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The Creation of a Crime

Analysis of Different Discourses in the
Pussy Riot Debate

Abstract

One of the most significant acts of protest against the rule of Vladimir Putin was staged by the punk
group Pussy Riot in Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral in Moscow in February 2012. The protest was one
of several actions during the last decade where Russian artists had questioned the role of the Russian
Orthodox Church, but this time the role of the Church in relation to the State rule was directly
highlighted. This caused strong reactions internationally and in Russia, and there is a need to look into
the arguments used in the debate in detail, using discourse analysis. This thesis, therefore, investigates
what discourses the most prominent stakeholders — the Church, the State and Pussy Riot — rely on in
the public debate around the Pussy Riot performance and the trial. Interconnections between different
discourses are also investigated in order to gain a better insight into of how religion, politics and
popular culture interact in Russia today. The most important conclusion in this thesis is that religion
and religious discourse affect legal and political practices in Russia today in ways that are not
normally expected in a modern and secular state.

KEY WORDS: Pussy Riot, political protest, human rights, Russian Orthodox Church, ideology,

discourse analysis, (DA)
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Introduction

Over the last few years, Russia has seen increasing political protests against the Putin rule. One of the
most significant acts of protest was performed by the punk group Pussy Riot (PR) in Christ the
Saviour’s Cathedral in Moscow in February 2012, which led to the arrest and incarceration of three of
its members in March 2012. The protest was one of several actions during the last decade where
Russian artists had questioned the role of the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC), but this time the role
of the ROC in relation to the Putin rule was directly highlighted, which was perceived as an extreme
provocation by the ROC and the State. The performance lasted only for a couple of minutes, but the
event stirred up much controversy and attracted massive media attention in Russia and worldwide.
Internationally, prominent politicians and artists proclaimed their support for the group. In the trial that
followed the PR performance the ROC was not a direct party, but three of the group’s members were
still sentenced to prison for ‘hooliganism motivated by religious hatred’. How could this happen in a
democratic, secular state? In order to gain a deeper understanding of the harsh reactions by the ROC
and the Russian State, it is necessary to study the arguments used by the different stakeholders in the
debate around the PR protest and the subsequent trial. This will be achieved through Discourse
Analysis (DA). A main motivation for this thesis is the need for empirical research that takes into
account the discourses in which the arguments are formed. The main research question is, therefore:
what discourses do the most prominent stakeholders in the debate — the Church, the State and PR itself
— rely on in their public argumentation? Two secondary research questions are: are there any
interconnections between the stakeholders’ argumentation and to what extent do the stakeholders
deviate from their main discourse? There are a few general discourses that are relevant to investigate,
among which religious discourse, artistic discourse, and juridical discourse are the most obvious ones,
but elements from political discourse, feminist discourse and dissident discourse are also relevant for
the analysis. The hypothesis is that the State will rely on juridical and political discourse, that the
Church will rely on religious and Orthodox discourse and that PR will rely on artistic and political

discourse.



Background

Through unconventional methods, the female punk group Pussy Riot (PR) has succeeded in creating
global attention around Russian political issues and emerged as one of the leading critics of the current
political rule and its relations and interaction with the Russian Orthodox Church. PR was formed in
2011, and since then, its methodical and spectacular approach for challenging Russian political power,
with carefully planned and ideologically rooted public actions and performances, has placed the group
among the most prominent critics of the Putin regime. PR has chosen to manifest its political views
through performance art blended with artistic expressions derived from punk rock, but which also
connects to the Orthodox ‘fool for Christ’* tradition and the ‘carnivalesque’ approach as elaborated by
Bakhtin?. These cultural expressions are combined with an overt dissident and freedom of speech
discourse with roots in the Soviet times of cultural oppression. Criticism of the current regime is the
backdrop for virtually all PR’s protests. There is a trend of legal action in the authorities’
efforts to inhibit the opposition’s possibilities to reach out to the masses, where the legal processes
against the leading oppositional figure, Alexei Naval’nyi, is the most blatant example.

The PR case is one of several events in Russia over the last decade where religion has stood
against artistic freedom: Ostorozhno, religiial [Beware, religion!] was a provocative exhibition at the
Sakharov Centre in Moscow in 2003 that questioned the role of the ROC in society by parodying icons
and other Orthodox symbols. The exhibition can be viewed in the light of the Russian and Soviet
history of iconoclasm in the context of art, as elaborated by Bodin (2011). Metropolitan Kirill, (who
later became today’s Patriarch) called the exhibition ‘a direct provocation, creating tension in our
society’ (Borisov, 2004). The exhibition was vandalised by an Orthodox group from a nearby church,
after which the organisers ironically continued the exhibition by putting some of the vandalised works

themselves on display (Bodin, 2009:256). The organisers were subsequently sentenced to pay a fine

! The concept of *fool for Christ’, or ‘holy foolishness’ (Russian: lurodstvo) is deeply rooted in Russian culture.
Beat argues, (Beat, 2012): ‘In claiming inspiration from such holy folly, Pussy Riot allies itself with a long
theological and artistic tradition in which the fool's "passion, openness, and naiveté" expose official
hypocrisy][...]".

2 Bakhtin’s ‘carnivalistic’ sense of the world, described in Paéie u eo mup [‘Rabelais and His World’] (Baxrus,
1965) bares many resemblances with PR’s style of performance.



for violating article 282 of the Russian Criminal Code: ‘Incitement of National, Racial, or Religious
Enmity’®. A similar sentence faced the organisers of the exhibition Zapretnoe Iskusstvo-2006
[Forbidden Art-2006], also at the Sakharov Centre. The museum was even under threat to be closed
down (Bodin, 2009:256). There, art works that had been banned from state museums where on
display, among them caricatures of Jesus Christ. Finally, the performance Moskovskie protsessy
‘Moscow Trials’, alluding to three show trials held in the Soviet Union in the 1930’s, was a
theatrical re-enactment in 2013 of three famous trials concerning art in recent years:
‘Beware, religion!”, ‘Forbidden Art-2006° and the Pussy Riot trial of 2012*

During the PR trial, the prosecution and the defence put forward very different perspectives
upon the events in the cathedral on 21 February. The prosecution described the events in the church in
much detail, even though the act itself lasted for only a couple of minutes®. There was little
disagreement during the trial regarding what actions took place, although the interpretations differed.
In the following, a summary of the performance as described in the trial records (Khamovnicheskii
Court Moscow, 2012) and in the original video recording of the event that was posted on Youtube
(Pussy Riot, 2012a) will be presented: In the morning of 21 February 2012 four to five PR members,
dressed in plain outer garments, entered Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral. A few other persons in charge
of technical support for the performance also entered the church. Shortly thereafter, four PR members
took off their outer garments and put on colourful balaclavas. The group of four then moved towards
the stand in front of the altar and began chanting what was later identified as a ‘punk prayer’®. At this
point, the words of the song were barely audible to those present. The church had relatively few
visitors and there was no on-going service. The three PR members that were later convicted, and one
who was never even arrested, made dancing steps, punched and kicked in the air, bowed as in prayer,
and chanted their punk verse without electronic amplification. The performance and some of the

chaotic events around it were recorded with a handheld video camera or smartphone. Some of the

3‘B036y>1<z:eHHe HEHaBUCTH JIN0O BPaXK/bl, & PAaBHO YHW)KEHHUE YEIOBEYECKOro JOCTOMHCTBA (Y TOIOBHBIN
konekc P®, 2013). For more information about the verdict: (Cosa-Llentp, 2005).

* See further: (Interfax, 2013).

® The original uncut video recording of the entire performance lasted for 1 minute and 33 seconds.

® English translation: (Rumens, 2012)



church personnel tried to stop them from performing by trying to seize them by the arms and by
chasing them from one place to another. The group left the church less than two minutes after entering.
During the event, little or no violence was used by either party, and there was no destruction of the
interior. A few days after the performance in the church, an edited film clip was posted on Youtube,
with an added musical track and interwoven movie clips from previously recorded scenes. It was this
film clip that caused the strong reactions and the worldwide attention to the performance, and thus the
performance was ‘medialised’ from the very beginning. This thesis is about the reactions to the short

performance and the film clip.

Previous Research

Since the PR case is still a fairly recent event at the time of writing this thesis, there is little of
thorough academic research available on the subject. However, several academic articles
have covered different aspects of the case, some of which are discussed below:

In the article ‘Reinventing the show trial: Putin and Pussy Riot’ (Schuler, 2013), Catherine
Schuler analyses some of the controversy around the Pussy Riot performance in February 2012 and
the following trial, with special attention to the verdict. Schuler places Pussy Riot in a line of
prominent critics of the Russian State: Mikhail Khodorkovskii, Anna Politkovskaia, Sergei Magnitskii
and Natalia Estemirova (2013:17). She characterises Tolokonnikova’s final statement’ as ‘remarkable
for its complexity, sophistication and (perhaps paradoxically) naiveté’ (2013:14). She points out that
the issue of whether the PR act should be regarded as a work of art was all but absent in the verdict,
but that there is sufficient evidence that PR actually did create and made public a work of video art
(2013:12). Schuler concludes that there was no chance of acquittal in the trial, partly because of
shortcomings of PR’s defence lawyers. She also acknowledges that church employees and

parishioners did not understand PR’s protest act (2013:15).

" Tolokonnikova’s statement is analysed in the chapter ‘Discourse Analysis (DA)’ in this thesis.



Yngvar B. Steinholdt argues in the article ‘Kitten Heresy: Lost Contexts of Pussy Riot’s Punk Prayer’
(Steinholt, 2013) that many Russians can accept criticism of the Russian Orthodox Church as an
institution, but that PR failed to persuade them that its critiqgue originated in sincere faith
(2013:124). Steinholdt also states that PR acts within the field of cultural activism rather than the field
of popular music or punk music, as shown by PR’s roots from the cultural activist group
Voina! and the limited response to its punk protests among Russian punk musicians.

In the article “What does the pussy riot case tell us about women’s human rights in Russia?’,
Vikki Turbine (2013) poses the question whether the PR case can serve as a ‘catalyst for women’s
human rights activism in Russia’. She concludes, however, that there is little prospect for this and that
the case may instead provide conservative forces in Russia with an opportunity to equate feminism
and gender equality with ‘delinquency, religious hatred and destabilising the nation’. Turbine
states that due to a legacy of ‘Soviet rhetoric of women’s emancipation’ in combination
with  ‘the increasingly restrictive and conservative political and social climate in
post-Soviet Russia’, many women in Russia today view feminism with suspicion.

In the article ‘Pussy Riot: reflections on receptions’, lulia Gradskova, Irina Sandomirskaia and
Nadezhda Petrusenko (Gradskova, et al., 2013) investigate how the Pussy Riot action was received by
Russian public, and especially the impact of PR’s feminist agenda on the Russian debate. The authors
argue that the act ‘posed questions about the role of religion and religious institutions in every area: in
the state, in the family, and in individual life’. They explain that the act generated an ambiguous
response from the small Russian gender research community, which risked being associated with
hooliganism and social tension. The authors conclude that the PR performance created a ‘crisis of

social consensus’ and a collective ‘fear of the active and politically conscious woman’.

Theory and Method

About Discourse Analysis (DA)

The term ‘discourse’ has no universally established definition, but for this thesis, the following

definition from Jargensen and Phillips (2002) is used: ‘a discourse is a particular way of representing



the world’ (2002:143), and ‘discourses shape what it is possible to say in particular situations’ (2002:
157). Jargensen and Phillips suggest that discourse should be regarded as an analytical concept rather
than a reflection of reality (2002:143). They also point out that the concept of discourse analysis has
become vague and is often used without definition. Inspired by Jargensen and Phillips, the definition
used in this thesis is that DA is the analysis of argumentative patterns that occur when people take part
in social life. In this thesis, a selected corpus is thoroughly analysed, with a special focus on what
different discourses are used by the stakeholders and how they are combined. In the public debate
around the PR performance, there are non-discursive and discursive elements. A non-discursive
element is the undisputed fact that PR entered Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral on 21 February 2012,
and that there were strong reactions after this performance was presented and made available to a
broader public on the Internet. However, comments and descriptions of the event, which are the

focus of this thesis, are interpretations dependent on discourses in society and can thus be analysed

with discourse analysis.

Definitions of Relevant Discourses

As stated above, the term ‘discourse’ has many definitions, and the same is true also for specific
discourses: the discourses mentioned in this thesis are defined differently in various academic sources.
A simplified definition of religious discourse could be ‘the use of religious language’, a simplified
definition of political discourse could be ‘the use of political language’ etc. However, the account

below aims to be more precise, and applicable to the analysis of different discourses in this thesis.

o Religious discourse: John Grimes (1994:21) defines religious discourse as being the language
of religion and theological language. He elaborates the definition: ‘Religious discourse is
composed of all the utterances of religious individuals regarding their experience of the
Divine’ (1994:21), and ‘Religious discourse includes not only statements of personal
experiences, but also ethical admonitions, creeds, moral codes, ritual procedures, myths,

parables and so on.’ (1994:22).



Orthodox discourse: Bodin (2009) defines the Orthodox discourse as being pre-modern and
authoritative and using concepts such as ‘sacred, holy, evil, God and Satan’.

Legal or juridical discourse: Wojciech Kwarcinski (2003) defines legal discourse as a
‘distinctive form of language associated with law’ and argues that the term ‘successfully
captures the various relationships between language use and the realm of law.’ In this thesis,
the term juridical discourse is used as a synonym to legal discourse. Bodin argues (2009:271)
that ‘Central to juridical discourse is the one truth that allows assignment of responsibility,
intention and guilt’.

Feminist discourse: Feminism is defined in the Merriam-Webster dictionary (Merriam-
Webster, 2013) as, firstly, ‘the belief that men and women should have equal rights and
opportunities’, and secondly, as ‘organised activity in support of women's rights and interests’.
Drawing on Jérgensen and Phillips (2002), feminist discourse is, therefore, a feminist way of
representing the world.

Dissident discourse: Dissident is defined in the Merriam-Webster dictionary (Merriam-
Webster, 2013) as ‘disagreeing especially with an established religious or political system,
organization, or belief’. Dissident discourse can thus be defined as a dissident way of
representing the world.

Political discourse: van Dijk (1997) argues that ‘the definition of political discourse can hardly
escape the definition of the very notion of ‘politics’ itself” (1997:15). ‘Political discourse is
identified by its actors or authors, viz., politicians’ (1997:12). Van Dijk states that people
are part of political discourse ‘only when acting as political actors, and hence as participating
in political actions, such as governing, ruling, legislating, protesting, dissenting, or voting’

(1997:14).
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Selection of a Relevant Corpus

The corpus for the DA is based on four different texts:

e The court’s verdict as presented in the court proceedings in August 2012 (Khamovnicheskii
Court Moscow, 2012).

e An official statement by the Patriarch of the ROC after the performance (Kirill 1, Patriarch of
the ROC, 2012a).

¢ An official statement by the ROC High Council after the trial (ROC High Council, 2012).

e The closing statement of one of the three accused members (Tolokonnikova, 2012b).

After extensive reading of the texts mentioned above, excerpts from the texts that were deemed
relevant were selected for the analysis and constitute a corpus. The choice of what parts are relevant to
the analysis and corpus is a matter of judgment, and there is no self-evident way to make the selection.
In order to delimit the study, the DA is concentrated on what was brought up in the actual trial, and in
the case of the ROC, direct comments on the performance and the trial. With regard to the
specifications for the university bachelor level, the scope of the essay has been a limiting factor for
how comprehensive the corpus should be. For the thesis to provide a degree of new knowledge and
insight, the body of statements must be limited enough to allow for discourse analysis in some detail.
In this case, the selection was made by identifying coherent arguments, resulting in excerpts ranging
from about 20 to about 100 words. For the DA, the selected passages are treated as separate utterances.

A limiting factor applies also to the original selection of texts from which to select the corpus,
where one obvious limitation is that only the closing statement of one out of three convicted members
of PR, Nadezhda Tolokonnikova, was selected. A presupposition for the DA is that she represents the
group PR and not herself as individual. The rationale for choosing her utterances before those of other
members is that she presented the longest and most eloquent closing statement in the court, that she,
(although she and the group themselves reject this claim), is widely considered a leader of the group,
and that her statement in the court has been regarded as a defence manifesto (Tolokonnikova, 2012a)
for PR. Another limitation is that the Church representatives’ utterances were made outside and not

within the court and trial, in contrast to the other statements used in the corpus. It was a necessary
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choice to include these statements, since otherwise the Church’s argumentation could not be analysed
with the chosen method. Lastly, the author of this thesis is neither a Russian nor English native

speaker, which may affect the stylistic quality, but hopefully less so the accuracy of the translations.

Discourse Analysis (DA)

Structure and Workflow of the DA

The material to be analysed in this section is a representative selection of utterances from the different
stakeholders: the Russian State, the High Council and Pussy Riot. To facilitate the reading, the
guotations are labelled as follows: (HC) the High Council, (P) the Patriarch, (S) the State, (PR) Pussy
Riot. The quotations are numbered in the order they are presented in the analysis (PR1, PR2 etc.). The
analysis is presented above each quotation. The translations are the author’s own, except for the
statements of PR, which are taken from an English non-official version (Tolokonnikova, 2012a) that
has been slightly adapted before use in this thesis, and Bible quote translations which are taken from

King James Bible. All quotations combined with the identified discourses are also listed in a matrix

in Appendix Il of the thesis.

Arguments by the State in the Verdict: ‘Blasphemous, Sacrilegious Acts

against Orthodox Believers’

The three PR members were sentenced to serve two years in penal colony for ‘Hooliganism motivated
by religious hatred’®. During the trial against PR, which lasted for eight days in August 2012, the
prosecutor’s particular of claim laid the ground for the subsequent verdict, and large parts of the
verdict is identical with the particular of claim. The main strategy of the prosecution appeared to be to
allow for plaintiffs and witnesses to explain to the court in what way their religious feelings had been
hurt: from watching the performance, when trying to interfere, or by merely being present during the

events. The reasons behind this strategy could be disputed, but one is probably that in order for

® For the exact wording of article 213 of the Russian Criminal Code, ‘hooliganism’, see Appendix III.
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paragraph 213 in the Russian penal code (hooliganism) to be applicable, there must be plaintiffs
present who can be offended by the actions. The prosecution, thus, put forward no less than ten
plaintiffs and three witnesses to support its claim that the actions were first and foremost aimed to hurt
the feelings of religious people, that is, the claimed motive behind the action rather than the action
itself was the fundamental part of the crime. The action itself was described in detail, seemingly
without much deviation from what actually took place. In order to prove that the performance was
carefully planned and even rehearsed, technical evidence seized in PR members’ apartments were
presented as support. The technical evidence consisted mainly of computer files of texts and song
lyrics, and video clips of rehearsals and performances. Tolokonnikova was portrayed as the driving
force. In the discourse analysis below, the Khamovnicheskii district court and its judge are regarded as
representatives of the Russian State’. The verdict from which the quotations are
selected was read aloud by Judge Marina Syrova for several hours on 17 august 2012.

In the first quotation, the Khamovnicheskii court argues that the PR members on trial, contrary
to what the defence claims, are motivated by religious hatred. This is proven by their affiliation to
feminism, the court claims, which is an argument that seems to lack congruence. A logical
interpretation of this reasoning is that the Russian State regards feminism as an extremist ideology.

The court uses a juridical and a political discourse.

(S1) Cyn He MOXET COTJIACHTHCS C JIOBOJAAMHU CTOPOHBI 3aIUTHI 00 OTCYTCTBUH B
JEUCTBUSX NMOACYAUMBIX MOTUBA PEJIUTMO3HON HEHABUCTH M BPaXJbl, HCHABUCTU
KaKoH-T0O0 COUMANbHOM TPYMIBI, MOTHB PEIUTHMO3HON HEHAaBUCTH B JEHCTBHAX
MOJICYTUMBIX CyJl YCMaTpPHUBAEeT B CIEAYIOIIEM: TOACYUMBbIE MO3UIIMOHUPYIOT ce0s
CTOpPOHHHKaMH (eMHHN3Ma, TO €CTh JIBIDKCHHS 3a DPABHOMNPABHE JKEHIIUH C
MY>KUHUHaMHU.

The court cannot agree with the defence’s argumentation that the accused in their
actions lack a motive of religious hatred and enmity, or hatred towards any social
group. The court judges the motive of religious hatred in the following: the accused
position themselves as supporters of feminism, a movement for the equality between
women and men.

% See also the chapter ‘Background’.
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Next, the court defines what crime has allegedly been committed. The language used here is similar to
the final wording in the verdict, where the Russian terms khuliganstvo [hooliganism] and religioznaia

nenavist’ [religious hatred] are combined. The court uses a juridical discourse.

(S2) TomoxoHHMKOBa, CamyleBUY U AJNEeXMHA COBEPIIMIM XYJIMTaHCTBO, TO €CTh
rpyboe HapylieHHe OOIECTBEHHOIO IIOps/IKa, BBIpaKarolllee SBHOE HEYBa)KCHHE
K OOILECTBY, COBEpIICHHOE II0 MOTHBAaM pPEJIMTHO3HONH HEHABUCTH U BPaXKbl
1 110 MOTHBAaM HEHaBHCTH B OTHOLICHUH KaKOW-THOO COIMAaIBHOM IPyMIIbI, TPYIIION
JIMI TIO TIPEABAPHUTEIILHOMY CTOBOPY.

Tolokonnikova, Samutsevich and Alekhina have committed hooliganism, which is a
grave violation of public order, and expressed overt disrespect for society. These
acts were motivated by religious hatred and hostility against any social group and
were planned in premeditated agreement®.

The court states that the three defendants have violated public order and planned the crime in advance.
It is central to the final verdict that the court affiliates the PR act with a motive of religious hatred. The
group’s alleged motive of religious hatred is repeated, and the act is claimed to have caught the
attention of many religious believers. The court’s line of argument is largely following a juridical
discourse but the elements of religious hatred and provocation of religious believers can also belong to

a religious discourse.

(S3) Tak, TomoxoHHMKOBa, CamyleBud, AJEXHHA M HEYCTAHOBJICHHBIC JHIA |...]
BCTYIHMJIM B IPECTYHHBIH CrOBOp C IEJbIO COBEpIICHHS TIpyOOro HapylIeHHS
OOIIECTBEHHOTO  IOPSI/IKA, BBIPAXKAIOIIETO SIBHOE HEYBAXEHHE K OOIIECTBY,
110 MOTHBaM  PEJIMTHO3HOW HEHABHCTH MW BPXIBl M 10 MOTHBAaM HEHABHCTH
B OTHOIICHWM  KaKOM-TMOO  COLMAaNbHOM TPYNNBl B BHJIE  OCYLIECTBICHHA
MIPOBOKAIIMOHHBIX M OCKOPOWTENIbHBIX  JEHCTBUA B PEJIMTHO3HOM  3[aHUH
C TIPUBJICYCHUEM BHUMaHMS IIMPOKOTO KPpyra BEPYIOIINX rpaxkJaH.

Thus, Tolokonnikova, Samutsevich, Alekhina and unidentified persons [...]
made a criminal agreement with the purpose to commit a grave violation of the
public order, expressing overt disrespect for society for motives of religious hatred
and hatred against any social group, by carrying out provocative and insulting acts in
a religious building, catching the attention of a wide circle of believers.

Y Gruppa lits po predvaritel’nomu sgovoru’ is a direct quotation of Russian Penal Law, where according to
article/paragraph 35 a crime is considered to be committed by a group of persons in a preliminary conspiracy
(premeditated agreement), if the persons took part in it after they had reached an agreement on the joint
commission of a crime. (YronosHoe nipaBo Poccuu, 2013); (The Criminal Code Of The Russian Federation,
2013)
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By stating that PR planned its way of dressing so as to break church regulations, the court continues its
attempts to prove that the PR act was a premeditated crime. The term chosen to describe PR’s
garments is oblachenie [attire/vestment], which is first and foremost used for clothing of priests, so
also the choice of words implies a breach of church regulations. The term tserkovnye pravila [church
regulations] combines juridical and religious discourse in only two words. In Russian Orthodoxy, it
denotes an overall set of regulations for how a believer should abide by Orthodox customs. So, the
court relies mainly on a juridical discourse but also sees a need to define what breaches of church

regulations PR has been committed, which borders to a religious discourse.

(S4) [Jns coBeplIEHUS] CBOMX MPOTHUBOINpPABHBIX JAeMcTBU TOJIOKOHHHKOBA,
CamyneBud, AJsleXxMHa W HCYCTaHOBJIEHHBIE COYYaCTHHUKU PAaCHpeAeTHIN MEeXIy
c000ii PO ¥ HAMEPEHHO HPUOOpPETH [Uis O0NaYeHUs ONCKIY, SIBHO U OYCBHIHO
NPOTUBOpEYANIYI0 OOIIMM LEPKOBHBIM IpaBWiIaM, TpeOOBaHHUSIM IIOpsAKa,
JUCHUIUIMHBL M BHYTPEHHETO YKJIaia IIepKBH.

In order to carry out their illegal acts, Tolokonnikova, Samutsevich, Alekhina and
their unidentified accomplices divided the roles between themselves and deliberately
acquired clothes for attire, openly contradicting general church rules, regulations of
order and discipline, and the indoor practices of the church.

The court states that PR has entered a criminal agreement and planned its way of dressing in order to
show open disrespect towards the Christian world. The colourful masks are claimed to have been
particularly offensive with regard to local church canons. A logical explanation for the court’s
reasoning is that it aims to prove PR’s alleged motive of religious hatred. It therefore blends religious
discourse into the juridical wording through the expression neuvazhenie k khristianskomu miru

[disrespect for the Christian world].

(S5) TomnokoHHmkoBa, CamylieBUY W AJIEeXWHAa W HEYCTAaHOBJICHHBIC YYAaCTHUKHU
MIPECTYITHOTO CTOBOPA, MPUYUCIAIONIHE ce0s K XKEHCKON maHk-rpymnme Pussy Riot,
IUTAHUPOBAIM B KadenpaabHOM cobope Pycckoil mpaBOCIaBHOW IIEPKBH, Xpame
Xpucra Cnacutelnsi, 00JaYUThCS B BBINICYKAa3aHHBIC OICSHUS TSI TOTO, YTOOBI
OTKpPBITO BBIPa3UTh HEYBa)KEHHE K XPUCTHAHCKOMY MHPY M LIEPKOBHBIM KaHOHaM.
IIpu 3TOM Ha CBOM JIMIIa OHM HAJIEJIM 3aIUTHBIE MAaCKU BBI3bIBAIOIIE IPKON OKPACKH,
TO €CTh HUMENTH Ha cede MpenMeThl ONCKIbI, HENPUCTONHOW, C TOYKU 3PCHHS
LIEPKOBHBIX KAHOHOB, JIJIsl IAHHOTO MecCTa.

Tolokonnikova, Samutsevich, Alekhina and their unidentified accomplices in the
premeditated criminal agreement, who affiliate themselves with the female punk
group Pussy Riot, planned to dress in the aforementioned apparel in a cathedral of
the Russian Orthodox Church, the Cathedral of Christ the Saviour, in order to
overtly express disrespect for the Christian world and the church canons. Hereby
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they put on protective masks in bright colours, so they wore articles of clothing that
were offensive in relation to the church canons for this location.

In the following excerpt from the verdict, the court summarises a hearing of the witness Riazantsev.
Orthodox believers are claimed to be deeply offended, even though the act is not outright godless
[bogoborcheskii]. The PR act reminds the witness of the ‘Union of the Godless’, active in the 1920’s
and 1930’s, whose parodying of the Orthodox rituals is claimed to have started the persecution of the
ROC. The reference to the ‘Union of the Godless’ implicates that mockery of religious symbols can
have disastrous consequences. The PR act is labelled bogokhul’nyi [blasphemous] and
koshchunstvennyi [sacrilegious] — terms that are carefully avoided elsewhere in the verdict but appear
in the below summary of a witness statement''. The overall argumentation uses both religious and

juridical discourse:

(S6) 21 dempanst 2012 roma B xpame Xpucra Croacurtens € TOYKH 3pPCHHS
NPaBOCJIABHOM DEJUTUY, NPAaBOCIABHBIX BEPYIOIIMX YyYacTHHLIAMH rpymisl Pussy
Riot coBepiieHbI 60TOXYJIbHBIC, KOIIYHCTBEHHBIE JICHCTBHS, KOTOPbIE OUYEHb CHIILHO
OCKOPOJISIOT YyBCTBA BEPYIOIINX, BEICMEUBAIOT HICTUHHO BEPYIOIIUX NPABOCIABHBIX
rpaxgad. B mpsMoM cMbicie GoroGopuecKMMH 3TH ACUCTBUS Ha3BaTh TPYIHO,
OJIHAKO YKa3aHHBIE JIEHCTBUS €My HAallOMUHAIOT JEATeIHHOCTh opranu3annu «Coro3
6e300xHUKOBY, neiicTBoBaBmel B 20-30-X rogax, KOTOpPBIE B IIYTOBCKOW (hopme
NapoJUpOBaIM CBsILIEHHbIE JeicTBus, coBepiiaemble PIIL[, Takue kak KpecTHbIH
X0/, MyOJIMIHbIe MOJIEOHBI U T.A. YKa3aHHbIE JEHCTBHS SBISUINCH HAYAIOM FOHEHUS
Ha Pycckyro mmpaBociaBHYIO IIEPKOBb, YTO B MOCIEAYIOIIEM YyTh HE NPHUBEIIO K €€
MOJIHOMY YHUUYTOXEHHUIO.

On 21 February 2012, from the point of view of the Orthodox religion, the members
of the group Pussy Riot committed blasphemous, sacrilegious acts against Orthodox
believers, which deeply offended the feelings of religious believers and ridiculed
devout Orthodox citizens. In the true sense of the word, it is difficult to name these
actions as godless, but the actions remind him of the activities of the organisation
“Union of the Godless”, active in the twenties and thirties, which in a clownish form
parodied sacred acts of the ROC, such as the procession, public prayers and so forth.
Those acts were the beginning of the persecution of the ROC, which eventually all
but lead to its complete destruction.

' As a contrast to the verdict, the prosecutor’s particular of claim in the same PR trial (not included in the DA of
this thesis) contains as many as 30 instances of various derivations of the word bogokhul’stvo (blasphemy) and
35 instances of koshchunstvo (sacrilege). For further uses of the terms, see quotations HC1, HC2 and HC3.
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In the next quotation there is a rare reference to PR’s ‘punk prayer’*?, here referred to as pesnia [song].
Its lyrics are said to be blasphemous towards believers and clerics, a sense which is accentuated further
by the information that Tolokonnikova while ‘playing a record” was located at the religiously

important areas ‘solea’ and ‘ambo’*®

. It could be argued that the lyrics were only partly audible in the
church, and that they in order to offend must have been read after they were published on the Internet.
It is also worth noticing that there is no mention here of any political content in the punk prayer’s
lyrics**. Again, the religious term bogokhul nyi [blasphemous], rarely used by the State elsewhere in
the verdict, plays a part in the largely juridical argumentation. ‘Blasphemous’ is specified with the
expression ‘with regard to the norms of the Russian Orthodox Church’, as to avoid assigning the term
a juridical meaning.

(S7) B at0 ke Bpemsa TONOKOHHHMKOBA, HAXOIsCh Ha CoOJiee W aMBOHeE, 0e3

MPOMEIJICHUST TMONKIIOYMIa MHUKPO(QOH K 3BYKONMPOHM3BOIMIICH ammaparype H

BKITIOYIJIa (POHOTPAMMY C 3apaHee IMOATOTOBICHHOH TMecHeH, coepkaHne KOTOPOH,

C TOYKHU 3pEHHsI HOPM PycCKo# mpaBOCTaBHO# IICPKBHU, SBISCTCS OOTOXYJIBHBIM U
OCKOPOUTETHHBIM JIJIsI BEPYIOIHX U CBAICHHOCTYKHUTEIICH.

At this moment Tolokonnikova, who was on the solea and ambo, without delay
connected a microphone to a sound system and turned on a record with a previously
prepared song whose contents, with regard to the norms of the Russian Orthodox
Church, was blasphemous and offensive to believers and clerics.

The court states that Tolokonnikova and Alekhina™ gravely violated public order by staying in a
forbidden area for about one minute. The group’s pattern of movement during the short performance is
described in some detail, and the two PR members are claimed to have used curses and other words
described as oskorbliaiushchii [insulting]. The court uses a juridical discourse, but PR’s motive of
religious hatred is central to the argumentation, as shown in the expression rukovodstvuias chuvstvom

religioznoi nenavisti i vrazhdy [guided by religious hatred and hostility].

12 See Appendix | for the full text.

B3 <Solea’ (Ru: cozes) is the elevated area in front of the iconostasis. ‘Ambo’ (Ru: ameor) is a semi-circular area
of the solea immediately before the holy doors (Glossary of Common Terms in the Orthodox Church, 2008). It
is worth noticing that PR did not enter behind the Iconostasis where women are not allowed, which would have
been a much more serious offense.

4 As Appendix | shows, the Russian original contains many political references.

> The third PR member that was identified from the performance, Ekaterina Samutsevich, was also convicted
but subsequently released from prison on the grounds that she did not participate in the ‘punk prayer’ itself (Der
Spiegel, 2012).
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(S8) 3areM, WrHOpPHPYS NPENOCTEPSIKCHMS MPUXOXKAH, ICHCTBUS OXPAaHHUKOB
U COTPYAHHUKOB Xpama, TOMTOKOHHHKOBA, AJIEXHHA M HEYCTaHOBJICHHbIE CIEACTBUEM
COYYaCTHWKH MPOJOKHIM Tpyboe HapylIeHHE OOIIECTBEHHOTO IIOPSAKA,
a IMEHHO, NpeHeOperas NMpaBHIaMH IIOBEJICHMS U MPOSBISAA SBHOE HEYBa)KCHHE
K KyIbType TMOBEACHHA B XpaMe, HAXOAACh B IPENAITAPHOM YacTH Xpama,
MepeMeIasich II0 COJIEE W aMBOHY, BXOJ Ha KOTOpPBIE MOCETUTEISIM CTPOTO
BOCIIPEILIEH, B T€YEHHE IPHUMEPHO OAHOM MMHYTHI, PYKOBOJACTBYSCH UYYyBCTBOM
pPEIUTHO3HON HEHABUCTH M BPaXKJbl, BBIKPUKUBAIH, CKaHAUPYS, OpaHHBIE cJOBa
U CJIOBa, OCKOPOJISIOIIUE IMPHUCYTCTBYIOUIMX, a TAKKE NPBITaiM, 33JAUPald HOTH,
UMHTHUPYS TaHIIBI 1 HAHECEHHE YAAapOB KyJIaKaMH 10 BOOOpakaeMbIM MPOTUBHUKAM.

After this, ignoring the cautions of the parishioners, the actions by the guards and
employees of the cathedral, Tolokonnikova, Alekhina and their unidentified partners
continued their grave violation of public order, in fact ignoring the rules of conduct
and showing a clear lack of respect for the culture of behaviour in the church, moved
in the solea and ambo area in front of the altar, the entry to which is strongly
forbidden for visitors, remained there for about one minute and, guided by a sense of
religious hatred and hostility, shouted and chanted curses and other words that were
insulting to those present, jumped and raised their legs imitating a dance and threw
fist punches at imaginary enemies.

The court states that PR has deeply offended the religious feelings of Orthodox believers by breaking
the Cathedral’s rules of conduct. The expression nezakonnye deistviia [the illegal acts] intimates that
breaking the rules of conduct was a criminal act in itself. The court uses mainly a juridical discourse,
but the expression oskorbili i unizili chuvstva i religioznye orientiry veruiushchikh... pertains to a

religious discourse.

(S9) CBoumu peiictBusMu TonokoHHUKoBa, CamyleBud, AJieXMHAa COBMECTHO
C HCYCTAaHOBIICHHBIMH IJIUIIAMH TpyObIM 00pa3oM HapyIIWId OOMIEeCTBEHHBIN
TOPSJIOK, JIMIIWIA TPaXKJaH OOIIECTBEHHOTO CIIOKOWCTBUS, MPepBal HOpMaIbHOE
¢byHKIMOHUpOBaHUEe KadeapanbHoro cobopa — xpama Xpucra Cnacurens,
HapylIuid MpeTyCMOTPEHHBIE PETIAMEHTOM HAaXOXXIEHHS TIOCETUTENeld B Xpame,
MPOSIBIJIM SIBHOE€ HEYBaXXEHHE K IMOCETHTENISIM U CIYXKHTENSIM Xpama, CTaBIIUM
HEBOJIbHBIMU OUYEBH/IIIAMHU BBHIINIEYKA3aHHBIX HE3aKOHHBIX JIEUCTBUH, TIIyOOKO
OCKOpOWJIM ¥ YHU3WJIM YYBCTBAa U PEIIUTHO3HBIE  OPHEHTUPHl  BEPYIOLIUX
MIPaBOCIABHBIX TPaXkK/IaH.

With their actions, Tolokonnikova, Alekhina and the unidentified persons violated
the public order gravely, deprived citizens of general peace and quiet, disrupted the
normal functioning of Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral, violated the regulations
stipulated in the statutes for visitors to the church, showed open disrespect for the
visitors and staff of the church, who had become involuntary eye-witnesses to the
above mentioned illegal acts, and deeply insulted and offended the feelings and
religious orientation of believing Orthodox citizens.

The court summarises the PR act as immoral, spiteful and directed against the entire religion of

Christianity. A wide range of negative value-laden terms are used to describe the PR act:
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Neuvazhitel 'nyilnepochtitel’nyi [disrespectful], lishennyi morali [immoral], religioznaia nenavist’
[religious hatred], vrazhda [hostility]. These negative connotations are contrasted against positive
values of Christianity, claimed to have been violated: ravnopravie [equality], samobytnost’
[originality], znachimost’ dlia natsii i narodov [significance to nations and peoples]. The
argumentation belongs to a religious rather than a juridical discourse, and Christianity and religion are
victimised and portrayed as threatened by the PR act. There is a tendency in this quotation, as in
several other arguments of the State and the Church, to enlarge the short PR performance in the

cathedral and its perceived consequences to great proportions:

(S10) B wmemom peanu3oBaHHOW aklUMeW, B SBHOW HEYyBaXUTEIbHOU U
HETMOYTUTEILHOW  (opMe, JUIICHHONW BCSIKAX OCHOB MOpald, SBHBIM U
HC,Z[ByCMLICJ'IeHHbIM 06p8,30M BLIpaSI/IHI/I CBOHO peJ'II/IFI/IOSHyIO HCHABUCTb U Bpancuy K
OZHOHM U3 CYILECTBYIOIIMX B HACTOSILEE BPEMS PEIUTHM, XPUCTUAHCTBY, MOCSITHYB
Ha €ro paBHOIIPAaBHE, CAMOOBITHOCTb W BBICOKYIO 3HAYUMOCTH JJIS OOJBIIOTO
KOJIMYECTBA HallM U HapOJOB.

Through their action they, in an openly disrespectful and irreverent form, free from
all basic elements of morality, overtly and unambiguously expressed their religious
hatred and hostility towards one of the currently existing religions, Christianity,
violating its equality, originality and high importance for many nations and peoples.

In the verdict, several plaintiffs are described as faithful and loyal to the ROC and its traditions.
Automated assurances of their religious devotion are repeated as a means for the prosecution to assign
credibility to eye-witnesses and plaintiffs. The State’s strategy can be seen in the light of the legal case
being very much centred on proving that PR, by their actions on 21 February 2013, hurt the religious
feelings of Orthodox believers. The automated characterisations lend arguments from a religious or

Orthodox discourse and also add to the theatrical backdrop to the trial and the verdict.

(S11) IlorepmeBmmii JKene3oB B CyneOHOM 3acefaHMM IIO0Ka3aj, YTO SIBISIETCS
IIPaBOCIIABHBIM, IITyOOKO BEPYIOLIMM M LIEPKOBHBIM YEJIOBEKOM, COOJIIO/IAET TTOCTHI,
NIPa3JHUKH, Y4YacTBYET B LIEPKOBHBIX TaMHCTBAX, OOTOCIY)XEHHSX, HCIIOBEAYET
IIPaBOCIIABHYIO BepY, COOIIONAaeT Bce KAHOHBI M 0OPSAbI MPABOCIaBHOM IIEPKBH.

The plaintiff Zhelezov declared during the court proceedings that he is Orthodox, a
deep believer and a religious person, that he observes Lent and holidays, participates
in the Church sacraments and services, confesses to the Orthodox belief and honours
all guiding principles and ceremonies of the Orthodox Church.

Witnesses for the prosecution are described in a similar manner with religious attributes:
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(S12) Cauperens JKykoBa B CyneOHOM 3acelaHMM TIOKa3ajia O TOM, 4YTO OHa
mpaBociaBHas TiryOooko Bepytomas. CoOmomaer Bce TOCTHI,  TPaIHIINH,
MIPaBOCJIAaBHBIE OOBIYAH.

The witness Zhukova declared during the court proceedings that she was of
Orthodox belief and a deep believer. She observes all Lents, traditions and Orthodox
customs.

Arguments of the ROC High Council: ‘And he opened his Mouth in
Blasphemy against God’.

Although the ROC is not a party in the PR trial, its arguments concerning the alleged crime and the
trial are considered highly relevant for the DA. The reasons for selecting the statements of the High
Council and the Patriarch have been discussed earlier under ‘Selection of Corpus’ in the ‘Theory and
Method’ chapter. In its statement published in August 2012 immediately after the verdict against
Pussy Riot (PR), the ROC High Council defines the performance in the cathedral is as an act of
blasphemy, conducted with the intent to insult God and the feelings of religious people. The council
underlines the seriousness of blasphemy with the support of a Bible quotation, where zhilishche
[home®] could be seen as a parallel to Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral. The council relies mainly on

religious discourse but touches also upon juridical discourse:

(HC1) boroxymbcTBO — TJIaBHasg npumMera Bpara bokus, ONMCaHHOTO B
OtkpoBennn: «M oTBep3 oH ycTa cBou st Xynbl Ha bora, uToOb! XynuTh uMst Ero, u
sxuniie Ero, u skuBymmx Ha HeOe» (OTkp. 13:6).

Blasphemy is the main signature of an enemy to God, described in the Book of
Revelation: ‘And he opened his mouth in blasphemy against God, to blaspheme his

name, and his tabernacle, and them that dwell in heaven.” (The Book of Revelation
13:6)"

The branding of PR’s act as kowyrcmeo [insult or desecration] in quote (HC2) below is the starting
point and the very basis for the Council’s discussion. The term 6ozoxyascmeo [blasphemy] is not used
at this point, probably to avoid the use of a religious discourse together with the reference to the

court’s verdict in the same utterance. bozoxyrscmeso clearly pertains to a religious discourse whereas

'® The ancient Greek original (Palmer, 2011) uses the word ‘oxyvijv’ (tabernacle).
7 King James Bible (KJV)
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the word xowyncmeo can be used also about non-religious insults. A check for descriptions of
kowyHcmeo and 6ozoxynscmso in a number of well-known dictionaries has provided the following

information.
Dal’ ([anb, 1881) and Ushakov (Yakos, 1935) give the following definitions:

o (Mams, 1881) — definition of koshchunit’: ‘Hacmbxarbcst Hagb CBAMIEHHBIME IIPEIMETAMH,
OT3bIBaThCsl 00 HUXD Cb Npe3pbHbeMb, OpaHHO, TONLIO; MOPYraTh, CKBEPHHTh, OCKBEPHSITH,
CyeCJIOBUTH, OyeCIIOBHUTD.

e (Ymakos, 1935) — definition of koshchunstvovat’: ‘Ockop6nsTh penurnosHoe 4YyBCTBO
BEPYIOIIMX HACMEIIKAMHU HAJl TPEAMETaMH KyJbTa.’

Dictionaries of the 20™ century give the following definitions:

e (Uuctutyr s3biko3Hanumsi, 1956) — definition of koshchunstvo: 1. ‘Hacmemka Han
PENUTHO3HOM CBATHIHHUEH, OCKOPOJICHNE YbUX-THOO0 PEUTUO3HBIX YYBCTB. 2. OCKOPOUTETHHO
HEYBXHUTEIbHOE OTHOIICHUE K YeMY-TH00, TOCTOMHOMY YBaXKCHHUS.

e (Uuctutyr pycckoro s3eika, 1958) — definition of koshchunstvo: ‘1. Omur u3 BumoB
NPECTYIUICHHs IPOTHUB BEPhl B IPABOCIABHOM [IEPKBU M B 3aKOHOJATENILCTBE LapcKou Poccun
— OCKOpOJICHHE PETUIHO3HOM CBATHIHU. 2. OCKOpOUTENbHOE, HEYBaXHUTEIbHOE OTHOLICHHE K
yemy-11. [lountaemomy KeM-i1., JOporomy Komy-i.’

e 1992 definition of koshchunstvo (Osxeros, 1992): ‘TnymieHue, HaapyraTelbCTBO HAI KEM-
YeM-H. [IOYUTAEMBIM, HaJl CBATHIHEH [[IepBOHAY. PETUTHO3HOM .’

Thus, the dictionaries of the 19th century fixed only one meaning of the word xowyncmeo. All
dictionaries of the 20th century fix two meanings. This gives reason to believe that a diachronic shift
has taken place during the last 100 years. In order to confirm this hypothesis a corpus-based analysis
based on the Russian National Corpus (RNC) was also conducted. 353 contexts with xowyrcmeso and
114 contexts with 6ozoxyrecmeo were found. It is apparent that the word xowsyncmeo occurs three
times more frequently than 6ozoxyrscmeso. The next step was to analyse present-day contexts. 129
contexts with xkowyncmeo were found and analysed. The analysis shows that the word occurs 21 times
in religious discourse and 108 times in neutral contexts, including political, historical, military and
sports discourse. This leads to the conclusion that a non-religious or neutral meaning of
xowyncmeo is used much more frequently than the religious meaning of the word.

For the word 6ocoxyrvcmeso, 40 contexts were found and analysed. The word occurs 35 times in

religious discourse and only five times in other contexts. None of the five other contexts can be
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definitely defined as neutral and cannot be excluded to pertain to a religious discourse. The conclusion

is, therefore, that 6ozoxyiscmeo has a near exclusive religious meaning.

(HC2) Beicimit IepkoBHbI COBET CUMTAEeT Ba)KHBIM €lIle Pa3 MPOSICHUTH MO3ULIUI0
IlepkBH OTHOCHUTENBHO KOIIYHCTBEHHOIO akTa B Xpame Xpucra Cnacurens, B TOM
YHCIIE B CBSA3U C BHIHECEHHBIM CYACOHBIM PEIICHUEM.

The Church High Council considers it important to once again clarify the position of
the Church regarding the act of desecration in Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral, also in
connection with the court’s decision.

After its initial branding of the act as blasphemous, the council returns to this topic several times.

Here, the performance is described as a deliberate act of blasphemy and desecration of millions of

people. The discourse used is strictly religious.

(HC3) To, 4TrO MpPOM30LLIO, €CTh 60FonyII>CTBO U KOIIYHCTBO, CO3HATEJIbHOC H
HAMEpEHHOE OCKOpOJICHHE CBSTHIHH, NPOSBICHHE TpyOoil BpakaeOHOCTH K
MWUIMOHAM JIIOJEH U UX YyBCTBaM.

What took place was blasphemy and desecration, a conscious and deliberate insult of

the sanctuary, a display of brute hostility towards millions of people and their
feelings.

The council discusses the difference between committing a sin against a person and a sin against God,

where sins against God are said to require sincere repentance, whereas sins against people should be

forgiven. The argumentation is clearly pertaining to religious discourse.

(HC4) CymecTByeT pasiauyue MeXIy I'peXaMH IPOTHB YEJIOBEKA U IPEXaMH IPOTHB
Bora. Ecnu XpucTMaHWH Kak JIMYHOCTH SIBISIETCS MOCTpaJaBIIed CTOPOHOW, OH
NIPU3BaH MPOCTUTH COTPENIMBIIEro NpoTuB Hero. Ho mpomienue rpexa nporus bora
HEBO3MOXKHO 0€3 MCKPEHHET0 PacKasHUs COTpennBInero nepex Hum.

There is a difference between sins against man and sins against God. If a Christian is
the aggrieved party in person, he is called upon to forgive the sins committed against
him. But the forgiveness of sins against God is impossible without sincere regret
before Him.
Furthermore, the Church delimits its responsibility to moral guidance and claims not to evaluate the

justness of the verdict. Here, the Church relies on religious discourse and actively furthers itself from

the political and artistic discourse by referring to the ‘pastoral duty’ of the Church:
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(HC5) Mpbl Takke HE paccMaTpuBaeM IMPOMCHIEANIEE C TOJUTHYECKON WIIH
3CTeTUYECKON TOouku 3peHus. [lacteipckuii noar LlepkBu — naBaTh QyXOBHYIO,
HPaBCTBEHHYIO OIIEHKY MMEBIIINM MECTO COOBITHAM.

We also do not regard the occurred events from a political or aesthetical perspective.
The pastoral duty of the Church is to provide a spiritual and moral evaluation of the
events.

However, the next two quotations reveal how the juridical discourse is very much prevalent in the
Church’s argumentation. In the first quotation, the Church reasons that the State, by creating a legal
precedent in the trial, should discourage future offence of religious feelings and the mocking of
religious sanctities or cultural monuments. The Church unexpectedly uses the expression glumlenie
nad pamiatnikami [mocking of monuments] — a secular term normally reserved for describing protest
actions at public monuments such as historical statues®®. Here, the Church enters the State’s discourse,
but it can also be unintentional confusion with the religious expression glumlenie nad sviatyniami
[mocking of shrines]. The ROC Patriarch uses the similar glumitsia pered velikimi sviatyniami [mock
in front of great shrines] later in this thesis*®. The intertwining of legal and moral arguments illustrates
the Church’s dilemma in keeping apart juridical, religious and moral discourses when analysing the

Pussy Riot act.

(HC6) Henomymienne OcCKOpOJEHHS YYBCTB BEpPYIOIIUX, AKTOB KONIYHCTBAa HAJ
PEIUTHO3HBIMU CBATBIHAMH W TIYMJICHHS HAaJ KyIbTYPHBIMH TaMATHUKAMH —
3aJadya TOCYNApCTBA, YBAXAIOMIEro CBOMX rpaxnaH . Co3maHHBIA CyIneOHBIN
MIpeleICHT TOJDKEH MPEIOTBPATHTh TOBTOPEHHE TIOJOOHBIX ACUCTBHUH B OyAyIIEM.

The prevention of offence against religious feelings, acts of insult against
sanctuaries and mockery of cultural monuments is a task for a State that respects its
citizens. The precedent created must preclude the repetition of such actions in the
future.

In the second quotation, the council places the performance in a series of immoral public acts [PR’s
earlier performances] defined with the term beznakazannye [unpunished], thus implying that the

Church considers not only PR’s preceding performances but also the act in February 2012, as illegal.

'8 The term was used, for instance, in media accusations of supporters of the oppositional front figure Aleksei
Naval’nyi during his Moscow mayor campaign in September 2013 (Ceromus.Py, 2013). The Russian definition
used in the Ozhegov dictionary is: ‘[iymutbes: 3m06HO  OCKOPOUTENBHO H3IEBATHCS .

19 See quotation (P5).

% This sentence from the Orthodox Church Council’s statement was reused and copied letter by letter in a
statement on 25 August 2013 by the Vladikavkaz episcopate, concerning a case of vandalism of icons at an
Orthodox chapel in the Russian Republic of North-Ossetia-Alania (ITpaBocnasue.Py, 2013).
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(HC7) becunHCTBO B XpaMe CTajlo TPOJOJDKEHHEM TIIyOOKO OE3HpPaBCTBEHHBIX
Hy6JII/I‘-IHLIX axunﬁ, paHe€ COBEPIICHHBIX TEMH XC€ JHUIAMHU U UX COPAaTHUKAMH H
OCTaBIINXCs Oe3HaKa3aHHBIMH.

The ravage in the church was a continuation of the deeply immoral public acts that

were previously committed by the same people and their accomplices and left
unpunished.

The council also argues for denying the act any association or resemblance with religious practices.

This contrasts against the Pussy Riot defence claims that it is a ‘punk prayer’.

(Hcs) TlosTomMy HMKAaK HENB3S COTJIACUTHCS C TIONBITKAMH  IIPEJICTaBHTH
MIPOMCILEAIIEE B XpaMe KaK MOJIUTBY, COBEPIICHHYIO B HETPAIULIMOHHON (hopMme.

For this reason it is not possible to accept the attempts to present what took place in
the church as a prayer performed in an untraditional form.

An Orthodox person cannot take part in or support blasphemy, the council argues, implying that the

Pussy Riot members are not Orthodox Christians:

(HC9) IlpaBocnaBHBI XPUCTHAHMH HE MOXKET HM y4acTBOBaTh B OOTOXYJIbCTBE, HU
0JI0OPSATH €ro, HY MPSIMO MJIM KOCBEHHO €r0 MOJJIeP)KUBATb.

An Orthodox person cannot take part in blasphemy, nor approve of it or directly or
indirectly support it.

The Church Council deplores those misled by the PR act, some of whom ignorant of the alleged
insults. Also, by locating the act to the ambo, a liturgically significant part of the cathedral, the

seriousness of the religious insults is emphasised:

(HC10) K coskaneHuio, 3TH IOIBITKH JIE30pPUEHTUPOBAJIM MHOTHUX JIOJEH, B TOM
YHUCJIC OTACJIbHBIX YJICHOB I_[epKBI/I, Hpe6LIBaIOH_II/IX B HEBCJACHHUU OTHOCHUTCIBHOI'O
TOT0, KaKM€ KOLIYHCTBCHHBIC W MEP3KHC CJIOBa OBl IMPOU3HECCHBI HAa aMBOHC
Xpama Xpucra Cracurens.

Alas, these attempts disoriented many people, including single members of the

Church who were left ignorant of which insulting and disgusting words were
expressed at the ambo of Christ the Saviour’s cathedral.

In the following quotation, the Church Council elevates the debate of the PR performance to a national
level, where the alleged crime is perceived to have far-reaching consequences. In an effort to explain
the strong reactions from the Orthodox community, the council claims that due to anti-religious hatred

during the German occupation of Russia and the Soviet period, the Russian people are especially
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sensitive to infringement of their religious and national feelings. This is relating to a discourse of
religious freedom, in which the Church is the aggrieved party in a struggle against mighty powers
aiming to disrupt religious practice with ‘militant atheism’ [Soviet rule] and ‘fascist aggression’
[German occupation]. It could be argued, as do Alekseev and Armes (1977), that the German
occupation forces during the Second World War were not unequivocally hostile towards the Russian
Orthodox Church, but rather showed leniency in many cases. The council also connects to a Russian
national discourse, in which the Russian people are united with the Orthodox Church by historical
bonds. The term nash narod [our people] includes all Russians as perceived victims of religious
persecution — not only the religious Orthodox. By connecting a religious discourse with one of ethnic
persecution, the historical bonds between the Orthodox and the ethnical Russian are even more

emphasised.

(HC11) B XX Beke aHTUpPEIUTHO3HAasl HEHABUCTh — KAaK U HEHaBUCTh 3THUYECKas —
YHECIM JKM3HM MWUIMOHOB Jrofed. Ham Hapox mnpomien uepe3 HCHBITaHUE
BOMHCTBYIOIIUM 0e300KreM U (ParmmcTCKoi arpeccieid. To Jajio HaM TparudecKuit
YpOK, KOTOpHIA chopMHpOBaT OCOOYI0 YyBCTBUTEIBHOCTE K OCKOPOJICHHUIO
PENMIMO3HBIX U HAIMOHAJIBHBIX YYBCTB.

In the 20th century anti-religious hatred — like ethnic hatred — took the lives of
millions of people. Our people went through ordeals of militant atheism and fascist
aggression. This gave us a tragic lesson which formed a special sensitivity to insults
of religious and national feelings.

Arguments of Patriarch Kirill: ‘The Devil has Laughed at All of Us’

About a month after the PR performance, Patriarch Kirill | of Moscow presented the official view of
the ROC before a devout group of Orthodox believers at a Church service in a Moscow church (Kirill
I, Patriarch of the ROC, 2012b). The images below are taken from a video recording made of the ROC

on 24 March 2012 (Kirill 1, Patriarch of the ROC, 2012a).
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Picture 1. Patriarch Kirill holding Church service. Picture 2. Orthodox audience during the service.

In the Patriarch’s Church service, the national significance and the long history of Christ the Saviour’s
Cathedral are emphasized by the notion that those who made Russia a ‘prosperous nation’ also
founded the cathedral. The Patriarch argues for the national significance of the cathedral by
underlining its historical context. He also bridges a 70 year time gap, from the demolition of the
cathedral in the Soviet period (after which it was replaced by a public swimming pool), until its re-
inauguration in 2000. Pussy Riot is not mentioned by name, but vaguely referred to as potomki
[descendants] of the cathedral’s founders, who have desecrated a holy place. In this quotation, a

Russian national and historical discourse is linked to a religious discourse.

(P1) Hymaro, Bce BBl 3HA€T€ O TOM, YTO IPOU3OLLIO HEJAaBHO B Xpame XpucTa
Cnacurens. Bor naBaiiTe cooTHeceM CBOIO MBICIb € TeM (DaKTOM, YTO Ha MECTe, Il
MBI CTOMM, OJIaro4ecTHBBIE NPEIKHM HAlIM, MOJaraBlIIMe OCHOBY ITPOIIBETaHUS
Poccun kak BEIMKOro rocyIapcTBa, 3aJ0XKHIM XpaM CeH TONBKO pagd BCTPEUU CO
CBATBIHEH. A WX pgajekue NOTOMKH B Beke XX| OCKBEpHWIN 3Ty CBSTHIHIO,
HaxoJsmytocsa B Xpame Xpucta Cnacuresns. ..

I believe you are all familiar with what took place in the Cathedral of Christ the
Saviour recently. Let us relate our thoughts to the fact that after our pious ancestors
had laid the ground for the prosperity of Russia as a great nation, they founded this
cathedral at the place where we now stand, only for the sake of meeting the sanctity.
But their distant descendants in the 21st century desecrated this shrine located in
Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral...

The Patriarch argues that Russia owes much of its existence to the Orthodox Church and its faith,
which are claimed to have brought Russia to the victory over Napoleon’s France in 1812 (in memory

of which Christ the Saviour’s Cathedral was originally built). The Patriarch denounces the use of force
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for resolving conflicts, and continues to use a Russian national discourse related to historically

significant events.

(P2) Ilpouun BpeMeHa, KOTJa JIIOJU CWIOW pellajgd Takue BOMPOChl — U claBa
Bory, uto nponun. Hy 4To 10KHO OBLTO OBI OBITH B 3€MJIC HAIICH, KOTOPas CaMUM
(akTOM CBOETO CymIecTBOBaHM BO MHOTOM 00s13aHa LlepkBu [IpaBocnaBHOI 1 Bepe
[IpaBOCIaBHOM, MOABUTaBIIEH HAPOJ HAlll HA BEIMYANIINE OABUTH — B TOM YHCIIE
Ha 3amuTy OtedectBa B 1812 romy?

Those times have passed, when people resolved such issues by force, and thank God
that they are gone. But what should then have followed in our land, which by its
very existence owes much to the Orthodox Church and the Orthodox faith that
moved our people toward great feats — including the defence of the fatherland in
1812?

The Patriarch expresses deep bitterness that the PR act has been justified, minimised and dismissed as
a funny joke, even by persons identifying themselves as Orthodox. Again, there is a tendency to
augment the PR act to an event that concerns the whole Russian Orthodox community. The Patriarch’s

perspective derives from a religious discourse.

(P3) Her, mnosBiAOTCA JIOAW, KOTOPBIE ONPAaBABIBAIOT 3TO  KOIIYHCTBO,
MUHHMM3HUPYIOT €r0, CTapaloTcs MpeACTaBUTh KaK HEKyl 3abaBHyro myTky. U
NIe4aJIbHO, U OT TOPEUH CEPALIE MOE PA3PHIBAETCS, UTO CPEIU 3TUX JIFOAEH €CTh U T€,
KTO Ha3bIBaeT ce0s MPaBOCIABHBIMH.

No, there are people who justify this insult, minimise it, and attempt to portray it as
some sort of funny joke. And it is sad, and my heart breaks from bitterness, that
among these people there are those who call themselves Orthodox.

The Patriarch defines it as a duty of all religious people to take a stand against the PR performance,
which is considered especially serious because of the historical importance of the Cathedral. The
tendency to augment the PR act to an almost universal concern is even stronger in this quote. The

Patriarch uses a religious or Orthodox discourse.

(P4) [laBaiiTe mpoBeleM 3Ty JMHHIO MEXIy XpamoMm PusomnosnoxkeHus 37ech, Ha
Jonckol, cobbrtmsimu Beka XVII, m tem, uyro mpomsonuto B XX| Beke mepen
Benuuaieit cBaTbiHEN LlepkBu Halieil U Bcero mpaBOCIaBHOTO MHUpa — TMepe
yactuned Pusel N'ocnmopneit. [lymatro, HU OJMH BEPYIOIIMH UYENOBEK HE JOJKEH
cKazaTh: "9TO MeHsi He Kacaerca", "s3To He Moe peno". Kaxmoro Bepyroiero
YEJIOBEKa 3TO HE MOXKET HE YSI3BISTh.

Let us draw a line between the Cathedral of the Deposition of the Robe temple here
on Donskaia and the events in the 17th century, and what took place in the 21st
century before the greatest relic of our church and the whole Orthodox world —
before a fragment of the Lord’s Robe. I believe that not one religious person needs
to say: ‘this does not concern me’; ‘this is no business of mine’. This cannot be but
offensive to every believer.
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Next, the Patriarch warns for the view that actions such as the one of PR are political protests, jokes or
acceptable actions. “We do not have a future’ can relate either to the Orthodox community or to the
Russian nation. By implying that the PR performance should not be regarded as a political protest, the
council connects to a central theme in the State’s viewpoint during the trial: the denial of any political
motives behind the act is in accordance with the previously analysed arguments of the State
(quotations S1-S12). Further, if the performance is regarded as a humorous event, the Church sees a
risk that it will not be perceived as important and severe. The expression glumitsia pered velikimi

sviatyniami identifies the discourse as religious.

(P5) W60 Her y Hac Oyaymiero, eciid MBI HaYWHAEM T[IIyMHTHCS TE€pell BEIUKAMHU
CBATBIHAMH U €CJIN 3TO I'NTYMJICHUC KOMY-TO JIOKUTCA Ha AYLIY KaK HCKas ,Z[O6JI€CTL,
KaK HCKOC BBIPAKCHUC HNOJUTHYCCKOIO NPOTECTA, KAK HCKOC YMCCTHOC Z[efICTBPIe
WK Kak 6e300uIHast Iy TKa.

Because we do not have a future if we begin to mock in front of great shrines and if

some see this mockery as a kind of valour, as an expression of political protest, as an
acceptable action or harmless joke.

The Patriarch equates the PR performance with an act of the Devil, who ‘has laughed at us’, and this is
perceived as a particularly serious offence as Orthodox believers are observing Lent. This is a striking
example where the PR performance is elevated to be perceived as a strike against the entire Orthodox
community, and is even supported by the Devil. The Patriarch here uses an exclusively religious

discourse.

(P6) MbI Bce ceroanst mpoxoauMm uepe3 Benukuii mocrt. JuaBos mocMmesicss Haj
BCEMH HaMH, BBCsA CTOJIBKO CKOp6€I>i B TC JHHM, KOrJa Mbl OOJIKHBI YXOAUTH OT
BOJHECHUH MHpa Cero, IorpyxarbCi B MOJMUTBY, OIrpaHUYMUBATH cebs IIOCTOM,
KasiTbCs B CBOUX CO6CTBCHHBIX rpexax.

Today we are all observing Lent. The Devil has laughed at all of us, bringing so

much sorrow in these days, when we need to move away from the worries of this
world, kneel in prayer, observe Lent and confess our own sins.

Next, without mentioning PR by name, the elevated character and religious devotion of Orthodox
believers is contrasted against the moral corruption of ‘the others’, who instead believe in a worldly
mix that includes the Internet, media, money and weapons. The Patriarch uses a religious discourse,

where Orthodox believers should seek support in prayer rather than in worldly things.
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(P7) Y mpaBOCIaBHOTO 4YE€IOBEKa 3TO YyBCTBO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH BBIPAXKACTCS, B
NEpBYIO ouepenb, B ropsayeii Monutse K bory. Te nroau HE BEpAT B CUILY MOJIMUTBBIL.
OHHU BepAT B CUITy IpOMarad/ipl, B CUIy JDKU U KJIEBETHl, B culy VIHTepHeTa, B cuily
CMU, B cuity feHeT U opyxusi. Mbl BEpUM B CUITY MOJIUTBEI.

For the Orthodox person, this sense of responsibility is expressed first and foremost
through fervent prayer to God. Those people do not believe in the force of prayer.
They believe in the force of propaganda, in lies and defamation, in the force of the
Internet, in the force of mass media and in the force of money and weapons. We
believe in the force of prayer.

Arguments of Pussy Riot: ‘He Hath a Devil, and is Mad’

Tolokonnikova, Samutsevich and Alekhina delivered their closing statements in the Khamovnicheskii
court on 8 August 2012. This was the only time during the trial that PR was allowed to make coherent
statements. Tolokonnikova’s statement is rhetorically strong, relies on the classic rhetorical concepts
of ethos and pathos, and has by some been labelled a defence manifesto for Pussy Riot.
Tolokonnikova traces a historic relation between Soviet dissident martyrs and PR’s modern day punk
expression. She describes a Church abused by an evil State and takes the perspective of a righteous

Orthodox believer, using poetical language and frequent Bible quotes.

Picture 3. Moscow, 8 August 2012: Nadezhda Tolokonnikova (to the right) reading her statement in the
Khamovnicheskii court from a glass cage sometimes used in Russian courts.
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The analysis takes its starting point in the assumption that Tolokonnikova’s statement first and
foremost represents the group PR rather than herself as an individual®. In the first quotation below,
PR elevates the debate to a national political level and refers to a Russian history of state repression.
PR thus considers the trial not to be about the three defendants but about the Russian State, and
questions the validity of the court by comparing the trial with Stalin’s show trials in the 1930’s, where
the guilt of the defendants was already decided in advance. The trial is described with the term
imitatsiia [imitation]. PR claims that the State displays authoritative characteristics known from the
worst times of Russian history, and uses the strong accusation politicheskii zakaz na repressii
[political order for repression], claiming that the Russian government controls court decisions. By
using the above arguments from dissident and political discourses but avoiding religious discourse, PR
directs its accusations not against the Orthodox Church but against the Russian State for using

methods known from Soviet time repression of dissidents.

(PR1) ITo GompmromMy cUeTy TEKyIIMH IpOIecCc MIET He Had TPeMs BOKAINCTKAMH
rpymmsl Pussy Riot. Eciu 01 3T0 OBLIO Tak, MPOUCXOAIIECE 3ECh HE MMENO Obl
POBHO HHKAaKOTO 3HaueHHs. DTO Mpollecc HajJ Bcel TIoCylapCTBEHHOHM cucTeMon
Poccuiickoit denepannu, KOTOpOH, K HECUACTHbIO JJiI HEE CaMOW, TaK HpaBUTCA
IUTHUPOBATHL CBOKO KECTOKOCTH MO OTHOIICHUIO K YE€JIIOBCKY, PAaBHOAYIIHNE K €ro
YecTH M JIOCTOMHCTBY — BCE€ CaMoO€ III0X0€, YTO KOTJa-TH00 CIy4aaoch B
poccuiickoit ucropuu. Mmurarust cyaeGHOro nporecca npuoImKaeTcss K CTaHAapTy
CTAJIMHCKHX «TPOEK», K MOEMy TIIyOOoKoMy coxkaneHuto. Tak u y Hac - clie1oBaTelb,
cyaps ¥ npokypop. 1 eme, kxpome Toro, Bblllle BCEro 3TOr0 — MNOIUTUYECKUN 3aKa3
Ha pENpecCHH, ONPEAEIAIOIINI CI0Ba, IEUCTBHS, PEIICHUS BCEX TPOUX.

By and large, the on-going process is not about the three vocalists from the group
Pussy Riot. If this were the case, the events here would not be nearly as significant.
This is a trial about the whole governmental system of the Russian Federation,
which, to its own misfortune, enjoys quoting its own cruelty towards the individual,
its indifference towards their honour and dignity — the worst elements of Russian
history. To my deepest regret, the imitation of a judicial process is approaching the
standards of Stalin’s ‘troika’. It is like that also for us — investigator, judge and
prosecutor. Furthermore, the words and decisions of those three are guided by a
political order of repression.

PR then presents the political motives for its performances and strongly criticises the Russian State
with labels as zakostenelost’ [unyieldingness], zakrytost’ [self-containment] and kastovost’ [caste

system]. These accusations belong to a political discourse, which is never used in the quotations of the

2! Hence the coding of Tolokonnikova’s statements as PR1, PR2 etc. The reasons for chosing Tolokonnikova’s
statement before those of other PR members are previously discussed in the chapter ‘Theory and Method’.
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State or the Church. However, the three critical labels above have more poetical than outright political
connotations, also seen in the alliteration of the consonants k, s and t, which makes the statement

rhetorically effective.

(PR2) MBI nienany HalIM MOJMTUYECKUE NaHK-KOHLEPTHL, IOTOMY YTO B POCCUHCKOMN
TOCCHCTEME LIAPUT TaKasi 3aKOCTEHEIOCTh, 3aKPBITOCTh U KACTOBOCTbH, & IIPOBOIMMAS
MOJIMTHKA TIOAYMHEHA JIMIIb y3KHM KOPHOPAaTHBHBIM HWHTEpPEcaM HACTOJIBKO, UYTO
HaM OT OZHOTO POCCHHICKOTO BO3AyXa OOJIBHO.

We made our punk concerts because in the Russian political system governs such an
unyieldingness, self-containment and caste system, and the politics are subordinated
only to narrow corporate interests, such that it makes us sick to breathe the Russian
air.

PR stresses that the group enjoys strong support among Orthodox believers, who are said to be praying
for them in large numbers, and challenges the notion put forward by the prosecution that the Orthodox
community is a homogeneous group of aggrieved believers. PR here relies on a religious or Orthodox

discourse.

(PR3) M s 3Hawo, 4TO ceiyac OrpOMHOE KOIMYECTBO IPABOCIABHBIX JIOAEH
BBICTYTAIOT 3a HAC, B YACTHOCTH, y CyJa 3a HAC MOJIATCS, MOJIATCS 32 HaXOASIUXCS
B 3aTOYCHMHM YydYacTHHI rpymmsl PussyRiot. Ham mnokaspiBanm Te MaleHbKUE
KHIDKEUKH, KOTOpBIE pa3faloT 3TH IPABOCIABHBIE, C COAEp)KaIIEHCs B ITHX
KHIKEYKaX MOJIMTBOM O HaXOAAIIMXCS B 3aToueHUH. OFHO 3TO MOKA3BIBACT TO, YTO
HETYy €IWHOM COIMalTbHOM TPYMNIBl IPABOCIABHBIX BEPYIOIINX, KaK IIBITAETCS
MIPEJCTaBUTh CTOPOHA OOBHUHEHHS.

I know that a great number of Orthodox Christians speak out on our behalf, the ones
who gather near the court in particular. They pray for us; they pray for the
imprisoned members of Pussy Riot. We have seen the little booklets the Orthodox
pass out containing prayers for the imprisoned. This fact alone demonstrates that

there is no single, unified group of Orthodox believers, as the prosecutor would like
to prove.

In the next quotation, Christianity is described as forgiving and truth-seeking, in contrast to the
prosecution which is criticised for not following the example of Jesus: storona obvineniia popiraiet
khristianstvo [the prosecution tramples on Christianity]. PR claims that the trial takes place under the
banner of Christianity, which should lead to forgiveness of the accused. PR enters a religious
discursive territory by referring to Bible studies and reconciliatory acts of Christ:

(PR4) U s monararo, 4TO XpUCTUAHCTBO, TO, KaK s €ro MoHsuia, uzydas Berxuit 3aBeT

u, B OCO6CHHOCTI/I, HoBgrit BaBeT, OHO MOJAACPIKMBACT MMCHHO IMOHMCK HMCTUHBI U
MOCTOAHHOC ITPCOJOJICHUC CG6SI, Mmpeog0JICHHUE TOI'O, YEM Thbl ObLI paHbIIC. XpI/ICTOC
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He 3ps Obu1 ¢ OrynHunaMy. OH TOBOPHII: HAO MTOMOTaTh TEM, KTO OCTYIAeTCs, U 5
mpomato ux. Ho mouemy-To s He BIDKY STOIO HAa HamleM INporecce, KOTOPBIH
MIPOUCXOIUT O] 3HAMEHEM XPHCTHAHCTBA. MHE KaXXeTcs, YTO CTOPOHA OOBHHEHUS
MIONUPAET XPUCTHAHCTBO!

I think that Christianity, as | understood it while studying the Old and especially the
New Testament, supports the search for truth and a constant overcoming of oneself,
the overcoming of what you were earlier. It was not in vain that when Christ was
among the prostitutes, he said that those who falter should be helped; “I forgive
them,” He said. I do not see this in our trial, which takes place under the banner of
Christianity. Instead, it seems to me that the prosecution is trampling on religion.

PR identifies itself with Soviet time dissidents by referring to a dissident group in the 1920s, the
‘OBERIU’# poets, who were ‘never defeated” and remained artists until their death. This is a direct
challenge of the State and implies that PR cannot be defeated and, regardless of what repressive
actions the State will take, will continue their actions®. Dissident and artistic discourses are
intertwined and connect to historic times of State repression.

(PR5) S u Kats, u Mama cunum B TioppMe, B KieTke. Ho s He cuuTaro, 4TO MBI
moTepren nopaxkeHue. Kak ¥ JUCCHUACHTHI HE ObUIM MPOWTPABIIMMU. Tepssich B
MICUXOOJBHAIIAX W TIOPbMAaxX, OHM BBIHOCHJIM IIPUTOBOPHI peXuMy. VICKyccTBO
co3maHus o0Opasza JMOXM HE 3HaeT MOOemUTeNed M MpOWrpaBIIMX. Tak W IMOITHL,
009pUYTHL, 10 KOHI]A OCTaBAUCH XYIOKHUKAMH, ITO-HACTOAMIEMY HEOOBSICHIMO U
HETIOHATHO, OyIy4H «3addIeHHIMI» B 1937 roxy.

Katya, Masha and | may be in prison, in a cage, but | do not consider us defeated.
Just as the dissidents were not defeated; although they disappeared into mental
institutions and prisons, they pronounced their verdict upon the regime. The art of
creating the image of an epoch does not know winners or losers. It was the same
with the OBERIU poets, who remained artists until the end, inexplicable and
incomprehensible, and were purged in 1937.

More specifically, PR identifies itself as heir of the avant-garde and OBERIU poet Aleksandr

Vvedenskii, whose style of ‘bad rhymes’ has inspired PR. This reference pertains to an artistic

discourse and leads the mind to punk rock aesthetics.

(PR6) PussyRiot — yueHukn u HacineqHuku BeemeHckoro. Ero mpuHUuN Iuioxoit
pudmel Uit Hac poaHoi. OH nmcan: «bpIBaeT, 4TO MPUXOAAT HA YM JBE PUDMBI:
Xopomas 1 rioxas. S Beioupato mioxyro. FIMeHHO oHa 1 OyeT IpaBUIbHOWY.

Pussy Riot are VVvedenskii’s students and heirs. His principle of the bad rhyme is
dear to us. He wrote, “Occasionally, I think of two different rhymes, a good one and
a bad one, and | always choose the bad one because it is always the right one.”

%2 OBERIU, the Association for Real Art, was a Russian dissident group of authors in the 1920°s and 1930’s that
rejected traditional art forms. Several of its members were killed under Stalin’s repression.

2 Schuler (p. 14) describes this as a clear metaphor: ‘Oberiu’s art cost the poets their lives; Pussy Riot’s art costs
three Pussy Riot performers their freedom.’
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Next, PR returns to the Bible with the story of Stephen, who was accused of blasphemy based on false
testimony and stoned to death. Although bogokhul’stvo [blasphemy] is not directly part of the official
accusations, it is portrayed as such by PR. PR points out that even Jesus Christ was accused for
blasphemy and for being possessed by the Devil. Perhaps there is also here the implicit question of
who was the original ‘holy fool’ if not Jesus? By providing extensive and concrete bible references,
PR uses a religious discourse in its response to the accusations and almost takes the perspective of a

misunderstood saviour.

(PR7) A He 3a0bUTM JIM BBI, TIPH KaKUX OOCTOSATEIBCTBAX 3aBEPIIMI CBOH 3EMHOM
nyTh mocnenoBatedb amoctonoB Crepan? «Torma Haydyuiaum OHHM HEKOTOPBIX
cKas3aTh: «MBbI CIblIaNM, KaK OH TOBOPUT XyJIbHBIE ciloBa Ha Mouces u Ha bora. 1
BO30YAMJIM HApoA, M CTapeiinuH, W KHIKHUKOB. M Ha Ilacxy cxBaTwiu ero u
nosenu B CuHenpuoH. M mpencTaBunu JIOKHBIX CBUAETENEH, KOTOpble TOBOPUIIM:
«DTOT YeJIOBEK HE IepecTaeT FOBOPUTH XYJIbHBIE CJIOBA Ha CBATOE MECTO CHE U Ha
3akoH». OH ObUI IPU3HAH BUHOBHBIM U Ka3HEH IIOOMBaHUWEM KaMHsIMH. Tarke cMero
HaJIeSIThCS, YTO BCE XOPOIIO MOMHSAT, KaK nyJen ropopuian Xpucry: «He 3a mobpoe
JIeTI0 XOTHM TTOOHTH TeOsl KaMHSIMH, HO 3a O0roxynscTBo». M, HaKoHen, cTonino Ob
JepkaTb B yMe€ Takyl0 XapakTepucTHKy Xpucrta: «OH onepxuMm OecoM H
0e3yMCTBYETY.

Have you forgotten under what circumstances Stephen, the disciple of the Apostles,
concluded his earthly life? ‘Then they suborned men, which said, “We have heard
him speak blasphemous words against Moses, and against God.” And they stirred up
the people, and the elders, and the scribes, and came upon him, and caught him, and
brought him to the council, and set up false witnesses, which said, This man ceaseth
not to speak blasphemous words against this holy place, and the law.’®* He was
found guilty and stoned to death. | also hope that you all remember well how the
Jews answered Christ: ‘For a good work we stone thee not; but for blasphemy; and
because that thou, being a man, makest thyself God.””® And finally we would do
well to Iggep in mind the following characterization of Christ: ‘He hath a devil, and
is mad’.

In the next quotation, PR again relies on the Bible to claim its innocence, and forebodes a repressive
third presidential term of Vladimir Putin. PR claims its innocence and directs an appeal of mercy to
the State, but also to the Russian people. The statement is also bold in the sense that it openly ridicules

President Putin. By combining political and religious discourse, PR criticises Putin and the State from

the perspective of Orthodox believers.

# Book of Acts 6:11-13, (King James Bible).
% John 10:33, (King James Bible).
% John 10:20, (King James Bible).
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(PR8) 4 momaratro, yTo eciau Obl HayaJLCTBO - LIAPH, CTapEHIIMHBI, TPE3HUJICHTHI,
NIPEMbEPBI, HAPOA U CYIbH - XOPOLIO 3HAIN W IIOHMMAaJH, YTO 3HAYUT «MHJIOCTU
X04y, a He )KEpTBbI», TO HE oCyAmIn Obl HEBUHOBHBIX. Haile e HayaabCcTBO TMOKa
CHemlaT JMIIb C OCYXISHHEM, HO HUKaKk He ¢ MuiocThio. Kcratw, cnacu6o
Hdvmutputo AHaTonbeBHYy MeaBeneBy 3a OdYepeqHON 3aMedarenbHBI adopusm!
Ecmu cBoif mpe3naeHTCKuii CpoK OH 0003HAYMI JT03yHToM «CBOOOIa JIydIe, 4eM
HecBoOOga», TO, Oaromaps METKOMY clIoBYy MenaBeneBa, y TpeTbero cpoka IlyTuna
€CTh XOpOIINE INaHCHI MIPOUTH MOJA 3HAKOM HOBOro adopusma - «Tropema mydrre,
YeM MMOOMBAHUE KAMHAMU.

If the authorities, tsars, presidents, prime ministers, the people, and judges
understood what ‘I will have mercy, and not sacrifice’®’ meant, they would not put
the innocent on trial. Our authorities, however, still rush with condemnations, and
never reprieves. To this point, | would like to thank Dmitry Anatolyevich Medvedev
for providing us with the following excellent aphorism. He summarized his
presidential term with the statement: ‘Liberty is better than non-liberty.” Thus in line
with Medvedev’s apt words, Putin’s third term can well be characterized by the
aphorism ‘Prison is better than stoning.’

In the following, PR rejects the accusations of religious hatred and accuses the court for relying on
false testimony. Bear in mind that the subsequent verdict read: ‘Hooliganism motivated by religious
hatred’?. This is one of the few occasions in the studied corpus where the group uses a predominately

juridical discourse.

(PR9) IlockonbKy MBI peaJbHO HE NMUTAIM U HE IIUTAEM PEIUTMO3HOM HEHAaBUCTU U
BPaX/Ibl, HAIlUM OOBHHHTEJISIM HUYETO0 HE OCTaeTCs, KaK NMpHOeraTb K MOMOIIH
JDKECBUJIETEIIEN.

Since we truly have never harboured any religious hatred or animosity, our accusers
have to rely on false witnesses.

PR again takes an Orthodox viewpoint, and contrasts its own respect for Orthodox values against the

State’s misuse of Christian philosophy. The arguments pertain to a religious discourse.

(PR10) MpblI yBa)XUTEIbHO OTHOCHMCS K PpEJIUIHH, NPaBOCIaBHOW B YAaCTHOCTH.
MMeHHO 1OATOMY HAac BO3MYIIAET, YTO BEJIMKYH) CBETIYI XPHUCTHAHCKYIO
($mIocopuIo TaK TPSA3HO UCTIOIB3YIOT.

We respect religion in general and the Orthodox faith in particular. This is why we
are especially infuriated when Christian philosophy, which is full of light, is used in
such a dirty fashion.

27 Matthew 9:13, (King James Bible).

28 . - . e
‘Khuliganstvo na pochve religioznoi nenavisti’.
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Results and Discussion

Summary of Analysed Discourses

The original hypothesis that the stakeholders in the Pussy Riot trial would stay with their
expected discourse did not hold, since there was a considerable influence of a religious
discourse on many of the arguments. This is especially true for the analysed statement of PR,
which is relying to an unexpected degree on religious discourse. The religious discourse is
dominated by the historic bonds between the Russian Orthodox Church and the Russian
people and its traditions. It is also related to Russian national historic discourse. Juridical
discourse, centred on the legal aspects of the alleged crime, was also evoked in large parts of
the trial. Dissident discourse connects Soviet times of state repression with today’s political
rule, and is closely related to the artistic discourse sometimes used, where artists’ right to
political protest and freedom of speech are important features. Since PR has become known
also for its feminist agenda, it is noteworthy that feminist discourse had little space in the

analysed corpus.

As seen in the statements of the court, in the comments of the Church, and in the defence of the
accused, there are sometimes discursive shifts or breaks where the stakeholders deviate from
their expected domain. The most relevant discoveries of the DA are thus found in the
quotations where the State uses a religious discourse (quotations S3, S4, S5, S6, S7, S8, S9,
S10, S11 and S12), where the Church uses a juridical discourse (quotations HC1, HC2, HC6
and HC7), and where Pussy Riot uses a religious discourse (quotations PR3, PR4, PR7, PR8

and PR10). See Appendix Il for a schematic overview of the discourses used.
The Creation of a Crime — did a Criminal Offence Take Place?

Different from what is usually perceived as public protests, namely the actions or
performances themselves, in the case of PR, the edited version of the original performance

was the starting point for the events that followed. As we have seen in the DA, the State and
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the Orthodox Church struggle with the underlying dilemma of where and when the alleged
blasphemy and insulting of Orthodox believers actually took place: when the song was heard
in the Cathedral, when the lyrics where subsequently posted on the internet, when plaintiffs
were exposed to the evidence or when they were reminded of the act in the trial? One could
argue that since it was the internet version of the PR performance that initiated the process,
the crime of hooliganism cannot be applied, since this is not possible to commit in digital
form.

The severity of the penalty comes across as disproportional in relation to what took
place: in Sweden for instance, a similar act in a church would at the most render the accused a
fine for the minor offense ‘disorderly conduct’ (Bodin, 2013), and the religious feelings of
those present would not play as dominant a role, if any, in the verdict. This prominent role of
the religious discourse in a legal trial may be a sign that fundamental parts of Russian society

are influenced by religious traditions.

Blasphemy, Hooliganism or Political Protest?

Although Russia is de jure a secular state, the legal trial is heavily imbued by religious
discourse. The State evokes a religious discourse in large parts of the trial, as opposed to a
strict juridical discourse. The ROC denies the PR act any connection to religious practices
while the State is anxious not to assign the act any political motives. PR itself, however,
claims that the act was a political protest in the form of an art performance. Therefore, there is
a discursive struggle regarding how the performance should be characterised. In Russia,
blasphemy is not a crime, neither is political satire, performance art or public protests against
the State, and this is troublesome to the court: by choosing to regard the PR performance
neither as a piece of art nor as a political protest, the State has to find a way of proving that
PR has committed hooliganism and, moreover, hooliganism motivated by religious hatred. As

shown in the DA, such an offence is difficult to prove. The efforts to produce evidence by
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assigning witnesses and plaintiffs various religious virtues, such as piety and abidance by
Church rules and customs creates a theatrical backdrop to the trial in the sense that witnesses
are perceived to be coached by the prosecution. What is also apparent in the arguments of the
Church and in PR’s defence is that both sides enlarge the short PR performance in the church
out of proportion: the Church paints a menacing picture where ancient moral and sacred
values are being threatened, and PR evokes a dissident discourse comparing the trial with

Stalin’s show trials, and a religious discourse where PR relates to a misunderstood Christ.

The Russian Orthodox Church as a Stakeholder in the Debate

The Russian Orthodox Church and its representatives are neither participants nor plaintiffs in
the trial, but actively participate in the debate around the performance and the trial. The
Church relies mainly on a religious discourse when it presents its arguments against the Pussy
Riot act. The Church claims to distance itself from juridical argumentation, which is said to be
left to the legal authorities, but in some significant cases the Church itself evokes a juridical

discourse.

Did Pussy Riot Win or Lose the Debate?

Tolokonnikova’s emotional and rhetorically strong final statement may well in the future be
found among classic speeches. Through the Russian and international media attention around
the trial, PR’s message was available to a world-wide audience that can only be wished for by
other protest movements. lronically, the State provided an excellent platform for PR to
convey its message and it can be debated whether the trial itself may even be considered a
part of PR’s artwork. PR evokes a dissident discourse and connects it to an artistic discourse,
but more effective is PR’s use of a religious discourse. Through repeated biblical references,
PR assures its members’ devotion and respect for religion, the Orthodox Church and its

believers. The extensive references from a religious and Orthodox discourse may be a
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response to the State’s focus on the PR act’s alleged desecration of religious feelings as the
bearing element of the prosecution. It could be argued that PR risks losing support within the
political, dissident and free speech discourses, which are prominent features of PR’s other
performances and public declarations. Also, feminist and punk discourses, earlier trademarks
of PR, are not prominent. However, PR’s choice to formulate its criticism within a religious
and Orthodox discourse challenges the ROC’s ambition to exclusively represent the Orthodox
faith, and can be an effective means to disclose the ties between the ROC and the Putin
regime. PR argues that its political views and the base for all its public performances and
protests were not heard in the trial. PR’s focus on religious discourse could also improve the
support and lessen the disparagement of ordinary Russians with a high esteem of the Church
and its practices. The message is directed to a Russian audience rather than an international

one, which cannot relate to the Orthodox discourse in the same way as Russians.

Smearing of God: Who is the Real Plaintiff?

Throughout this thesis, the State aims at avoiding religious language in its accusations, since
actions directed mainly against God, such as blasphemy and desecration, are no valid grounds
for a criminal case in a secular state. However, in large parts of the trial, most prominently in
the witness hearings, the alleged smearing of God becomes a central issue. The State’s
strategy to systematically portray the plaintiffs as almost impeccable iconic figures adds to the
notion that there was more at stake in this trial than the violation of a number of rules
regulating how visitors should behave in a church. This raises the question: is it God who is

the implicit plaintiff and defender of the Orthodox faith in the trial?
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Conclusion

The historical bonds between the Russian people and the Orthodox Church were significant
elements of the Pussy Riot trial, and religious discourse was used by all three stakeholders in
the debate — the State, the Church and Pussy Riot — to support their rhetorical message. This
observation leads to the conclusion that in Russia today, religious ideas and traditions
influence important parts of the society, even democratic institutions such as the judiciary, in

ways that are not expected in a modern, secular state.
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Appendix I: Lyrics of punk prayer

ITank-moseden: boropoauna, Ilyruna

nporonu — partly performed in Christ the
Saviour’s Cathedral on 21 February 2012
(Pussy Riot, 2012b)

(Xop)

boropoauna, JleBo, Ilyruna nporonu
Ilytuna nporonu, IIyruna nporosu,
[Tytuna nporonu, [lytuna nporonu

YepHnas psica, 30J0ThI€ OTOHBI

Bce npuxosxane nmoa3yT Ha IMOKJIOHBI
[Ipuspak cBoOObI Ha HeOecax

I'eii-nipaiin ornipaBien B CuOuphb B KaHAaIax

I'maBa KI'b, nx rnaBHEINA CBITOM

Bener nporecryromux B CMU30 noa koHBOM
Uro6s! CasTelIero He 0CKOpOUTh
XKenmunaMm HY>KHO pOKaTh U JIFOOUTH

Cpanb, cpaHb, cpanb ['ocrioHs
Cpamnb, cpanb, cpanb ['ocriogus

(Xop)

Boropoauna, /IeBo, ctanb heMUHUCTKOM
Cranb (heMUHUCTKOM,

(eMUHUCTKOM cTaHb

IlepxoBHas XBaJia IPOTHUBILUX BOIKEH
KpecTtHbIl X0 U3 YEPHBIX JIMMY3HHOB

B mixony x Te6e cobupaercs NponoBeaHUK
Wnu Ha ypok - npuHecu emy jaeHer!

[Tarpuapx I'ynnsaii Bepur B [Iyruna

Jlyame 6b1 B bora, cyka, Bepui

[losic neBbI HE 3aMEHUT MUTHHIOB -

Ha npotecrax ¢ Hamu [Ipucnonesa Mapus!

(Xop)
boropoauna, Jleso, [Tyruna nporonu,
[Iytuna nporonu

Punk Prayer, English translation by
Carol Rumens, The Guardian (Rumens,
2012)

(Chorus)

Virgin Mary, Mother of God, banish Putin,
banish Putin, Virgin Mary, Mother of God,
banish him, we pray thee!

Congregations genuflect,

Black robes brag gilt epaulettes,
Freedom's phantom's gone to heaven,
Gay Pride's chained and in detention.

KGB's chief saint descends

To guide the punks to prison vans.
Don't upset His Saintship, ladies,
Stick to making love and babies.

Crap, crap, this godliness crap!
Crap, crap, this holiness crap!

(Chorus)

Virgin Mary, Mother of God.
Be a feminist, we pray thee,
Be a feminist, we pray thee.

Bless our festering bastard-boss.
Let black cars parade the Cross.
The Missionary's in class for cash.
Meet him there, and pay his stash.

Patriarch Gundy believes in Putin.
Better believe in God, you vermin!
Fight for rights, forget the rite —
Join our protest, Holy Virgin.

(Chorus)
Virgin Mary, Mother of God, banish Putin,
banish Putin.
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Quotations of the State (the Verdict)

Discourses used

S1

Cyn He MOXKET COIVIaCHThCS C IOBOAMHU CTOPOHBI 3aILUThI 00 OTCYTCTBUM B AEHCTBUIX
HOZICYIMMBIX MOTHBA PEIUTHO3HOI HEHABUCTH U BPAXKIbl, HCHABUCTH KaKOH-THO0
COLIMAJIHOI IPYIIIbI, MOTUB PEIUTHO3HON HEHABUCTH B EHCTBUSX HOACYIUMBIX CYJL
yCMaTpHBAeT B CIIEAYIOIIEM: IIOJCYAMMbIE O3ULIUOHUPYIOT Ce0sl CTOPOHHUKAMHU
(eMHHI3Ma, TO €CTh IBIKEHUS 32 PAaBHOIPABUE JKCHIIUH C MY)KYNHAMH.

Juridical discourse,
political discourse

S2

TosnokonHukoBa, CaMyleBUY U AJIeXHHA COBEPILMIIN XYJIUIaHCTBO, TO €CTh Ipyboe
HapyleHne 0OIECTBEHHOIO MOPsIKa, BhIpakarolllee SBHOE HEYBaKEHUE K OOILECTBY,
COBEPIICHHOE 10 MOTHUBAM PEIUTHO3HOI HEHABUCTH H BPAXIBI ¥ II0 MOTUBAM HEHABUCTH B
OTHOILIEHUHU KAaKOH-JIMOO COLMANILHOM IPYIIIbI, IPYIIION JIUIL IO NPEABAPUTEIEHOMY
CrOBOPY.

Juridical discourse

S3

Taxk, Tonoxonnnkosa, CaMmyleBiY, AleXHHa U HEYCTaHOBJIEHHBIE JINLA [ ...] BCTYIIMWIN B IPECTYIHBIH CrOBOP
C LIeJIbIO COBEPLIEHUs IPyOOro HapyIIeHus 00LIECTBEHHOrO MOPSIIKA, BEIPAKAIOIIETO IBHOE HEYBaXKEHHE

K 00IIecTBY, IT0 MOTHBaM PEITMTHO3HON HEHABHCTU U BPXKABI M 110 MOTHBaM HEHABHCTH B OTHOIICHUH KaKOH-
1100 COIMANEHOM TPYIITEI B BUJIE OCYIIECTBIICHHS IIPOBOKAIMOHHEIX H OCKOPOUTEIBHBIX NefcTBHI

B PEIUTHO3HOM 3[JaHHU C IPUBJICUEHUEM BHIMAHHS LIMPOKOTO KPyra BEpYyIOIIUX IPaXKIaH.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S4

J11s coBepLICHHS CBOMX IIPOTUBOIPABHBIX JeiCTBUIA TookoHHIKOBa, CaMylieBuY, AJleXuHa

U HEYCTAHOBJICHHBIE COYYACTHUKU PaCcHpPEeNIIN MEeX Ly COOOH poiy 1 HAaMEPEHHO IPUoOpenu Jyis
o0JIaueHHUs OICKY, IBHO U OYEBHU/IHO ITPOTUBOPEYAIYIO OOIIMM LIEPKOBHBIM MPaBHJIaM, TPeOOBaHHUAM
MopsiAKa, AUCIUIIIMHBI U BHYTPEHHETO YKJIa/ia IIepKBU.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S5

TonokouHukoBa, CaMyIieBIY U AJIEXHHA U HEYCTAHOBIICHHBIE YIACTHHKU PECTYITHOTO CrOBOPA,
MpUYUCIsTIoNIHeE ceOsl K )KEHCKOM maHk-rpymie Pussy Riot, mimanupoBanu B kadeapaibsHoM codbope Pycckoit
MIPaBOCJIaBHOM 1IEpKBH, Xpame Xpucta Criacures, 00JIAaYUTHCS B BBILICYKa3aHHBIC OJICSHHS JJIS TOTO, YTOOBI
OTKPBITO BBIPA3UTh HEYBAXKEHUE K XPHCTUAHCKOMY MHUPY U LIEPKOBHBIM KaHOHAaM. [Ipy 9TOM Ha CBOM JIMLIA OHH
HAaJIeIM 3allIMTHBIC MACKH BBI3BIBAIOLIC IPKOW OKPACKH, TO €CTh MMEJIH Ha Ce0e MPEIMETHI OJICHKIbI,
HENPHUCTONHOM, C TOYKH 3pEHHS IIEPKOBHBIX KAHOHOB, JUISl TAHHOTO MECTa.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S6

21 ¢espans 2012 roga B xpame Xpucra CriacuTesst ¢ TOYKH 3pEHHS IPaBOCIABHON PEIMIUU, IPABOCIABHBIX
BEpYIOLINX ydacTHUIAMH rpynnsl Pussy Riot coBepiueHs! 60roxysbHble, KOIIyHCTBEHHBIE NefCTBHS, KOTOPHIE
OYEHb CHJILHO OCKOPOJISIOT YyBCTBA BEPYIOIIHX, BEICMEHBAIOT HCTHHHO BEPYIOIINX NIPABOCIAaBHBIX TPaK/aH.
B npsiMom cMbiciie 60ro60puecKUMHU TH ASHCTBUS Ha3BaTh TPYAHO, OHAKO YKa3aHHBIC ACHCTBUS eMy
HaIIOMHHAIOT AESTeNBHOCTS opraHm3anun «Coro3 6e300:KHHKOBY, NeficTBoBaBiel B 20-30-x rogax, KOTOpEIE B
LIYTOBCKOH (hopMe MapoIHpOBaIH CBSIICHHBIE IeHCTBHS, coBepinaemble PITL], Takne kak KpecTHBIH X0,
MyOJInYHBIC MOJIEOHBI U T.1. YKa3aHHbIC ACHCTBHS ABISIIICH HAYaJIOM TOHEHHs Ha Pycckyro mpaBociaBHYIO
[IEPKOBb, YTO B MOCIIEAYIOIIEM YYTh He IIPHBEJIO K €€ MOJTHOMY YHHUTOXSHHIO.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S7

B 310 %€ Bpemst TOIOKOHHHKOBA, HAXOASCH Ha COJICE U aMBOHE, 6e3 MPOMEUICHHUS TTOKITIOUIa MUKPO(OH K
3BYKOIIPOU3BOASAILEH annapaType U BKIIOUHIa poHOrpaMMy ¢ 3apaHee HOATOTOBICHHOU MecHel, coaepixKaHue
KOTOPOI, C TOYKH 3peHHsI HOpM Pycckoii mpaBociiaBHO# IIEPKBY, SBISIETCS OOrOXYJIBHBIM M OCKOPOUTEIBHBIM
UL BePYIOLINX U CBSIEHHOCITY KHTENeH.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S8

3aTeM, HTHOPHUPYSI HPEeIOCTEPEKEHHs IPUX0XKaH, JEHCTBUS OXPAHHUKOB U COTPYIHUKOB Xpama,
ToNOKOHHNKOBA, AJIEXHHA U HEYCTaHOBIICHHBIEC CIISICTBHEM COYyYaCTHHKH IPORODKIIIN Ipydoe HapyIIeHHe
0OLIECTBEHHOTO MOPSAKA, @ IMEHHO, TpeHe0perast IpaBHIaMy ITOBECHHS U NPOSIBILSS SIBHOE HEYyBa)KEHHE K
KyJbType IOBEICHHUs] B XpaMe, HaXOsCh B IPeAaITaApHOM YacTH XpaMa, IIepeMellasich [0 colee U aMBOHY,
BXOJ1 Ha KOTOPBIE MIOCETUTENSIM CTPOrO BOCIIPEIIEH, B TEUEHNUE IPUMEPHO OHON MUHYTHI, PyKOBOACTBYSICh
YyBCTBOM PEIIMTMO3HON HEHABHUCTH U BPaXK/Ibl, BBIKDHKUBAJIN, CKAHUPYS, OpaHHEIE CJIOBA ¥ CIIOBA,
OCKOPOJIIONIHE IPUCYTCTBYIOMNX, a TAK)Ke IPBITaIM, 3a1UPaIl HOTH, HIMUTHPYS TaHIIBI U HAHECEHHE yIapoB
KyJIakaMH 110 BOOOpa’kaeMbIM IPOTHBHUKAM.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S9

Ceoumu aeiictBrsiMu TonokoHHHKOBa, CaMylieBHY, AJIEXHHA COBMECTHO C HEYCTaHOBJICHHBIMY JINIIAMU
rpyObIM 00pa30M HapyIIMIN OOIIECTBEHHBIN MOPSIOK, JTUIIMIN TPAXAaH O0IECTBEHHOTO CIIOKOWCTBUS,
HpepBaIn HopMajIbHOE (PYHKIMOHHPOBaHKE KadeapanpHoro cobopa — xpama Xpucrta Cracurens, HapyIIniIa
NPEeIYCMOTPEHHBIE PErJIAMEHTOM HAaXOXKACHUSI IOCETUTEIIEH B XpaMe, IPOSIBIIIH SIBHOE HEYBAKEHHE K
MOCETUTEISIM U CIIY)KUTEIISIM XpaMa, CTaBIINM HEBOJIBHBIMH OYEBHALIAMU BBINICYKa3aHHBIX HE3aKOHHBIX
JEHCTBHH, TITyOOKO OCKOPOWIIM ¥ YHH3WIIH YyBCTBA M PETUTHO3HBIE OPHEHTHPHI BEPYIOIINX MPABOCIABHBIX
rpakJiaH.

Juridical discourse,
religious discourse

S10

B nenom peann3zoBaHHOM akuuel, B SBHOH HEyBaKUTEIbHOW M HEMOYTHTEIBHOM (hOpME, JTMIICHHON BCIKUX
OCHOB MOpaJIi, SIBHBIM ¥ HEAABYCMBICIICHHEIM 00pa30M BBIPA3UIIH CBOIO PEMTHO3HYIO HEHABUCTH ¥ BPOXKIY K
OJIHOH U3 CYIIECTBYIOIINX B HACTOSIIEE BPEMs PEIUTHI, XPUCTHAHCTBY, IOCSTHYB HA €r0 PaBHOIPABHE,
CaMOOBITHOCTD Y BBEICOKYIO 3HAYMMOCTB IS OOJIBIIIOTO KOJMMYECTBA HAIIUII M HAPOJOB.

Religious discourse

S11

Toteprnesiuii XKene3o0B B CyaeOHOM 3acejaHNH TTOKA3all, YTO SBISETCS IPABOCIABHEIM, ITTyOOKO BEPYIOIIUM
U LIEPKOBHBIM YEJIOBEKOM, COOJIIOIaeT MOCTHI, TIPa3AHHUKH, YIaCTBYET B IEPKOBHEIX TAHHCTBAX,
Gorociry>KeHHsX, HCIIOBEyeT IPABOCIIABHYIO BEPY, COOM0IaeT BCe KAHOHBI M 0OPSI/IbI IPaBOCIABHOI IIEPKBH.

Religious discourse,
Orthodox discourse

S12

Ceuperenb JKykoBa B cy/1eOHOM 3aceJaHUH MOKa3ajia O TOM, YTO OHa TIpaBOCIaBHAs ITyOOKO BEpyromias.
Cobmronaer Bce MOCTBI, TPAAULIH, IPABOCIAaBHBIE 00OBIYaH.

Religious discourse,
Orthodox discourse
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Quotations of the Orthodox Church High Council

Discourses used

HC1 BoroxynscTBo — riiaBHas npumera Bpara boxus, onucaHHoro B OTKpOBEHUH: Rel igious discourse,
«M oTBep3 OH ycTa cBOM A1 XyJbl Ha bora, uto6s! XymuTs ums Ero, u sxxummme (juridical) discourse
Ero, u xuBymunx Ha He6e» (OTkp. 13:6).

HC2 Beicumii LlepkoBHblit COBET CUHTAET BXKHBIM €IIE Pa3 MPOSICHATH O3HIIHIO Rel igious discourse,
LlepkBu OTHOCHTENBHO KOITYHCTBEHHOTO akTa B Xpame Xpucra Cracutens, B juridical discourse
TOM YHCIIE B CBSI3U C BEIHECEHHBIM CY/ICOHBIM PEIICHHEM.

HC3 To, 4TO IPOHM30LLIO, ECTh OOrOXYILCTBO M KOIIYHCTBO, CO3HATEIBHOE H HAMEPEHHOE Rel igious discourse
OCKOpOJIeHHE CBATHIHY, IPOSIBIICHUE TPyOOH BpaxJeOHOCTH K MIJUTHOHAM JIFOJIEil U UX YyBCTBaM.

HC4 CyniecTByeT pa3jinuue Mexy rpexaMu IPOTHB YelioBeKa U rpexamu npotuB bora. Eciu Rel igious discourse
XPUCTHAHHUH KaK JIMYHOCTH SBJIAETCS [OCTPAJABIICH CTOPOHOMN, OH MPH3BaH MPOCTUTH
corpeuiusiiero nporus Hero. Ho npoienue rpexa nporus bora HeBO3MOXKHO 6€3 UCKPEHHETO
pacKasiHHS corpemmsIero nepex Hum.

HC5 MBI TakkKe He pacCMaTpUBAEM POUCLIE/IIEE C HOJIUTUYECKON MIIM SCTETUYECKON TOUKH 3PEHHUS. Rel igious discourse
ITacteipckuit nonr LiepkBu — 1aBaTh JyXOBHYIO, HDABCTBEHHYIO OLIEHKY MMEBIIMM MECTO
COOBITHSIM.

HC6 Henonyiienne ockopOsieHuUs 1yBCTB BEPYIOLIHMX, AKTOB KOIIYHCTBA HAa/l PEIUTHO3HBIMU Juridical discourse,
CBATBIHAMH U CTYMIICHHS HaJ{ Ky TTYPHBIMH MAMATHUKAMI — 33/1a4a FOCYAAPCTBA, YBAKAIOMIETO | o] igious discourse
cBOMX rpaxkaal . Co3maHHBIH cyneOHBIH IPeIefeHT JOJDKEeH MIPeIOTBPATHTE IIOBTOPCHIE . !
NOJ00HBIX ICHCTBUI B OyLyIeM. (moral dlSCOUI’SE)

HC7 BecunHcTBO B XpaMe cTajio NpooKeHUEM IIyOOKO Oe3HPAaBCTBEHHBIX MYOIMYHBIX aKIUH, Juridical discourse
paHee COBEPUICHHBIX TeMH K€ JIMIIAMH M HX COPaTHUKAMH M OCTaBIINXCs Oe3HaKa3aHHBIMHU.

HC8 TTo3TOMY HHKAK HEJb3sl COTTIACUTHCS C MOTBITKAMU MPEACTABUTH IPOUCLIEALIEE B XpaMe KaK Rel igious discourse
MOJIUTBY, COBEpIICHHYIO B HETpa "JHIIMOHHON (opme.

HC9 TIpaBocaBHbIi XpUCTHAHUH HE MOXKET HH y4acTBOBAaTh B OOTOXYJIBCTBE, HH OZ00PSTH €ro, HU Rel igious discourse
IPSIMO MJIM KOCBEHHO €T0 IOJIePIKHUBATh.

HC10 K coxasneHuto, 3T1 NONbITKY JE€30pUEHTUPOBAIM MHOTHX JIFOJIEH, B TOM YUCIIE OT/AEIbHBIX Rel igious discourse
wieHoB L{epkBH, TpeObIBaIOIINX B HEBEAEGHUH OTHOCHTEIFHOTO TOTO, KAKUE KOITYHCTBEHHBIC U
MEep3KHue CJI0Ba ObLIN NMPOM3HECEHBI HAa aMBOHE Xpama Xpucta CriacuTes.

HC11 B XX Beke aHTUpENUrio3Has HEHABUCTh — KaK U HEHABUCTh 3THUYECKAst — YHECIIH JKU3HU Rel igious freedom

MIJUIHOHOB Jfofel. Hamr Hapox nporiesn yepe3 HCIbITaHHE BOUHCTBYIOINM 0e3005KHeM U
(barmcTcKoi arpeccueii. ITo 1ano HaM TParu4ecKuil ypok, KOTOpbIi chopmMupoBai ocoOyro
4yBCTBUTEIBHOCTh K OCKOPOJICHHIO PEIIMTHO3HBIX H HAIMOHAIBHBIX YyBCTB.

discourse, national
historic discourse

Quotations of the Orthodox Church Patriarch

Discourses used

P1 Jlymato, Bce BbI 3Ha€Te O TOM, YTO MPOM30ILIO HEAABHO B Xpame XpHcra Rel igious discourse,
Cnacurens. Bot naBaiite cooTHECEM CBOIO MBICIB € TeM (DaKTOM, YTO Ha MeCTe, national historic
T7ie MbI CTOUM, OJIaro4ecTUBbIE IPEIKH HAIlH, I101aTaBIIne OCHOBY .
nporseTaHus Poccun kak BEIUKOTo TOCY1apCTBa, 3alI0XKUIH XpaM ceil TObKO discourse
pazu BCTPEUYH CO CBATHIHEH. A UX Jlajiekue MoToMKH B Beke XXI oCKkBepHHIM
9TY CBATHIHIO, Haxosinytocs B Xpame Xpucra Cracurens. ..

P2 IIponutm BpeMeHa, KOr/ia JIFOIU CHIIOHN pellany Takiue BOIPOCkl — U CllaBa Rel igious discourse,
bory, uto nporum. Hy uTo 1omkHO 6b110 OBI OBITE B 3eMJIE HaIlleH, KOTOpast national historic
caMuM (paKTOM CBOETO CYIIECTBOBAaHMs BO MHOTOM oOsi3aHa LlepkBn .
IIpaBocnaBHOI U Bepe MpaBOCIaBHOM, MOBUTaBIIEH HAPO HAIll Ha discourse
BeJIMYaiIlIie MOABUTH — B TOM 4McIie Ha 3amuTy Otedectsa B 1812 rony?

P3 Her, nosiBisioTcst moau, KOTOpbIe ONPaBABIBAIOT 3TO KOITYHCTBO, MHHHMH3UPYIOT €T0, Rel igious discourse
CTaparoTCs MPEACTaBUTh KaK HEKyIo 3a6aBHYI0 IIyTKy. M mevyanbHO, ¥ OT Topedn cepie Moe
pa3phIBaeTCs, YTO CPEJIM STHUX JIFOJIEH eCTh U Te, KTO Ha3bIBAET Ce0s MPABOCTABHBIMHL

P4 JlaBaiiTe poBeieM 3Ty JIMHUIO MEKIY XpaMoM Pu3zomnonoxenus 3neck, Ha JIOHCKOW, COOBITUSIMU Rel igious discourse,
Beka X VII, u Tem, uro npousomuto B XXI Beke nepen Bennyaiiniei ceaTeinel Liepksu Hamei u Orthodox discourse
BCET0 NPABOCIAaBHOIO MUpa — Iepes yacTuiei Pussl 'ocnionneil. Jlymaro, HY 0ZIMH BepyIOIIUi
YENOBEeK He JJOJDKEH CKasaThb: "3T0 MeHs He Kacaercs", "3To He Moe aeno". Kaxnoro Bepyroriero
YeloBeKa 3TO He MOJKET He ysI3BIISAT.

P5 160 wet y Hac Oymymiero, eciy Mbl HAUHHAEM TITyMHTBCS IIEpPE BEIUKIMH CBATHIHAMH U €CIH Rel igious discourse
9TO IIyMJICHHE KOMY-TO JIOXKHUTCS Ha JYITy KaK HeKast 100JIeCTh, KaKk HEKOE BBIPaXKCHHE
HOJIMTUYECKOTO MPOTECTa, KaK HEKOE YMECTHOE JEHCTBIE MM Kak 0e300MIHas 1Ty TKa.

P6 Mgl Bce ceronHs npoxoauM uepe3 Benukuii noct. JlnaBon nocmesiics HaJl BCEMHM HaMU, BBEZIs Rel igious discourse
CTOJIBKO CKOpOeH B Te THU, KOTa MBI JOJDKHBI YXOIUTH OT BOJHEHHI MHpa CEro, IIOrpyKaThCs B
MOJINTBY, OTPaHHYMBATh CE0sl TOCTOM, KasAThCS B CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX TpEXax.

P7 YV npaBocIaBHOTO 4elI0BEKa 3TO YyBCTBO OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU BhIpaXkaeTcs, B IIEPBYIO OYEPEb, B Rel igious discourse,

ropsdeii MonuTee K bory. Te monu He BepaT B cuity MOTuTBEL. OHU BEpAT B CUITy IIpOMaraHjbl, B
CHJTy JDKU U KJIeBeThI, B cuiry MuTepHeTa, B crury CMU, B cuity JieHer H opyusl. Mbl BepuM B
CHJTy MOJIMTBBIL.

Orthodox discourse
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Quotations of Pussy Riot (Tolokonnikova)

Discourses used

PR1

ITo GonmbIIOMY CUETy TeKYIIUH Iponecc UAeT He HaJ TpeMs. BOKaIHCTKaMU
rpymst Pussy Riot. Eci 651 9T0 05110 Tak, IPOUCXOASIIEE 346Ch He MMETO OBl
POBHO HUKAKOI'0 3Hau€HUs. ITO MPOLECC HaJl BCeH roCyAapCTBEHHOM CUCTEMOM
Poccuiickoii ®enepanun, KOTOPOH, K HECUACTBIO IS HEE CaMOM, TaK HPAaBUTCS
LUTUPOBATH CBOIO JKECTOKOCTH 110 OTHOIIEHUIO K YEJIOBEKY, PABHOAYLIHE K €r0
YECTH M JOCTOMHCTBY — BCE CaMO€ IIOXO0€, YTO KOTAa-JIM0o Cirydanoch B
poccuiickoil ucropun. MmuTanus cyne6HOro nporecca npuoIImKaeTcs K
CTaHJAPTY CTAIMHCKHX «TPOEK», K MoeMy ITyOoKoMy coskaneHuto. Tak u y Hac
- cJIe10BaTeNb, Cy/bs U IPOKYypop. U elie, Kpome TOro, BbILIE BCErO 3TOT0 —
MOJIUTUYECKUH 3aKa3 Ha PENIPECCUH, ONPEIEIAOIMIA CII0Ba, AeHCTBYA,
pELIEHNs] BCEX TPOUX.

Political discourse,
dissident discourse

PR2

MBI ienaiy Hally TOJIMTHYECKHUE TaHK-KOHLEPThI, IOTOMY YTO B POCCUICKOM
roccucTeMe LapHT TaKasi 3aKOCTEHEIOCTb, 3aKPhITOCTh U KACTOBOCTb, a
HPOBOJIMMAsI TOJIUTHKA IIOYNHECHA JIMIIb Y3KMM KOPIIOPATHBHBIM HHTEpPECcaM
HACTOJIBKO, YTO HAM OT OJIHOTO POCCHHCKOrO BO3/lyXa OOJIbHO.

Political discourse

PR3

U s 3Ha10, 9TO ceiyac OrpOMHOE KOIMYECTBO IPABOCIABHEIX JIIO/IH BEICTYIIAIOT 32 HAC, B
Y4aCTHOCTH, y Cy/ia 38 HaC MOJISITCS, MOJISITCS 38 HAXOJAIIMXCS B 3aTOYCHUH YYaCTHHULL TPYIIIIBI
PussyRiot. Ham mokaspiBaiu Te MajieHbKHE KHIKEUKH, KOTOPBIE PA3/IaloT 9TU MPABOCIIABHBIE, C
cozieprkamieiicsl B 9THX KHIDKEUKaX MOJIUTBOU O HaXO[sIuXxcs B 3aTo4eHud. OHO 3TO
[IOKa3bIBACT TO, YTO HETY SAMHOI COL[MAIBHON IPYIIIBI IPABOCIABHBIX BEPYIOIIMX, KaK MBITACTCS
[PECTAaBUTh CTOPOHA OOBHHEHHUSL.

Religious discourse,
(Orthodox discourse)

PR4

W 5 mosarato, 94T0 XpUCTHAHCTBO, TO, KaK 5 €ro MOHsUIa, u3ydast Berxuii 3aBeT U, B 0COOCHHOCTH,
Hogelii 3aBeT, 0HO NOAEPKUBAET UMEHHO MOUCK MCTUHBI U ITOCTOSIHHOE MIPEO0IeHue cedsl,
MIPEOOJICHUE TOTO, YeM ThI OBbUIT paHbIie. XpUCTOC He 3ps ObuI ¢ OmynHunamMu. OH FOBOPWIL: HAI0
MIOMOTaTh TEM, KTO OCTYIAeTCs, U s MpoIaro ux. Ho rmouemy-To st He BUKY 3TOrO Ha HallleM
nporecce, KOTOPbIi MPOUCXOIHUT MO 3HAMEHEM XPUCTHAHCTBA. MHE Ka)KeTcsl, 4TO CTOPOHA
0OBHHEHHS IIONTUPAET XPUCTUAHCTBO!

Religious discourse

PR5

51 m Kars, 1 Mama cuuM B TIopsMe, B KieTke. Ho st He cunTalro, 9To MBI IOTEpIIeNN OpaskeHHe.
Kak u quccuenTs! He ObUTH NPOUTPABIIMMHU. Tepsisich B ICUXOOJIBHULAX U TIOPbMAax, OHU
BBIHOCHIIH IIPUTOBOPEI peXKUMY. MIcKyccTBO co3anus 00pa3a S1OXH He 3HaeT nodequTereil u
npourpasmux. Tak u MOATHL, 003PHYTHI, 10 KOHIIA OCTABAINCH XyJOKHUKAMH, [10-HACTOSIIEMY
HEOOBSICHUMO Y HEMOHATHO, Oynyuu «3auniieHHbIMu» B 1937 rony.

Dissident discourse,
artistic discourse

PR6

PussyRiot — yuennku n Hacnexunku Beenenckoro. Ero npuHimmn mioxoit pudms! 1uist Hac
poxHoii. OH mucai: «beIBaeT, YTO IPUXOIAT Ha YM ABE PUGMBIL: XOpoIlas U IuIoxas. 51 Beiouparo
wioxyto. IMeHHO OoHa U OyIeT NpaBUIIbHOMY.

Artistic discourse

PR7

A He 3a0BUIH JIN BB, IPH KaKUX O0OCTOSITENHCTBAX 3aBEPILMII CBOI 3eMHOI! IyTh OCIIEA0BATEIb
aroctosioB Credan? «Torna HayuuIl OHM HEKOTOPBIX CKa3aTh: « MBI CIIBIIIANH, KaK OH TOBOPHUT
XyJbHbIE ciioBa Ha Mouces 1 Ha bora. 1 Bo30yuinu Hapoy, U CTapeHIvH, 1 KHIDKHUKOB. 11 Ha
ITacxy cxBaruau ero u nosesnu B CuneipuoH. Y npeacraBuig J0OXKHBIX CBUAETENEH, KOTOPBIE
TOBOPHIIM: «DTOT YeJIOBEK HE IepecTaeT FOBOPHUTH Xy/IbHbIE CI0BA HAa CBATOE MECTO CHE H Ha
3aKkoH». OH OBLT IPU3HAH BUHOBHBIM H Ka3HEH MOOMBaHHEM KaMHAMHU. Taioke cMelo HafesIThes,
YTO BCE XOPOIIO MOMHST, KaK HyeH ToBopmii Xpucty: «He 3a mobpoe neno XxoTnm noOHuTh Teds
KaMHSIMH, HO 32 O0TroXynbcTBOY. M, HaKOHEII, CTOMIIO OBI IepKaTh B yMe TaKyI0 XapaKTePHCTHKY
Xpucta: «OH oziepkuM OecoM U 03yMCTBYET».

Religious discourse

PR8

51 monarato, 4T0 eciu OBl HAYAJILCTBO - [IAPH, CTApEHIIHMHEI, IPE3HIECHTHI, IPEMbEpHI, HApOI U
Cy/JbH - XOPOIIO 3HAIHM M TOHUMAJIH, YTO 3HAYNUT «MHJIOCTH X04Y, a HE KEPTBBI», TO HE OCYIHIN
OBl HeBUHOBHBIX. Hallle jxe Ha4anbCTBO MOKA CHEIIAT JIUIIb C OCYXKACHHEM, HO HUKAK HE C
mmnocteio. KeraTn, criacu6o JiMurprio AHaTonbeBHYy MenBeneBy 3a ouepeqHon
3amedvaTenbHbIi adopusm! Ecim cBoi mpe3uaeHTCKuit cpok oH 0603Hauwm o3yHrom «CBoboma
Jydiie, 4eM HecBoOoxay», To, Onarofapsi MeTkoMy cioBy MejBezeBa, y TpeTbero cpoka [Tytuna
€CTh XOPOIIIHE IIaHCH IPOMTH I10]] 3HAKOM HOBOT0 adopusma - «TroppMa JTydIie, 4eM IMoOHBaHue
KaMHSIMI».

Political discourse,
religious discourse

PR9

TTocKOMBKY MBI peaabHO He MHUTAIH U He TUTAeM PENUTHO3HOH HEHABUCTH W BPAXK/IbI, HALLIUM
OOBHHHTEISIM HAYETO He OCTaeTcsl, Kak MpHOeraTb K MOMOIIHN JDKECBHACTEINCH.

Juridical discourse

PR10

MBI yBa)KUTEIIBHO OTHOCHMCS K PEJIUTHH, TIPABOCIaBHOM B yacTHOCTH. FIMEHHO O3TOMY Hac
BO3MYIIAET, YTO BEIUKYIO CBETIYIO XPUCTHAHCKYIO GHIOCOMHIO TaK IPSI3HO UCTIONB3YIOT.

Religious discourse
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Appendix I11: Article 213 of the Russian

Criminal Code

The Russian wording of Article 213 of the Russian Criminal Code — Hooliganism
(YronoBuslii kogekc PO, 2013):

1. XynurancTBo, To €CTh rpy0oe HapylIeHHe 00LIeCTBEHHOTO OPsI/IKa, BRIpaXKaloIiee IBHOE
HEyBa)kKeHHE K OOIIECTBY, COBEPIICHHOE!

a) C IPUMEHEHHUEM OPY>KUSI WIIK MIPEAMETOB, UCTIOIb3YEMBIX B KAUECTBE OPYKHUS;

0) 10 MOTHBaM MOJIMTHYECKON, UJCOJIOTHYECKOM, PAaCOBOM, HAIIMOHATBLHOUN MIIM PEIMTHO3HON
HEHABUCTH VI BPXKIBI THOO0 MO0 MOTHBAM HEHABUCTH WM BPAK/IbI B OTHOIIICHUH KaKOM-
160 CoLMaIbHON TPYIIbI, ~-HaKa3bIBaeTCs MTPadoOM B pazMepe OT TPEXCOT THICAY JI0
MATUCOT THICSY pyOJIeH WK B pa3Mepe 3apaboTHOM IJIaThl WM UHOTO JJOXO0JIA OCYKIESHHOTO
3a MepHuoJ OT ABYX JI0 TPEX JIeT, 1100 00s3aTeNbHBIMU pabOTaMu Ha CPOK JI0 YETHIPEXCOT
BOCBMUJICCATH 9aCOB, JINOO HCIIPABUTEIILHBIMU pad0OTaMH Ha CPOK OT OJTHOTO I'oJia 0 ABYX
7eT, 1100 MPUHYAUTEIbHBIMU pabOTaMU Ha CPOK O MSATH JIET, TUOO0 JUIIEHUEM CBOOO b Ha
TOT K€ CPOK.

2. To e nesHue, COBEPIICHHOE TPYIIION JTUI] IO IPEBAPUTEILHOMY CTOBOPY MU
OPTaHU30BaHHOM I'PYMIION JHOO0 CBA3aHHOE C COMPOTHUBICHUEM MPECTaBUTEIIO BIACTH JTHOO
WHOMY JIUI1Y, UCTIOJIHAIOIIEMY 00513aHHOCTH IO OXpaHe 00IIEeCTBEHHOTO MOPsIIKa WU
MpeceKaroIeMy HapylIeHHne OOIECTBEHHOTO MOPS/IKA, - HaKa3bIBAaeTCs MTpagoM B pazMepe
OT MATUCOT THICAY JI0 OJJHOTO MUJUTMOHA pyOJsel uiu B pa3mepe 3apab0OTHOM IUIAThl TN
HMHOTO JIOXO0/a OCYKJIEHHOT'O 32 MePUOJ] OT TPEX JI0 YETHIPEX JIET, TUO0 MPUHYIUTEIbHBIMU
paboTamu Ha CPOK [0 ST JeT, TU00 TUIIeHHEeM CBOOObI Ha CPOK JI0 CEMH JIET.
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