to argue properly but it was only able to start riots and
upheavals and create political disorder. In Stolypin’s words, the extremists tried to
deprive Russia of its future. Another concern of the government was the
preservation of workers’ health and lives, especially of the youngest. Stolypin

explained that the duration of labour had to be cut:

B 1essix oOxpaHeHHUsI KM3HM M 3J0pOBbsl IMOAPACTAIONET0 pabodero MOKOJIEHHS,
yCTaHOBJIEHHbIE HbIHE HOPMbI TPYy/a MaJIOJIETHUX PAGOYUX U MOAPOCTKOB JOKHbBI ObITh
NEPECMOTPEHBI C BOCIpELIeHHEM WM, KaK M JKeHLIMHAaM, MPOU3BOJCTBA HOYHBIX M
o/3eMHbIX pa6oT.201 (06.03.1907)

The future and the past of a country go hand in hand: “Vy ne mozhete
razorvat’ i s proshlym Rossii.”202 (05.05.1908) The past is the basis for the present
and the future, it belongs to the country’s history. Further in this speech, he
apologized for reminding his audience about Russia’s past and the Russian blood
that flew for the creation of a solid country with the supremacy over Finland. But
in his opinion, the past does not have to be erased and forgotten: “Prostite, chto ia
vspominaiu o proshlom, no i zabyvat’ o nem ne prikhoditsia.”203 (05.05.1908) As
stated, in this speech he recalled Peter the Great who created together with the
“Russian blood” a sense of pride and belonging. History is a value that has to be
respected and preserved: “V zhizni naroda polveka - mgnovenie. Sokhranit’
zhiznennost’ mogut lish’ gosudarstvennye uchrezhdeniia, soznaiushchie eto i
dorozhashchie sviaz'iu s proshlym i predaniiami, kotorye pridaiut etim
ustanovleniiam istoricheskuiu tsennost’.”204 (04.03.1908) He employed the
adjective istoricheskii (historical) 63 times in 20 of his speeches. He used this term
at the end of nine of his speeches, since it evokes solemnity, it stresses the

importance of the occasion or of the object it is denoting. Stolypin described the

201 [bid. Page: 28.
202 Ibid. Page: 103.
203 Tbid. Page: 103.
204 Ibid. Page: 78.
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time they were living in, as a “slishkom slozhnoe vremia”2%5 (31.03.1910) and adds
that in this “historical time” their good intentioned actions will be an answer in
front of history.2% (06.03.1907) There is also a tight connection between the past
and the present time. This link is fundamental to understand future evolvements.
Stolypin knew that his government was writing history itself and that all its actions
and decisions would be significant for Russia’s future: “Dlia obshirnogo kraia eto
mozhet byt’ povorot v ego istoricheskoi sud’be, dlia Rossii - eto, byt’ mozhet,
predreshenie ee natsional’'nogo budushchego.”207 (01.04.1911) The preservation
of the Russian soil is for him a national, cultural and historical mission, which is a
form of respect towards their ancestors and their achievements and sacrifices:
“[...] my dolzhny byt si'ny na nashem Dal'nem Vostoke ne dlia bor’by, a dlia
prikrytiia nashei natsional’'noi kul'turnoi raboty, kotoraia iavliaetsia i nashei
istoricheskoi missiei.”208 (31.03.1908) In two further speeches, he stressed that the
country has to learn from the past not only from Russia but also from the history of
other countries: the past repeats itself in a circle, if they were not able to
understand previous mistakes and act in the opposite direction. He took France’s
past decisions as an example,29° but also Germany’s, not only to show their
national past, but also to demonstrate that Russia still lived in backwardly
compared to Europe: “Gospoda, istoriia povtoriaetsia: “Berlin 60-kh godov
proshlogo stoletiia napominal soboi v bol’'shoi mere v sanitarnom otnoshenii
kartinu segodniashnego Peterburga.”210 Stolypin also forecasted events in order to
avoid undesired situations and episodes. He used the verb predvidet’ (to forecast)
14 times in 11 speeches. In two of these speeches, he even quoted one of Ekaterina
the Great’s popular French mottos. On the 31st of March, 1908, Stolypin used it for

the first time:

1 »xe HacTamBalo Ha TOM, UTO IIPABUTEJbCTBO B3BECHJIO HMEHHO Hallle M0JIOKEHHUE TTOCTIEe
JlaJIbHEBOCTOYHOM BOHHBI, YTO IPaBUTEJbCTBO HMeJO B BHUAY MyApoe H3peyeHHUe
Exatepunbl Besnukoil gouverner c’est prevoir, «ynpaBJTb - 3TO HpPeABUIETHY.
[IpaBUTENBLCTBO, MpEX/e YeM NMPUHATH PelleHUe, UMEJIO B BUJY BCIO COBOKYIHOCTb BCEX
TeX BO3PayKEHUH, KOTOpbIe 3/1ech 6bLIM BbicKazaHbl.211 (31.03.1908)

205 [bid. Page: 187.
206 [bid. Page: 32.
207 Ibid. Page: 255.
208 [bid. Page: 81.
209 Ibid. Page: 69.
210 Tbid. Page: 230.
211 Jbid. Page: 81.
44



To be a good ruler means to take every possible scenario into account, considering
every point of view and being prepared for any kind of event and danger. He
borrowed her quotation once more, in his last speech in front of the controversial

Duma:

Gouverner - c'est prevoir - roBapuBasa elle Benukasa ExarepuHa, UM, KOHEYHO,
PaBUTEJIbCTBO, AelcTByollee He B 6e3BO3/yLIHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE, AO/DKHO ObLJIO 3HATH,
YTO MPHUJET Yac U OHO CTOJIKHETCA C [ByMs CaMOCTOATE/JbHbIMHU JYXOBHBIMHM MHUpPaMH —
T'ocynapcTBeHHOUM AyMoi u ['ocygapcTBeHHbIM coBeTOM.%12 (27.04.1911)

Stolypin mentioned Ekaterina the Great in five of his speeches. These quotations,
as Peter the Great’s words, give an historic and patriotic pathos to his speech. In
his first speech as a representative of Goremykin’s government, he already talked
about forecasting, since he was aware that the majority of the Duma was adverse
to him: “lIa predvizhu vozrazheniia, chto sushchestvuiushchie zakony nastol’ko
nesovershenny, chto vsiakoe ikh primenenie mozhet vyzvat’ tol’ko ropot.”213
(08.06.1908) To foresee means to take precautions even for situations that do not

seem imminent:

“[...] Mo>xHO TpeABUAETH U HAJTUYHOCTb HOBBIX NONBITOK NIPUOOPETEHUsI 3eMJU CUJIOI0 U
HacuaueM. 1 JoJDKeH CcKasaTb, YTO B HACTOsllee BpeMsl ONACHOCTb 3Ta elle JaJeKo, HO
Heo6xX0JMMO olpeJie/IMTh Ty 4epTy, 32 KOTOPOH ONAacHOCTb 3Ta, ONACHOCTb YCIELIHOTO
BO3/IeHICTBUA Ha HaceJleHHMe B CMbICJIe OTKPBITOTO BBICTYIUIEHUSl, CTaHOBUTCSA
JleHCTBUTENbHO TpeBOKHOM.”214 (10.05.1907)

This is connected to Stolypin’s already-mentioned rejection of the concept of
inaction, which does not only mean to understand events on a present or historical
basis but especially on a forecasting and preventive level.21> This had a huge role in
Stolypin’s nonviolent rhetoric. As stated not only by many contemporaries of
Stolypin but also by some historians, Stolypin’s most important successes were the
prevention and postponement of the First World War and the Russian Revolution
of 1917. He repressed revolutionists and mediated within the international
powers. In a letter to Alexander Bulygin, one of his predecessors on the Minister of
Internal Affairs’ chair, and dated 24t March, 1905,21¢ Stolypin already wrote:
“Luchshe predvidet’ sobytiia, chem opravdyvat’ usilenie vlasti dopushchennym

besporiadkom. Mezhdu tem, nastoiashchee sostoianie derevni daet osnovanie

212 Ibid. Page: 259.
213 |bid. Page: 14.
214 [bid. Page: 51.
215 “It is pragmatic nonviolence in words, denigrating inaction, promoting, where possible,
‘preventive’ action.” Gorsevski, E. W. 2004. Page: 94.
216 Pozhigailo, P. A. (Ed.) 2008. Page: 294.
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predvidet’ vozmozhnost’ krest'ianskikh besporiadkov.”217 To forecast events,
means to act in order to avoid their sorrowful consequences and find another

solution before violent repressions were “necessary”.

2.3 Law, order and freedom

The revolution of 1905 was destructive but in the end it effectively achieved one
major mutation: the Tsar, who found himself under heavy pressures, finally signed
the October Manifesto.218 Stolypin referred to this time as “velikiy istoricheskiy
perelom”.219 (06.03.1907) This change involved the establishment of a State Duma
which was “a popularly elected legislative assembly” and in 1906, the Empire
inaugurated its Fundamental Laws.220 Russia finally became a Constitutional
Monarchy, which at least enabled political argumentations.22! Nevertheless, Russia
remained a tumultuous centre for revolutionists: Stolypin’s first two years in
office, were characterized by bloody revolts and terror acts. In August, 1906, the
Social Revolutionaries organized a terrible attempt against Stolypin. It resulted in
27 deaths and 32 injured people, including two of Stolypin’s children. The Tsar was
profoundly shaken and outraged by this disgrace and as a consequence, he decided
to establish a law to decrease these acts of terrorism.222 This emergency procedure

was enabled by the article 87223 of the Fundamental Laws of 1906. In effect of this

217 Ibid. Page: 299.
218 Moss, V. 2012. The Fall of the Russian Empire: A Spiritual History. Page: 251. From:
https://www.academia.edu/35479344/THE FALL OF THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE - vol. 2 1905-
1925
219 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 31.
220 Healy, A. E. 1976. Page: 9.
221 “[...] Nicholas finally accepted, albeit reluctantly, the deletion of the word ‘unlimited’ from the
old formula defining the monarch’s power as ‘autocratic and unlimited’ [...]” Wortman, R. S. 2018.
Page: 173.
222 Avrekh, A. Ia. 1991. P. A. Stolypin i sud’by reform v Rossii. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo politicheskoi
literatury. Pages: 20-21.
223 “If extraordinary circumstances necessitate the introduction of a measure which requires
legislative action when the State Duma is in recess, the Council of Ministers submits the measure
directly to the Sovereign Emperor. Such a measure, however, cannot introduce changes into the
Fundamental State Laws, or the Institutions of the State Council and State Duma, or in the
Regulations on elections to the Council or the Duma. The force of such a measure will cease if the
responsible minister or department head fails to introduce appropriate legislation in the State
Duma during the first two months of its session upon reconvening, or if the State Duma or State
Council refuse to enact it into law.”
http://www.imperialhouse.ru/en/dynastyhistory/dinzak1/760.html [last accessed: 7 May 2019]
In the praxis: “This decree gave provincial governors power to deal with terrorists who were
caught redhanded. The accused were to be tried before military courts, they were not permitted
any defense, and executed—in most cases the penalty—within twenty-four hours of the
pronouncement of sentence.” Tokmakoff, G. 1981: Page: 13.
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attempt, Stolypin gained public support and even in some cases the support of his
opponents which led to a political advantage within his two areas of focus; law and
order.22* On the 13th of March, 1907, Stolypin held a speech about the decisions
that had been taken in the time between the First and the Second Duma under this

article. He justified this enactment:

JTOT NPUHLMI B NpHUPOJE 4yeJOBeKa, OH B NpUpoOJe caMmoro rocyjapcrsa. Korma oM
TOPUT, TOCIOJQA, Bbl BJaMblBaeTeCh B YyXKHe KBapTHUPBHI, JIOMaeTe JBepH, JIOMaeTe OKHa.
Korpa desioBek 60JieH, ero opraHusM Jieyar, oTpaBJisia ero a40M. Korja Ha Bac Hanajaet
youila, Bbl ero yOuBaeTe. IJTOT NOPSJOK IPHU3HAETCS BCEMH TIOCYAapCTBAMM.%2>
(13.03.1907)

Here, he employed dangerous situations to justify the reactions that occur if a
person finds him or herself facing those kind of events. Those escalations are
obvious. Stolypin wanted to convince the Duma that the decisions he took under
article 87 were also a natural response and a logical consequence to the serious
and dangerous revolutionary attitude within Russia, since there was no cohesion
in the assemblies and the government could not employ the laws that, in its
judgment, were necessary to calm down the situation. This kind of argumentation
is of “necessity”: in the rhetorician’s words, any other decision would be pointless
and would inevitably lead to failure.22¢ These consequences were not revenges: “la
govoril im, ia povtorial im, chto v politike net mesti, no est’ posledstviia.”227
(07.05.1910)

Laws were the centre of Stolypin’s policy. He invested a lot of effort in
legality and legislation,228 and in giving to the State Duma the shape of a serious
place of confrontation and especially of a “genuine legislative institution”.22° With
his concept of action, Stolypin implied political decisions that generated laws and
reforms. The government needed to apply the laws that did not already exist,
before thinking of the creation of new laws. As the sentry, they had to try to defend
the rights of Russian citizens by all already existing means and not wait for other

tools:

Henb3st ckazaTb 4acoBoMy: y TeGsl CTapoe KpeMHEBOE pYKbe; YIOTpPebJiss ero, Thl
MOXelllb PAHUTDb Ce0s1 U MOCTOPOHHUX; 6pOCh py»Kbe. Ha 3TO YecTHBIN YacOBOH OTBETHT:

224 Tokmakoff, G. 1981: Page: 13.

225 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 38.

226 Volkov, A. A. 2006. Vidy ritoricheskikh argumentov. From: https://www.portal-
slovo.ru/philology/37420.php?ELEMENT ID=37420&PAGEN 1=5 [last accessed: 7 May 2019]

227 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 202.

228 Pares, B. 1907. Page: 563.

229 Zenkovsky, A.V. 1986. Page: 6.
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IOKyZa s Ha IOCTY, MOKyJa MHe He JaJd HOBOTO PYXbsl, 1 OYAy CTapaThbCs yMeJo
JlelCTBOBATh CTApbIM (WyM, cmex).230 (08.06.1906)

Power guaranteed rights and justice to the populations. The government relied on
laws and was responsible for the preservation of the Empire’s unity, integrity,
peace and order. These were the perfect conditions for a collaborative

development of successful legislative enactments:

BJjlacTb He MOXET CYUTAThCS 11eJ1bl0. BJacTb — 3TO CPEACTBO /Il OXpPAHEHHUs JKU3HH,
CIIOKOUCTBUS M MOPSAIKA; O3TOMY, OCY»K/1asi BCEMEPHO MPOU3BOJI U CAMOBJIACTUE, HEJIb3sI
He CUMTaTb OMACHbIM Ge3BJiacTHeE PaBUTENbCTBA. He HYy»KHO 3a6bIBaTh, YTO 6€3/ieHCTBHE
BJIACTH BEJIET K aHAPXHHU, YTO NMPABUTEIbCTBO He €CTh amnnapaT 6eCCUIns U UCKaTeJbCTBa.
[IpaBUTENILCTBO — alnapaT BJACTH, ONUPAOIIeHcsl Ha 3aKOHBI, OTCIO/IA ICHO, YTO MUHUCTP
JIOJDKEH U 6y/ieT Tpe6oBaTb OT YUHOB MUHHUCTEPCTBA OCMOTPUTENIbHOCTH, OCTOPOXKHOCTH
U CHpaBeJJINBOCTH, HO [TakKe|] TBepAOTO HCIOJHEHUs CBOEro JoJra M 3akKoHa.231
(08.06.1906)

Stolypin employed the noun zakon (law) in every discourse he held, except in two
very brief speeches delivered on the 20th of March, 1907, and on the first of June, of
the same year. While he used the term reform 51 times in 19 of his discourses. An
important point that regards his reforms, was education. He was convinced of the
necessity of the reformation of the scholar system, since it was at the base of

Russia’s development:

Co3HaBasgs HEOOXOJUMOCTb MPHUJOXKEHHS BeJUMYAWUIIUX YCUJIUM [AJ  [OJHSATHSA
3KOHOMUYECKOr0 6JIar0COCTOSIHUS HaceseHHs], IPaBUTEJNbCTBO SICHO OTAAeT ceGe OTYeT,
YTO yCHUJIMS 3TH GyAyT 6eClJOAHbI, MOKAa IMpPOCBElleHHe HapOJHBbIX Macc He OyjAeT
MOCTABJEHO Ha JOJ/DKHYIO BBICOTY M He OYyAyT yCTpaHeHbl Te SIBJEHHUsI, KOTOPbIMH
MOCTOSIHHO HapylIaeTcsl MpPaBUJIbHOE TEYEeHHE NIKOJbHOW KW3HW B IMOC/TEJHUE TOJbI,
sIBJIEHUs], CBHU/IETEJbCTBYIOLIME O TOM, YTO 0e3 KOpeHHOW pedopMbl Halld y4eGHbIe
3aBe/leHUsI MOTYT JIOWTH JI0 COCTOSIHUS MOJIHOTO passioxkeHus.232 (06.03.1907)

Economy could not develop if the government did not give the right importance to
the education of the youth. The educational institution itself would vanish without
proper improvement. Russia would remain a mediocre and backward country. Just
in this introductive speech to the Second Duma, Stolypin used the noun reform 13
times. His most significant and widely recognized reformatory achievement has
been the Agrarian Reform.233 The country’s welfare especially depended on the

peasants, whose education and enlightenment was fundamental:

Ho mpex/ie yeM roBopUTh 0 crnocobax, HY>KHO sICHO cebGe NpesCTaBUTh Liesb, a LieJdb y
MpaBUTENbCTBA BIOJIHE ONpeJie/ieHHa: IMPaBUTENbCTBO >KeJaeT MOJHATh KPeCTbAHCKOe

230 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 14.
231 |bid. Page: 14.
232 |bid. Page: 29.
233 “A case in point was the agrarian law of November 9, 1906. If that law had not been enacted by
Article 87, then, considering the debates which took more than three and a half years in the
legislative institutions, one might say almost with certainty that the agrarian law would never have
passed.” Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Page: 28.
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3eMJIeBJIaJIeHH e, OHO JKeJlaeT BUZIETh KPECTbsIHMHA 6OTaThIM, JOCTATOYHBIM, TaK KaK I'e
JIOCTaTOK, TaM, KOHEYHO, ¥ MIPOCBelLlleHHe, TaM U HacTos1asa cBo6oza.234 (10.05.1907)

The repetition of tam underlines that wealth is the main basis for enlightenment
and freedom. The government’s aim is the peasants’ freedom, which could only be
achieved if peasants had enough land and consequently money: “Pust’ kazhdyi
ustraivaetsia po-svoemu, i tol’ko togda my deistvite'no pomozhem naseleniiu.”23>
(10.05.1907) He summed up that he wanted to free the lower classes from poverty
(ot nishchenstva), ignorance (ot nevezhestva) and lawlessness (ot bespraviia)?3¢
(05.12.1908) He repeated the same concept with the same words on the 11t of
February, 1909,237 and on the 15t March, 1910.238 Stolypin metaphorically viewed
poverty as a prison from which peasants needed to be freed through the help of the
Agrarian Reform. Peasants deserved freedom in order to become their own
masters and begin a radical change in Russian agriculture. Freedom permits
progress while imprisonment obstacles changes.?3? The peasants’ liberty would be
also an advantage for the landowners, since riots and pogroms would definitely

stop. Peace and tranquillity will take their places:

S nymato, 4TO U 3eMJIeBIaZEbLIbI HE MOTYT HE eJaTh UMETh CBOMMU COCEZSIMH JIIO/IeH
CTMOKOWHBIX M J0BOJIBHBIX BMECTO TOJIOJAIOIIMX M IOIPOMIIMKOB. 1 JyMaio, 4TO U Bce
pyccKue NI, XKOKAYIINe YCIOKOeHHUsl CBOeH CTpaHBbl, KeJIaloT CKOpeHIlero pa3peLieHus
TOTO BONIPOCA, KOTOPBIA HECOMHEHHO, XOTS ObI 0TYACTH, MUTaeT cMyTy.240 (10.05.1907)

Stolypin tried to convince his audience about his rightness, asserting that it is
evident that peasants’ freedom affects the whole country. The Agrarian Reform is
the basis for any other reform: “Lish’ v sochetanii s sotsial'noi agrarnoi reformoi
politicheskie reformy mogli poluchit’ zhizn’, silu i znachenie.”241 (15.03.1910) It is
a fundamental reform because its enactment would prevent peasants from taking
part to the revolutionary riots: they would be less impressionable by these violent
movements, since they would be satisfied with their condition. They won’t feel the
need to revolt or to undertake criminal paths, they won’t be slaves anymore: “Poka

krest’ianin beden, poka on ne obladaet lichnoiu zemel’'noiu sobstvennost’iu, poka

234 Stolypin, P. A. Page: 51.
235 [bid. Page: 50.
236 |bid. Page: 126.
237 |bid. Page: 146.
238 [bid. Page: 175.
239 Goatly, A. 2007. Page: 182.
240 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 46.
241 [bid. Page: 175.
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on nakhoditsia nasil’no v tiskakh obshchiny, on ostanetsia rabom, i nikakoi pisanyi
zakon ne dast emu blaga grazhdanskoi svobody.”242 (16.11.1907)
Laws were not enough to calm down revolutionists. Stolypin stated that the

overnment was therefore a “reactionary government”:
y

Bo-nepBblX, rocrno/ia, COBepLIeHHO HECOMHEHHO, UTO NPaBUTEIbCTBO CYypPOBBbIM 06pa3oM U
pearupoBaso, U pearupyeT IPOTUB PEBOJIIOLMH; [IO3TOMY /Jisl PEBOJIIOLMOHEPOB U AJIS
JIML, COYYBCTBYIOIIMX MWJM COYYBCTBOBAaBLIMX MM, HACToOsillee MpPAaBUTEJbCTBO -
NPaBUTENbCTBO peaKUMOHHOE. HO TOYHO Tak e M3BECTHO, YTO MPABUTEIBCTBO MPHUHSJIO
Ha ce6s 3a/ja4y YCTAaHOBUTb MPOYHBIM NpPaBOMEPHBINA MOPSJIOK, IPOBO/iS OJHOBPEMEHHO
pedopMbl, IpeiyKazaHHbIE C BBICOTHI MpecTosia.?43 (31.03.1910)

Stolypin set up order through bloody repressions, justifying them by the necessity

of the safeguarding of public order, legality and freedom:

B 3ak/iloueHHe TMOBTOpPsI0, OOSI3aHHOCTh MPaBUTEIbCTBA - CBsTasg 00653aHHOCTh
OTPaX/]aTh CIIOKOMCTBYE U 3aKOHHOCTh, CBOGO/IY HE TOJILKO TPY/Ia, HA U CBOGOAY KU3HHU, U
BCe Mepbl, IPUHHMAaeMble B 3TOM HallpaBJeHWH, 3HAMEHYIOT He peakl{io, a MOops/oK,
HeOoO6XO0UMBbIH JIJIsT pa3BUTHSI CAMbBIX ITUPOKUX pedopM (wym).244 (08.06.1906)

Stolypin has been strongly contested because of the repressions he carried out.
Rodichev conceived the expression “Stolypin’s necktie”24> (stolypinskii galstuk) for
which he had to apologize and was excluded from 15 meetings.?#¢ The highest
representatives of the left wings perceived him as their most significant enemy.
Short after Stolypin’s death, Lenin pictured him as “super-hangman” and
“organizer of pogroms”.247 In 1917, Stolypin’s memory was still alive in the leftist
circles: Gor’kii assigned him the definition of anarchist because in his judgement,
he was an enemy of the Duma, who persecuted revolutionists.248 Stolypin tried to
justify force demonstrating that within the country there were mainly two
attitudes. As above, the government represented the good and its revolutionary
opponents were the bad. The government put constant effort to change the
country with proper laws and on the other side, the fervent will of its opponents’
was to create disorder and to avoid the creation of these laws, inciting the folk to

bloody upheavals:

[IpaBUTENBCTBO [O/KHO YYUTBHIBATH JBa SIBJEHUS: C OJHOH CTOPOHBI HECOMHEHHOe
»KeJlaHWe, TOTPeGHOCTh, CTpEMJIEHUE IIHPOKUX KPYroB OOLIeCTBA MOCTaBUTh paboTy B
rocyZapcTBe Ha IPaBUJIbHBIX 3aKOHHBIX Havya/laX U MPUCTYNUTh K NPaBUJIbHOMY HOBOMY
3aKOHOJATe/IbCTBY AJs YJIy4IleHUs KU3HU CTPaHsbl. [...] Ho Hapsay ¢ aTuM cyuiecTByeT U

242 [bid. Page: 69.
243 |bid. Page: 187.
244 1bid. Page: 14.
245 Healy, A. E. 1976. Page: 259.
246 Avrekh, A. Ta. 1991. Page: 39.
247 Strakhovsky, L. I. (1951) Page: 239.
248 Gor’kii, A. M. 2000. Nesvoevremennye mysli. In: Kniga o russkikh liudiakh (pp. 433-559) Moskva:
Vagrius. Page: 480.
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Jpyroe: CylecTBYyeT KeJlaHHe YCUJIUTb 6poxkeHue B cTpaHe, 6pocaTh B HaceJeHHe ceMeHa
BO30YXKJ,eHUsI, CMYThI, C 1leJIbl0 BO30YXKJeHUsI Hel0BepUs K IPABUTENIbCTBY, C TEM YTOGHI
NOJOpBaTh €ro 3Ha4yeHHUe, MOJOPBATb €ro aBTOPUTET, AJsl TOrO YTOOGBI COEJUHUTH
BO€E/IMHO BCe BpaXkZieOHbIEe PaBUTENbCTBY cUIIbL24? (10.05.1907)

He steadily struggled to demonstrate, what in his opinion were dishonest
propaganda and immoral behaviour of his opponents and, why the government
was forced to repress them. He wanted to prove how the Social Labour Party

openly motivated and encouraged the Russian folk to revolutionary revolts:

51 6epy mOoKyMeHT odUIHaAIBbHBIN — H36HMpaTEeJbHYI0 IPOrpaMMy POCCUHCKOH COIMaTbHOMN
pabodeil maptuu. {1 yuTaro B Heil: «TOJBKO MOJ HATHCKOM IIMPOKUX HApOJHBIX Macc,
HallOpoOM HApOJHOTO BOCCTAHUS IIOKOJIeGseTcss apMHusl, Ha KOTOPYI0 ONMpaeTcs
MPaBUTENbCTBO, NAaZyT TBEPABIHU CaMOJEPKABHOIO [eCIIOTH3Ma, TOJbKO GOpb60I0
3aBOIOET HApO/] TOCYapCTBEHHYIO BIACTh, 3aBOIOET 3eMJII0 U BOJII0».2%0 (13.03.1907)

In the discourse issued for the opening of the Third Duma, on the 16t of
November, 1907, he underlined once more that the only solution was force and
that the government was going to be intolerant to any kind of revolutionary

endeavour operated by the left wing:

JJig Bcex Temepb CTal0 OYEBHUJHBIM, YTO pa3pylIUTeJbHOE JBHXKEHHUE, CO3/aHHOe
KpalHUMHM JIEBbIMU NAapTHUSIMM, HpPEeBpPaTUJOCh B OTKPBITOe pPa36OMHUYECTBO WU
BBIIBUHYJIO BIIEPEJ, BCE INPOTHUBOOOIECTBEHHbIE IPECTYIHbIEe 3JIEMEHTBI, pa3opss
YeCTHbIX TPY)KEHMKOB M pasBpaliasd MoJjojoe INokoJjeHUe. (OaaywumesnsHole
pyKon/eckaHusl yeHmpa u cnpasa; 80321acwl «6pasoy.)

[IpoTMBONOCTABUTb 3TOMY SIBJEHHIO MOXHO TOJIBKO CHUJY (8032/1aCbl «6pago» u
pyKonjeckaHus 8 yeHmpe u cnpaga).?>! (16.11.1907)

Stolypin remarked his concern for the “honest workers” and the “younger
generation” in order to achieve pathos. By describing the revolutionary left wing in
this way, he pointed out that they were not only his political opponents, they were
also dangerous for the whole Empire and its future. Stolypin was actually justifying
repressive actions as necessary for Russia’s sake.252 Problems that seemed to affect
only a part of the country became issues that challenged the whole Empire:
Stolypin often legitimized his decisions and actions pointing out that otherwise all
the Russian citizens would pay the consequences. The repressive results were
already quite evident in 1908. Russian “workers, peasants, and student youth”
started to be sceptical towards Socialist Revolutionaries and Social Democrats.2>3

1909 brought noticeable growth of agriculture?>* and economic matters to the

249 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 51.
250 Tbid. Page: 39.
251 [bid. Page: 64-65.
252 Meseniashina, L. A., Sharafutdinova, O. I., & Kusiaev, A. P. 2016. Page: 55-56.
253 Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Page: 15.
254 Strakhovsky, L. . 1951. Page: 249.
51



country and the Russian people.255 While internal problems and boycotts never
stopped. Tolstoi’s death in November, 1910, gave rise to rough critics in the press
and bitter students’ demonstrations and strikes, which were exploited by the
leftist parties in order to achieve long-lasting disorders and dissatisfaction.256
Malcontent and social polemics were hard to defeat, especially if they were fed by
other purposes. In 1910, Stolypin declared that revolutionists still insisted on riots

that affected innocent citizens. Therefore, the government still had to use force:

Sl He Mory npu 3TOM OTKDPBITO He 3asiBUTb, UTO TaM, I/le PeBOJIIOLMOHHAsA Gyps elle He
3aTHXJIa, TaM, TJie elle ¢ 60MGaMu BPbIBAIOTCA B Ka3HauelcTBa U B Moe3/a, TaM, I/ie Mo/
¢dsaroM  couMaNbHOW  PEBOJIIOLMK TPabsST MHUPHBIX JKUTeJed, TaM, KOHEYHO,
MIPAaBUTENbCTBO CHUJION YJIep>KUBAaeT U YJAEePXKUT TNOpsloK, He obpaljas BHUMaHUSI Ha
KPHKH 0 peakuu.257 (31.03.1910)

Stolypin used to employ the term tam as a repetition, as pointed out in the
previous examples. In this paragraph, he used it four times to highlight that to the
numerous criminal activities of the revolutionists there was only one answer. He
used the word konechno (certainly) to mark that the government’s repression was
obvious and necessary. From the beginning of Stolypin’s political career until its
end, besides the term repression, the term order (poriadok) had a relevant
importance. In his first speech, on the 8t of June, 1906, Stolypin used terms related
to poriadok, also such as besporiadki and neporiadki, up to 20 times. At the end of
this speech, he claimed that maintaining order is a principle of common sense and
justice: “Soglasno poniatiiu zdravogo pravosoznaniia, mne nadlezhit spravedlivo i
tverdo okhraniat’ poriadok v Rossii.”?58 (08.06.1906) The emphasis is on the
adverb tverdo, since the methods he used were severe and his attitude remained
firm in his convictions. The term order was mostly used in the first two years of his
career, since it was the period directly following the 1905 revolution. He employed
the term in 33 of his speeches and mostly at the end so to highlight the question of
disorders and also to reinforce that their consequence could only be and remain

hard repression.

255 Zenkovsky, A.V. 1986. Page: 20.
256 [bid. Page: 23-24.
257 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 188.
258 Ibid. Page: 15-16.
52



2.4 Truth and honesty

In English, pravda is translated as truth, but in Russian it also bears the meanings
of “justice, legitimacy, law, equity”. In the Russian culture and especially in politics,
the term pravda is almost a sacred word. A person that owns and speaks the truth
is considered to be a subject of high morality and spirituality. At some point, the
Russian noun pravda even became a synonym of “divine justice” which the
Emperor had to preserve through laws and decrees. While istina carried a meaning
that is closer to reality than to other philosophical meanings.2>? In the present
time, pravda and istina are considered synonyms.

Stolypin used pravda in 14 speeches. In the famous speech about the Amur
railroad, he employed the term pravda the most: eight times. This speech contains
Stolypin’s testimony of one of Mendeleev’s classes Stolypin attended in his first
year as a student at the University of Saint Petersburg.260 The scientist motivated
his students to be able to distinguish between the truth that is only a result of

impressions (pravda) and the real truth that derives from data (istina):

TCoBOps1 0 BUJUMBIX SIBJIEHUSIX IPUPOJbI, 3HAMEHUTBIH Ipodeccop npejocTeperaa Hac He
noaAaBaThbCAd MEePBbIM BIleYAaTJIEHUAM, TaK KaK BHAWMAA MpaBJa 4aCTO MPOTUBOPEYUT
uctuHe. "Benp mpaBja, HeocnmopuMasi NpaBAa JJis  BCSIKOTO HENMOCPeJCTBEHHOTO
HabJIoaTess], - TOBOpUJ MeH/iesieeB, — UTO COJIHLIE BEPTUTCsI BOKPYT 3eMJIH, MEXAY TeM
UCTHHA, OOBbITasl NBITJHUBBIM YMOM 4esOBeKa, IPOTUBOPEUUT 3TOU mpashe”. Hackosbko
»Ke COOTBETCTBYET HCTHHE, UCTOPUYECKONW HallMOHAJIbHOW HCTHHE, Ta MpaBja, KOTopas
TOJIBKO YTO pa3BUBaJIach epej BaMu € 3Toro Mecta??6! (31.03.1908)

As Mendeleev encouraged his students to be able to observe the actual truth,
Stolypin stimulated his audience to question the veracity of the national historical
truth. Here, as in Mendeleev’s quotation, Stolypin used pravda and istina four times
together or in relation to each other. Further in this speech, Stolypin asserted that
in the claims of those people who were against the construction of the railroad,
pravda and istina do not correspond to each other. Those assertions denoted the
Russian Eastern regions as too cold to host life and, as a consequence, they judged
further roads’ connections as unnecessary. Stolypin explained that the soil can be
adapted and that in certain periods of the year temperatures reach higher levels

than in the European part of Russia, therefore: “No tut, gospoda, takoe

259 Wortman, R. S. 2018. Page: 134-135.
260 “Divenne uno degli allievi preferiti di Mendeleev, e termind gli studi con una tesi sulla
valorizzazione del Sud della Russia.” Tarquini, B. 2006. Page: 77.
261 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 81.
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nesootvetstvie mezhdu pravdoiu i istinoi, chto ne trudno ee vosstanovit'.”262
(31.03.1908) In the same speech, he wished that orators and other members of the

Duma were honest about the reasons why they did not support the government:

['ocnofa, MHe KaXKkeTcs, 4YTO U TO JIMILO, KOTOPOe OIpOBepraeT MOTHBbBI IPAaBUTEIBLCTBA,
JIOJDKHO TOXKe NMpPeACTaBUTb BaM BepHble OCHOBAHHUsI CBOEH apryMeHTAlUH; MO3TOMY s
[0J1arar, YTo OHO J0JDKHO BXOJHUTh Ha 3Ty Kadeapy ¢ NPOBEpPEeHHBbIM 6arakoM W TO, YTO
OHO BaM TOBOPHUT, JOJ/DKHO COOTBETCTBOBAaTb He TOJIBKO IpaBJie, HO U HCTHHe.?63
(31.03.1908)

He asserted that they should only bring facts that corresponded to both, pravda
and istina into the assembly. Pravda and istina became real objects that a person
can carry in a baggage, they became something tangible and heavy. They really do
exist and render a person worthy of respect and credibility. In this way, Stolypin
highlighted the concepts’ value and importance. He wished that the Duma
representatives properly honoured their duty and their country. Stolypin only
wanted truth and verified data to be reported in front of the Duma, which is why
he could not tolerate Kutler’s false assertions about the budget of the State Duma.
Stolypin decided to answer his claims only after an accurate review of the veracity
of the allegations during a short break of the Duma meeting, since he also wanted
to be honest towards the assembly. He released a brief unprepared speech. He

reported and consequently denied Kutler’s words:

Ciymasi ero peyb, si OCTAaHOBHWJICS Ha OJHOM €ro ympeke, a UMeHHO: «B To Bpems, -
roBopuT KyTiep, - korza manudectom locygaps Umnepatopa 6buia AapoBaHa MoJHas
cB06GO/Ia C/I0Ba U CBOGOJA MevyaTH, B TO CaMOe BPeMsl MHHHUCTEPCTBO BHYTPEHHUX e
YBEJUYUJIO OKJIAJ, HavaJbHHUKA TJIABHOTO YMpaBJeHWs MO JiejaM I[edaTh U ero
NoOMOIIHUKa». KaxeTcs, s1 He omub6arch. ITo 6bLJIO CKa3aHO UMeHHO Tak. (Tos0ca cnpasa:
«a», «dax».) [..] B TeyeHHe TMOJy4yacoBOro MepephbiBa MHE TPYJHO ObLIO MPOBEPHUTh
JIOCTOBEPHOCTb CKa3aHHOTO, HO s1 BCe-TaKW 3TO CAeJiaJl U Telmepb MOTY CKa3aTb, 4TO
yTBepxkaAeHus I. KyTjiepa He COOTBETCTBYIOT JIeMCTBUTENBHOCTHU. [Jpyroro BhIpaXKeHUs s
He Mory moz06paThk.264 (20.03.1907)

As already asserted in the subchapter 2.1, in this case, Stolypin gave up his policy
of non-accusation and made fun out of Kutler’s performance. Honesty of politicians
and of other servants of the fatherland were fundamental in Stolypin’s point of
view. In his first speech in front of the Duma, he admitted that there could have
been dishonest behaviours by some isolated officials - this implicated that the
government was not aware of and accountable for it - but Stolypin adjusted the

fact and cleared up that verifications were already in the process. He replied to the

262 [bid. Page: 83.
263 [bid. Page: 85.
264 [bid. Pages: 40-41.
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accusations by saying that he entered the Duma with a clean conscience.26>
Stolypin used terms related to sovest’ (conscience) in 14 speeches. Truth and
verified data are at the basis of peaceful and respectful interaction within the
government. Similarly as in the speech about Kutler, Stolypin affirmed that he
needed time to formulate a reply for the Duma’s request, since he wanted evidence

and accurate information about the events that took place:

Ha 3asiBjieHHBIN MHe 3anpoc oT 12 Mas s He MOT paHee OTBETUTb ['ocyZiapCTBEHHOH JIyMe,
TaK KaK CYMTaJ HEOOXOJAMMBIM OTIPABUTh B HEKOTOPBIE rOPO/ia, I/le ObLIN 6ecropsiKy,
0COObIX YIIOJITHOMOYEHHbIX MHOIO JIML] /IJIS IPOBEPKU NpoucLieAliero. B HacTos1iee BpeMs
g MOJIYYUJI BCe HY)KHble CBeJleHUsl U MOTy JaTb NOAPOOHbIe 00'bsICHEHHUS, HO eJiaJl Obl
CHaya/la COBEpLIEHHO SICHO, ONpe/ie/IeHHO NMOCTaBUTh Te BOIPOCH], KOTOPhIE, 04EBU/IHO,
nHTepecyoT ['ocysmapcTBeHHYy 0 AyMy.266 (08.06.1906)

Two weeks after this speech, Stolypin held another analogous short declaration.
Since his aim was peacefulness and quietness in the Russian political context, he
could not express his thought about the question regarding the Duma member
Sedel'nikov. Stolypin’s spontaneous words would inflame the debate, since they

would not be dictated by complete and verified data:

TakuM 06pa3oM, BCsKHe OOBSICHEHHSI C MOeHd CTOpPOHBI OBLIM ObI MO HEOOXOAWMOCTH
Tenepb HENOJIHBIMU, BCJIE/ICTBHE HEBBIICHEHHOCTU ellle COOBITHS, BbI3BAIU Obl TOJIHKO
CTPACTHOCTb MPEHUH, pa30KIJIU Obl elle 6oJiee CTPACTH, TOT/IA KAK B 3TOM JieJie HYXKHO
CIIOKOMCTBHE, HEOOXOJUMO MPOSBUThH BJIACTb 3aKOHHYIO.. (WYM U Kpuku), a He
e CTBOBATH MO/, BJAUSTHUEM CTpacTei.267 (22.06.1906)

In “field of facts” and in the past, the answers to the state issues can be found: “A
chtoby poluchit’ otvet, pravil'nyi otvet na eti voprosy, otvet, otvechaiushchii
nashim gosudarstvennym zadacham, neobkhodimo iskat’ ego, gospoda, ne v
abstraktnoi doktrine, a v opyte proshlogo i v oblasti faktov.”268 (07.05.1910) His
whole policy has its basis in objectivity and in “the world of facts”: “Ia ne khochu,
gospoda, kasat’sia lichnostei; ne khotel by nikogo obviniat’ i khotel by ostavat’sia v
mire faktov, i v etoi oblasti ia dolzhen priznat’, chto mnogoe obstoit
neblagopoluchno.”26? (05.05.1908) Stolypin opposed to the “world of concepts”
and “field of thoughts” introduced in the subchapter 2.2, the “world of facts” and
the “field of facts”. This could recall the Platonic concept of the Hyperuranion. As
demonstrated, both of this worlds and fields carry an important meaning in
Stolypin’s point of view. Stolypin avoided offences and accusations as it has already

been mentioned in this thesis. This in respect of the objective truth which played a

265 Tbid. Page: 14-15.
266 [bid. Page: 9.
267 Ibid. Page: 20-21.
268 |bid. Page: 195.
269 Ibid. Page: 92.
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huge role in Azef’s betrayal speech, since the government was trying to figure out
the verity about Azef’s two-faced figure. Stolypin ended the speech by stating that
they will work out the case, since the government owns the power and at the same
time the truth: it stands on the right and just side, in opposition to those who were
telling lies with the only goal to obtain power and disorder.270 (11.02.1909) In the
same discourse, Stolypin unfolded the definitions provocateur (provokator) and
provocation (provokatsiia). He analysed their usage in the various speeches that
were held in the assembly and illustrated the different meaning that

revolutionaries and the government gave to these terms and why:

[Io peBOJIIOIIMOHHOW TEPMHHOJIOTHU, BCAKOE JIMIO, [OCTaBJAMINee CBeIeHUs
MPaBUTENbCTBY, €CTb MPOBOKATOP; B PEBOJIIOLIMOHHON cpejie (B8032/1acbl c/aesd) Takoe
JIUIO0 He OyAeT Ha3BaHO IMpeJaTejeM WJU H3MEeHHUKOM, OHO OyZeT OGbsBJIEHO
MPOBOKATOPOM.

JTo npueM He 6eCCO3HATEbHBIHN, 3TO MPHUEM /IJIsT PEBOJIIOI[UH BeCbMa BbITOJHbIM.

Bo-nepBbIX, MNOYTH KaXKAbli pEBOJIIOIMOHED, KOTOPBIM yJaBJIMBAeTCsd B
MPECTYMHBIX JIeTHUSAX, OObIYHO 3asIBJISIET, YTO JIMI0, KOTOPOE Ha HEro JOHECI0, CaMo
MIPOBOIIMPOBAJIO €r0 Ha MPECTYIJIEHUE, 2 BO-BTOPHIX, MPOBOKALUSA caMa M0 cebe eCTb aKT
HAaCTOJIbKO TPECTYIHBIM, 4YTO /Ji PEBOJIIOIUM He Oe3BBITOJHO, C TOYKH 3peHUs
OOIECTBEHHOW OIIEHKH, MOJBECTH I0J, 3TO TOHSTHE JeHCTBUS KaXAOro JIMIA,
CONPUKACAIOLIEr0Cs C MOJULMed. A Mex/ly TeM, NPaBUTEJbCTBO JOJDKHO COBEPIIEHHO
OTKPBITO 3asBUTb, YTO OHO CYUTAET MPOBOKATOPOM TOJILKO TAaKOE JIUIO, KOTOPOe caMo
MPUHUMAaeT Ha ce0s1 UHUIMATHUBY NPECTYIJIEHUs], BOBJIeKasi B 3TO MPECTYIlJIEeHHe TPeTbUX
JIUIl, KOTOPble BCTYMWJM Ha 3TOT NYyTh IO MOOYXKAEHUI0 areHTa-NMpoBokaropa.’’!
(11.02.1909)

Stolypin wanted the assembly to know for which deceitful aim the revolutionists
employed these terms and he wanted the audience to understand their usage in a
proper way. Stolypin did not stand misunderstandings that could hinder the
transparency of his policy: “la tol’ko khotel by ustranit’ odno nedorazumenie,
kotoroe, ostavshis’ neustranennym, moglo by zatemnit’ iasnost’ dal’neishego
moego izlozheniia.”272 (01.02.1911) Therefore, the background and the context of

his speeches and arguments had to be as clear as possible:

Ho pas Takoro pojsa A0BOAbI MPUBOASATCA BHOBb KaK apryMeHTh! B I0JIb3y NPUHATHS
3ampoca, 3ampoca CBOMCTBa, 0 MOeMy MHEHHIO, He6e30IacHOro, TO U MHe INpPHUJEeTCH
KOCHYTbCS JBYMS-TpeMsl CJI0BaMHM 3THUX apryMeHTOB, Aabbl HENPaBUJIbHOCTbIO (OHA,
HajlaraeMoro Ha BeChb 3allpoc, He OblLIa Obl 3aTEMHEHa caMasl SICHOCTb PHUCYHKa.2’3
(31.03.1910)

If a speech does not present its themes in a clear way and if it does not carry

perspicuity, it is not successful, as it does not fulfil its persuasive task.274

270 Ibid. Page: 146.

271 [bid. Page: 132-133.

272 |bid. Page: 238.

273 |bid. Page: 187.

274 Aristotle. (J. H. Freese, Trans.) 1926. Page: 351.
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2.5 Patriotism

The love towards one’s own fatherland carries powerful and conflicting emotions
with it. Stolypin often pointed out the shame he felt for Russia’s political and social
conditions. Most of the time, he used the term shame in relation to the words
Rossiia or rodina (homeland). Stolypin employed the term rodina 18 times in
twelve of his speeches, most of the time mentioning it as nasha (our), while he
pronounced the word Rossiia in 32 of his speeches.27> In the first chapter it has
already been noticed that he ended at least 21 of his discourses with the concept of
Russia or Emperor in the last two sentences. The shame he personally felt for his
motherland was given by the backward country Russia constantly demonstrated to
be: “Ia znaiu i pomniu tsifru 100 tysiach smertei ot kholery v nastoiashchem godu;
ia chuvstvuiu bol’ i styd, kogda ukazyvaiut na moiu rodinu, kak na ochag
rasprostraneniia vsevozmozhnykh infektsii i boleznei.”27¢ (11.01.1911) He
employed the first person pronoun - this is the only time he employed it in relation
to rodina - to highlight his commitment to the sorrowful situation his country was
living in, especially in the last year of his charge. In his last speech, he asserted that,
thanks to the endeavour of the government, Russians won’t be ashamed of their
nationality in the future: “[..] v tom, chto my, kak umeem, kak ponimaem,
berezhem budushchee nashei rodiny i smelo vbivaem gvozdi v vami zhe
sooruzhaemuiu postroiku budushchei Rossii, ne stydiashcheisia byt’ russkoi, i eta
otvetstvennost’ - velichaishee schast'e moei zhizni.”?’7 (27.04.1911) This
accomplishment is given by a collective work: the pronoun my and the metaphor of
the building stand for cohesion. The government metaphorically started to dig the
soil at the basis of the building of the “future Russia” with bare hands. Pushing its
nails into it stands for the firm conviction, commitment and pride that Russians felt
for their fatherland. Shame developed into pride. This part of his speech sounded
very solemn. Stolypin wanted his compatriots to recognize the importance and
honour of being Russian. He compared it to the coveted privilege of being a Roman

citizen, that brought a series of advantages to the person who owned this

275 In her article Ritoricheskii portret P. A. Stolypina: obraz Rossii v rechakh 1906-1911, Makarova
points out how many times Stolypin used “Russia” as an object or a subject, as a container, a
metaphor or a personalization and which kind of synonyms he gave to it. Makarova, V. V. 2012.
Pages: 208-215.
276 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 231.
277 1bid. Page: 264-265.
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citizenship. If the Russian attitude towards their nationality changed, they would
obtain the same rights:
CTaHbTe CHayajJa Ha HAly TOYKY 3peHHUs, MPU3HAKUTE, YTO BbICIIee GJaro — 3TO OBITh
PYCCKUM TpaXKJaHUHOM, HOCUTE 3TO 3BAHHE TAK K€ BbICOKO, KaK HOCHUJIKM €ro KOorjga-To

pUMCKHe TpaxJaHe, TOTJA Bbl CaMH Ha30BeTe cebs IpakZaHaMU INepBOro paspsjaa H
moJIyduTe Bce mpana.?’8 (16.11.1907)

When Russian citizens were proud of their fatherland and feel a proper statehood,
freedom would be real and not only written: “Vot togda, togda tol’ko pisanaia
svoboda prevratitsia i pretvoritsia v svobodu nastoiashchuiu, kotoraia, konechno,
slagaetsia iz grazhdanskikh vol'nostei i chuvstva gosudarstvennosti i
patriotizma.”27? (16.11.1907) Besides the feelings of pride and shame, Stolypin
manifested also his pain. In more than one occasion, he stood up in order to defend
the service of the police and in one of his speeches he defined himself hurt when
officials were stereotyped as inhuman subjects that were only interested in fame

and career, while in his opinion they served for Russia’s prestige:

YMHOBHHUK MOXKeT GbITb U IJIOX, MOKET ObITh U XOPOll, a S [yMalo, YTO YAHOBHUK 4acTo He
MeHblle, a, MOXKET ObITb, U 60JIblile JPYTUX TPYAUTCS HA MOJb3y U Ha cjaBy Poccuu. Y,
MpaBo, FTOPHKO U GOJIBHO CJBIIIATH, KOTJA PUCYIOT 110 0OBIYHOMY IIa6J0HHOMY TpadapeTy
06pa3 YMHOBHMKA, CTPEMSILEr0Cs MCKIIUYNTENbHO 3aXBaTbIBaTh YWHbBI, OP/IeHa, OKJIa/bl
Y JIMIIEHHOTO BCSIKOT'0 HpaBCTBEHHOTO 4yBcTBa.280 (11.01.1911)

In Zenkovskii’s words, Stolypin was genuinely and passionately involved in the
country’s affairs. During Stolypin’s Agrarian speech, Zenkovskii witnessed
Stolypin’s pain and anxiety as he directed the last words of the speech to the left.281
Stolypin portrayed them as the evil looking for Russia’s instability, while the
government wanted Russia to be as great as it had been in the past: “Velikaia
Rossiia”.?82 With these words, Stolypin wanted do demonstrate that his enemies
did not love their fatherland, they strived personal achievements.

To strengthen the common aims of the country, he often employed the term
krov’. Besides medical metaphors, the image of blood is also powerful to
strengthen the Russian brotherhood: "Ne naprasno, ne bessmyslenno i ne
bessoznatel’'no byli prolity potoki russkoi krovi, utverdil Petr Velikii derzhavnye

prava Rossii na beregakh Finskogo zaliva.”?83 (05.05.1908) Stolypin’s

278 |bid. Page: 71.
279 1bid. Page: 70.
280 [bid. Page: 232.
281 Zenkovsky, A. V. 1986. Page: 107.
282 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 54.
283 |bid. Page: 103.
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contemporaries had to honour the efforts of their ancestors, who died for their
fatherland. The word blood highlighted that Russians were one. It stimulated
patriotic feelings of pride towards their history. Stolypin used the term to remark
that Russia’s sovereignty over Finland is their right, it has literally been fought
with blood.28% As in previous occasions, the figure of Peter the Great symbolized
Russian pride. In the same speech, again he mentioned the strong Russian
ancestors’ blood. The aims are the same as above, Russians are a huge family with

a common goal:

Beib KpOBb 3TUX CUJIbHBIX JIIOJleH Tlepesiniach B BalllM JKUJIbI, BEAb BBl IJIOTh OT IJIOTH UX,
BeJlb He MHOTHE e U3 BaC OTPULAIT OTYHU3HY (pyKonjieckaHusi cnpaea u 8 yeHmpe), a
rpoMaZiHoe GOJIIIMHCTBO CO3HAET, YTO JIIOJAU COEJUHUINCh B CEMbU, CEMbU — B IJIEMEHA,
IJleMeHa — B HapoAbl JJIl TOr0, YTOGBI OCYILECTBUTh CBOIO MUPOBYIO 3ajadyy, [/ TOTO,
YTOGBI IBUTATh Y€JI0BeYeCTBO Briepe.28> (05.05.1908)

There was continuity within the generations: if their ancestors were able to show
their strength, they could do the same, since they belonged to the same flesh and
blood. To achieve state’s goals and the general development of humanity the
nation needed to stand together. The expression “ne mnogie zhe iz vas otritsaiut
otchiznu” resounded as an offence to those who were still against the
government’s decision, he wanted to demonstrate that those people were alone
and isolated and that it was abnormal to go against the own blood and family.
Stolypin also employed other words denoting homeland: he used the noun
otchizna only in this occasion, while he used otechestvo in four other speeches.
Patriotism is honour and profound love, respect and sense of responsibility
towards the own homeland. Stolypin used the term patriotism in seven speeches.
Five of them were held in 1908. He expected the members of the Duma to take a
conscientious and patriotic decision about the maritime defence: “la veriu, chto
vashe reshenie, kakovo by ono ni bylo, budet prodiktovano vam veleniem vashei
sovesti i tem chistym patriotizmom, [...] - etim i nichem bolee.”286 (24.05.1908)
Voting against the construction of a new navy would mean to row against the
country’s sake. Stolypin was confident and trustful towards the government’s
members that they would act in the name of Russia. Ia veriu is used in four
speeches and always in relation to the Duma’s or Sovet's decisions. With these

trusting words he put the responsibility into their hands. The establishment of

284 Makarova, V. V. 2012. Page: 211-212.
285 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 103.
286 |bid. Page: 111.
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zemstvos in the Western areas was also a patriotic decision: “Patrioticheskii poryv
Gosudarstvennoi dumy v dele sozdaniia russkogo zemstva na zapade Rossii byl
poniat, otsenen i sogret odobreniem Verkhovnoi vlasti.”287 (27.04.1911) Stolypin
took advantages with the use of the term related to patriotism: whoever went
against his decisions became an enemy of the Empire. In the speech about Azef,
Stolypin opposed to Azef’s disloyalty examples of police-men that demonstrated
their honour and devotion towards their duty. In particular, he introduced the
story of two officers he personally got to know in Saratov: "[...] ia pomniu, kak oni
menia khladnokrovno prosili, chtoby, kogda ikh ub’iut, ia ozabotilsia ob ikh
sem’iakh. I oba oni ubity, i umerli oni soznatel'no za svoego Tsaria i svoiu
rodinu.”?88 (11.02.1909) These officers consciously died to protect their
fatherland. They honoured it. The only aim of a state’s servant but also of any other
kind of citizen should be the country’s interest: “A tak kak pravitel’stvo, razreshaia
kazhdoe delo, dolzhno imet’ v vidu vsegda i prezhde vsego interesy Rossii, to
pozornym ono schitalo by lish’ polnoe ravnodushie ili, skoree, malodushie -
zabvenie ob etikh interesakh.”289 (08.06.1910) His objective attitude has as its goal
Russia’s sake. Political decisions are not ought to contain subjective preferences or

oriented to any political wing:

BawMm, rocno/ia, mpeACTOUT PEIIUThb BOMPOC He CY6'beKTUBHOTO YYBCTBA O TOM, OpPTaHbl JIU
caMOympaBJeHUs] WJH TPaBUTEJbCTBO JOCTOWHBI GOJIBIIET0 COYYBCTBHs, - BaM
IPEACTOUT PEIUTh KPYIHbIM COIMaJbHBIA BOMPOC O TOCYapCTBEHHOM BO3JEUCTBHUU Ha
YCJIOBHsSI CyIECTBOBAHHMSI 3KOHOMHYECKH 3aBUCHMBIX MacC. DTOT BOMPOC Bbl MOXKETe
pelIuTh TMpPaBUJbHO C OJHOHW TOJILKO TOYKH 3peHUsT - C TOYKM 3peHHus
rocyzgapctBeHHoin.2% (11.01.1911)

None of the political convictions could give an appropriate answer to the Empire’s
issues: “Oshibochno, gospoda, tochno tak zhe podkhodit’ k kazhdomu voprosu,
primeriaia ego k sushchestvuiushchim obraztsam - liberal’'nym, reaktsionnym ili
konservativnym.”2°1  (11.01.1911) Stolypin wanted to erase these political
orientations, since they obstructed the peaceful communication within the Duma
and the Sovet. In metaphors, these orientations became real directions. Right or
left are only “misleading lights” which the travellers - the politicians - do not have
to consider, if they want to achieve final success: “Mne predstavliaetsia, chto,

kogda putnik napravliaet svoi put’ po zvezdam, on ne dolzhen otvlekat'sia

287 |bid. Page: 265.
288 [bid. Page: 145.
289 Ibid. Page: 220.
290 [bid. Page: 234.
291 |bid. Page: 233.
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vstrechnymi poputnymi ogniami.”292 (16.11.1907) The stars stand for higher
political accomplishment. The members of the government also embodied
helmsmen that, as the just mentioned astronauts, did not have to lose their
orientation, even if other paths or places could seem more seductive. They only
have to trust the compass and keep their purpose in mind. Stolypin also displays

them as firm and strong surveyors and sentries:

Mbl - pyJ/ieBble, CTOSIIME Y KOMIIAca, U JO/KHBI CMOTPETh TOJIbKO Ha CTPEJIKY, U KaK 6Gbl
MpUBJIeKaTeseH, KaK Obl CO6JIa3HUTEJIeH HU ObL MPUBETJIUBBIA 6eper, HO eCJIU 110 Jopore
K HeMy eCcTb IO/IBOAHbIE KaMHH, TO KypC Mbl 6y/eM [iepKaTb CTOPOHOIO; Mbl -
MeXeBIUKH, KOTOPbIM JIOBEPEHbI MeEXeBble MPU3HAKH, U €CJM OHU yTPAYUBAIOTCs, Mbl
Oy/IeM Ha 3TO YKa3bIBaTh; Mbl — YACOBbIE, IOCTABJIEHHBIE /IJIsT OXPaHbI JleMapKallMOHHO N
JIMHUHM, W CBOMW JIM, 4YyXWe JIM OyAyT ee HapylwaTb, Mbl He OyJeM MaJIOAYIIHO
OTBOpAYMUBaThCs B CTOPOHY.2?3 (13.06.1908)

The only aim of these astronauts, helmsmen, surveyors and sentries was Russia’s
sake. Stolypin belonged to these impartial travellers: in this paragraph, the

pronoun my appeared six times. The direction is indicated only by the Emperor:

Ho Heyxesn 3a6bIBAlOT, TOCIO/A, YTO HAllle TPAaBUTEJNbCTBO HE MOXXET YKJIOHATHCS TO
BJIEBO, TO BIPABO (C/1e8a d8udceHue; pyKONJAeckaHusl cnpasd), YTO Halle NMPaBUTEIbCTBO
MOXXET WUATH TOJIbKO OJJHUM MyTeM, MyTeM NpsIMbIM, YKa3aHHbIM [ocygapeM U elle
HeJJaBHO Ha3BaHHBIM UM (20/10ca cnpasa: 6paso; pykon/eckaHusl), HeJaBHO BCEHAPOJHO
MM NMPU3HAaHHBIM He3bI6eMbIM?2%4 (22.05.1909)

The Sovereign was of course the head of Orthodoxy: “Pomnite, chto
veroispovednyi zakon budet deistvovat’ v russkom gosudarstve i chto utverzhdat’
ego budet russkii tsar’, kotoryi dlia s lishkom sta millionov liudei byl, est’ i budet
Tsar’ Pravoslavnyi.”295 (22.05.1909) As Stolypin stated, the Emperor was the only
one who could save Russia and take the decisive and final decision, since God
himself chose him for the highest office.?%¢ (16.11.1907) This is also written in the
fourth article297 of the Fundamental Laws of 1906. While the fifth article affirms:
“The person of the Lord Emperor is sacrosanct and inviolable.”298 That is how
Stolypin considered him. The Tsar’ represented Russia. In his speeches, Stolypin
mentioned him as Gosudar’, Tsar’, Imperator, Velichestvo or Monarkh. It is always

written in uppercase initial letters. For Stolypin, all these nomenclatures are

292 |bid. Page: 72.
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297 “The Emperor of All the Russias possesses Supreme Sovereign Power. Obedience to His
authority, not only out of fear, but in good conscience, is ordained by God Himself.”
http://www.imperialhouse.ru/en/dynastyhistory/dinzak1/441.html [last accesses: 7 May 2019]
298 http://www.imperialhouse.ru/en/dynastyhistory/dinzak1/441.html [last accesses: 7 May
2019]
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Russia’s synonyms.2? The Tsar’ personified the Empire: “Eto zhelanie, eto
strastnoe zhelanie obnovit, prosvetit’ i vozvelichit’ rodinu, v protivnost’ tem
liudiam, kotorye khotiat ee raspada, eto, nakonets, predannost’ ne na zhizn’, a na
smert’ Tsariu, olitsetvoriaiushchemu Rossiiu.”3%0 (16.11.1907) From 1904
onwards, Nicholas II was concerned about the health of his last born Aleksei and
the mental health of Tsaritsa Alexandra who blindly believed in Rasputin’s magical
powers that would heal the young Tsarevitch.301 The mysterious healer was in
contrast with Stolypin who was hindering Rasputin’s actual aims.3%2 Beyond all
these issues and the drastic alteration of Nicholas II's attitude towards Stolypin in
his last years of service, Stolypin continued to be devoted to his Emperor.303
Stolypin was Kkilled in Kiev, his last thought and gesture - “the sign of the cross”
were dedicated to the Tsar.3%4 It was a conscious demonstration of his
unconditional fidelity and profound attachment towards his Emperor and

homeland.

299 Makarova, V. V. 2012. Page: 212.
300 Stolypin, P. A. 2019. Page: 72.
301 Moss, V. 2012. Page: 366
302 Avrekh, A. Ia. 1991. Page: 202.
303 Strakhovsky, L. 1. 1951. 251-252.
304 [bid. Page: 239.
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Conclusion

The historical time in which Stolypin has served as Minister of the Internal Affairs
and as Prime Minister of the Russian Empire, has been his greatest fortune but at
the same time misfortune. In the moment in which the Emperor had familiar
priorities, the revolutionary atmosphere was at its highest and Russia seemed to
move backward, Stolypin was able to take the reins of the Russian politics. He
differed from his predecessors and contemporaries in every aspect, from his life-
style to his way of dressing, from his voice control to his language acquaintances.
Stolypin faced adverse winds with prevention and action, common sense,
objectivity, and the enactment of laws. But what made the real difference were his
rhetoric and performance skills. He reached pathos and sense of statehood with his
literary and historical quotations, well-structured metaphors, images taken from
daily and common life experiences and stories from his personal past. The most
impactful metaphors were those that recreated a medical context, in which Russia
- now a person - is portrayed as an innocent patient or victim of controversial
political decisions. This powerful technique evoked the audience’s emotions and
awoke its pride and patriotism.

Stolypin used a polite and respectful language, avoiding accusations and
offences, promoting responsibility, empathy, honesty and sense of community. His
rhetoric is prevalently collaborative, objective and impartial. Gorsevski listed all
the typical attitudes in political nonviolent pragmatism and all of them are
included in Stolypin’s discourses. Stolypin employed a majority of positive
oriented words. Terms of negative valence are mostly used in relation to
revolutionary attempts: in the justifications he gave about the repression of the
government against revolutionists and also in those occasions in which he wanted
to create a contraposition between the government’s means and goals and those of
the extremists. The solutions that were offered by the government led to Russia’s
prosperity, while those of the enemies led to catastrophic scenarios and to Russia’s
final destruction. His target was expected to solve issues with common sense and
responsibility, having as the only aim Russia’s sake. Stolypin often highlighted that
he did not impose his judgment; he gave his audience only the indispensable

means to take the right decisions. Stolypin tried to legitimize some of his political
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decisions using the concept of necessity, in the name of peace and order. He also
justified repressions and other actions against revolutionists by underlining that
their riots affect the whole country and the whole population, not only parts of it.
The 1906 Fundamental Laws relied also on the basis of many of his decisions
concerning integrity, sovereignty and the figure of the Emperor. Stolypin’s
personality and political attitude can be judged as controversial and incoherent in

certain occasions, but his rhetorical power remains unquestioned.
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