“We Speak Russian!” New Models of Norm Negotiation
in the Electronic Media

Michael S. Gorham

THE RANGE of practices that constitute “norm negotiation” is broad. It
extends from the traditional activities of specialists such as lexicogra-
phers and grammarians, from descriptions of stable and changing as-
pects of language, to the less professionally informed opinions and ques-
tions of everyday users. Purist declarations, however extreme, also count
as a form of norm negotiation, to the extent that their pronouncements
serve as linguistic marching orders for their peers and readers. Which
voices enjoy authority in this regard depends in part on the linguistic
ideologies, economies, and technologies of the language culture in ques-
tion. As Ingunn Lunde’s work on Pisateli o iazyke has documented, writ-
ers have traditionally enjoyed significant linguistic authority in Russian
and Soviet culture, although that may be changing.’ Less prominent in
the Soviet context, although arguably more influential, were the practi-
tioners of what came to be know as kul’tura rechi, a practice concerned
chiefly with proper usage that emerged as a dominant trend in the 1950s
and 60s in academic institutions such as the Russian Language Insti-
tute and journals such as Kultura russkoi rechi and, later, Russkaia rech’?
While less likely to make headlines than the literary elite, it was this
movement that had a major impact on everything from dictionaries and

1 Ingunn Lunde, 2008, “IIncarenn o aspike: Contemporary Russian Writers on the
Language Question,” Russian Language Journal 58, pp. 3-18.

2 Michael S. Gorham, 2010, “Language Ideology and the Evolution of Kul’tura iazyka
(“Speech Culture”) in Soviet Russia,” forthcoming in Politics and the Theory of Lan-
guage in the USSR 1917-1938, eds. C. Brandist ¢ K. Chown, London.
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professional teaching journals to usage manuals and grade-school text-
books—arguably well into the perestroika era?

But just as writers and intellectuals saw their authority wane under
the onslaught of more democratic and commercial mass media during
the 1990s, so too did the voice of the language mavens recede in promi-
nence. More often than not their work was either overly pedantic (pro-
jecting the voice of the preachy or scolding grammar teacher), overly
scholastic (steeped in professional jargon inaccessible to the mass user),
or (just the opposite) overly simplified. This, together with the techno-
logical handicap of being “stuck” in the world of printed monographs
and professional journals, meant limited exposure to a narrow audience
particularly compared to that of the mass media—the most productive
source of the landslide they sought to critique). In this sense, the “playing
field” for the language debates was markedly uneven. In fact, opposing
participants—those involved in the adoption and reproduction of new
language forms—were not even on the same field, let alone playing by the
same rules. They operated on altogether different planes of engagement.

Once (beginning roughly in the late 199 0s) metalinguistic discourse
began making more significant forays into the mass media—mass-audi-
ence magazines and newspapers, radio, the internet and even Tv—this
imbalance began to change. Though still outnumbered by the relatively
unmediated influx of violators of linguistic norms (or promulgators of
linguistic innovation, depending on how you look at it), they were at
least and at last waging their campaign for normalization on the same
playing field, unlevel though it may still have been. In radio alone, Ekho
Moskvy’s “Govorim po-russki,” Radio-Maiak and Golos Rossii’s “Gramo-
tei,” Russkaia Sluzhba Novostei’s “Likbez,” and Radio Rossiia’s “S russ-
kogo na russki...” and “Kak eto po-russki” all brought popular forms of
language debates to the airwaves. And they usually did so in a manner
that was more interactive with the listening public, introducing a more
effective, even democratic, venue for norm negotiation (explicit though it
may have been). I focus here on “Govorim po-russki!” or “We Speak Rus-
sian!” (henceforth GpRr), for as one of the longest running and most suc-
cessful of the lot, it arguably has the most to tell us, first, about the shape

3 Some of the more prominent practitioners of kul’tura rechi include V.G. Kostoma-
rov (e.g. 1994, lazykovoi vkus epokhi: Iz nabliudenii nad rechevoi praktikoi mass-media,
Moscow) and L.K. Graudina & E.N. Shiriaev (e.g. 2000, Kultura russkoi rechi, Moscow).
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and impact of norm negotiation and folk linguistics in the age of mass
and new media and, secondly, about some of the trends and dominant
aspects of the discourse on language over the past ten years.*

“We Speak Russian!” History and Profile

The show began in December 1998 as a weekly broadcast featuring com-
ments, analyses, and etymologies by co-hosts and trained philologists
Marina Koroleva and Olga Severskaya. Then the only such program on
the air, Gpr quickly grew popular and expanded to include a shorter dai-
ly rubric, “Kak pravil’no” (“The Correct Way”) hosted by Koroleva, and
dedicated specifically to issues of usage. At the request of station produc-
ers, they soon expanded again, moving to an hour-long live broadcast on
Sunday mornings that included guests, games, prizes, and live interac-
tion with the listening audience? To this day, one may tune in at 10:10 on
Sunday mornings and listen to what has become something of a variety
show about language, usually hosted by Koroleva, Severskaya, and the
Ekho Moskvy journalist (and graduate of the Gir1s theater school), Kse-
niia Larina.

According to Severskaya, the Gpr listening audience differs little from
that of Ekho Moskvy as a whole, “since issues of language are of interest
to everyone, without exception.” Based on calls received, the most active
participants are those with a higher education between the ages of thirty
and forty-five, and the number of male, white-collar professionals, seems
on the rise.” The reach of Grr, Severskaya notes, extends beyond the live
and virtual communities and into Russian classrooms:

Shows about Russian are in demand among teachers—both school
teachers and teachers of Russian as a foreign language; they are re-
corded and used as learning materials in classes. They also allow
the putting into practice of monitoring of the media and the public
sphere... and resistance against the onslaught of illiterate word usage.*®

4 The Russian title for the program contains a play on words that gets lost in English
translation; it not only implies the declarative “We speak Russian!” but also carries
the hortative connotation of “Let’s speak Russian!”—dual modalities which nicely
reflect the multiple functions of the program.

5 Marina Koroleva, 2003, Govorim po-russki s Marinoi Korolevoi, Moscow, pp. 3—4.
Related to this is the rubric “Spravochnoe biuro” (“Reference Desk”), which dates
back at least to May 2001.

6 From personal correspondence with the author (8 September 2008).
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The structure of the show has evolved over time—no small reason be-
ing the need to keep listeners engaged and ratings up—and has expand-
ed into other media spheres as well, turning what was once just a radio
show into something of a multimedia institution” Both Koroleva and
Severskaya have authored regular language columns in print venues—
Koroleva in the eponymous column “GpRr” for Rossiiskaia gazeta from
2003 to the present and Severskaya in Vremia MmN, under the heading of
“Slovo za slovo” (“Word for Word,” 2003) “Gpr” in Rodnaia gazeta (from
2006-2007), and “Kul’tura rechi” (“Speech Culture”) and “Sprashivali?
Otvechaem!” (“You Asked? We Answer!”) in Russkii iazyk.® Each has
published a book based on material from the show. They debuted on the
internet with a discussion forum linked to the site, which exists to this
day but has taken on a life largely independent of the show. More recently
they have integrated sms, blitz polling, and blogs to create additional
ways of engaging folk linguists in the debates.”

A closer look at the format of the show suggests that much of its suc-
cess stems from a winning mix of enlightenment, engagement, and en-
tertainment. It offers a host of informational rubrics, background on
various aspects of the history of the language, language-related resourc-
es, and reports on matters of language policy. It provides nuts-and-bolts
explanations of usage issues, sometimes spontaneously, sometimes in the
form of set rubrics such as the previously mentioned “Kak pravil’no?”
and “Spravochnoe biuro,” and “Radio-al'manakh” (“Radio Almanac”).
At least in its later manifestations, the show has also involved a consider-
able amount of give-and-take through the discussion formats, listener
and reader comments and questions submitted by phone, sms, email or
blog. Its interactive component also comes in the form of “play”—on-air
quiz questions and games that occupy nearly one-half of the broadcast in

7 On the ratings-driven need to devise new ways of keeping and attracting listeners,
Severskaya writes “the infamous ‘rating’ and ‘share’, as they begin to fall, force us to
quickly change the conception of the show.” From personal correspondence with the
author (8 September 2008).

8 Koroleva’s columns for Rossiiskaia gazeta are available online at http://www.rg.ru/
plus/koroleva.

9 Koroleva, 2003; Ol’ga Severskaia, 2004, Govorim po-russki s Ol’goi Severskoi, Moscow.

10 The gpr forum archive contains entries dating back to 1 October 1999. See http://
speakrus.ru/index.htm. For a discussion on the role of folk linguistics in language cul-
ture, see Deborah Cameron, 1995, Verbal Hygiene, London.
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its more recent form and give listeners the chance to test their language
skills and win some sort of edifying prize. (The current title of the pro-
gram, “GPRr: Peredacha-Igra” (“Gpr: Game Show”) underscores the no-
tion of metalanguage as entertainment.)

Varieties of Norm Negotiation
I would like to look more closely at the content of the show to give a
clearer sense of the variety of ways Gpr functions as a venue for norm
negotiation. In doing so I will distinguish between two types of norm ne-
gotiation. One I’ll call “authoritative” norm negotiation, by which I mean
more “top-down” metalinguistic practices such as clarifying, articulating
and generating rules, laws, or guidelines about what is right and wrong,
proper and improper. Here, the “negotiation” takes place essentially on
unequal turf, between the authoritative hosts or guests and one of two
audiences—either users in search of answers (in advice mode), or the
perpetrators of linguistic violations (in policing/monitoring mode)." The
second type of norm negotiation I'll call “democratic,” for lack of a better
term, and by this I mean more interactive, give-and-take, discussion and
debate between hosts and listeners or readers. Here the negotiation more
actively includes parties on all sides, although it is clear that the views of
the hosts hold more sway (they are still the specialists, choose the themes,
direct discussion and often select user input). In many cases, it should be
added, the two modes of negotiation can easily, and often do, overlap.
“Authoritative” norm negotiation more closely resembles the tradi-
tional practice of kul’tura rechi, where there are relatively clear lines be-
tween “specialist” and everyday language user, and the latter more of-
ten than not is expected to abide by the professional pronouncements
of the former. Despite the traditional nature of the practice, however, its
transposition into a weekly interactive radio show instills the old practice
with new vibrancy and relevance. This comes in part from the energy
and spontaneity that the live format brings to discussions of even the old-
est of thread-worn issues. The regularity of the broadcasts also brings a
degree of relevancy often untenable for published books—a piece on the

11 One may well question the status of this sort of activity as “negotiation”; I retain the
term, qualified by inclusion in quotes, to acknowledge the listener’s ability, even in
this more top-down form of attempted inculcation, to react—be it in the form of
adoption, modified personalization, or rejection.
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lexicon of balls and dancing at New Year celebrations (1 January 2003),
one on the origin of shpargalki during university entrance exams (18 June
2000), a discussion of Putinisms in the wake of the former president’s
final press conference (17 February 2008); or a piece on “the language of
top-menedzhery” in the winter of 2006 when the new Russian produc-
tion novels by Minaev, Robski and others were all the rage (5 February
2006).”” Finally, the show injects traditional kul’tura rechi with new life
by offering an entertaining mix of subgenres that strike the right balance
between sparkle and substance.

One such subgenre is what has been called, in other venues, “linguis-
tic first-aid,” a quick-response mechanism designed to help listeners (and
internet readers) solve their usage problems (e.g. Which is it—kUkhonnyi
or kukhOnnyi? How about odnovrEmennyi vs. odnovremEnnyi? 29 April
2007). A related practice comes in the form of what might be called “lin-
guistic self-help”—concrete instructions and advice to listeners geared
toward maneuvering through everyday situations. For listeners con-
cerned about job-related speech etiquette, for instance, the 8 January
2006 broadcast discussed the use of “ty” vs. “vy” in the workplace, and
two months later the hosts reached out to job-seeking listeners by dis-
cussing appropriate and inappropriate language for interviews (12 March
2006). A 21 November 2004 show casts its net wider to all those inter-
ested in improving their speech skills by tackling the question, MoxHo
M HAyYUTb KPacuBO U mpaBuibHO roBoputh? (“Is it possible to learn
how to speak prettily and correctly?”) and inviting two guest specialists
from the speech department of the Shchukinskii theater institute to of-
fer their views (which are unsurprisingly optimistic about the prospects
given that they have just written a book called 104 Exercises in Diction
and Pronunciation for Independent Work).»

Another productive type of authoritative norm negotiation comes in
the form of linguistic enlightenment—commentaries and rubrics dedi-
cated to educating listeners on a variety of language topics, from the set-
piece archaisms, foreign loans and vulgarisms (3a6eitere cosa (“For-
gotten words”), Mnoctpanmsr B pycckoM (“Foreigners in Russian”) and

12 All cited shows are listed by the date on which the show aired and are listed by that
date at the Gpr show archive at http://www.echo.msk.ru/programs/speakrus/.

13 Anna Brusser ¢ Mariia Ossovskaia, 2004, 104 uprazhneniia po diktsii i orfoepii dlia
samostoiatel’noi raboty, Moscow.
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Cunpnbre cnoBeukn (“Rude words”)) mentioned above to forays into the
history of the Russian language to offer listeners glimpses of Russian’s
linguistic past—such as the decade-by-decade run through of the lin-
guistic high and lowlights of the Soviet era that aired during the summer
of 2000 (e.g. the Ushakov dictionary for the 1940s, the origins and proper
usage of usmeHHuk Poguuer (“traitor of the Motherland”) for the 1950s).™

A third productive authoritative practice falls into the category of
“language monitoring” or “policing” of public discourse. Again, it is a
time-honored practice by language specialists, but here the frequency
and interactive nature allow the hosts of Gpr to do it in a more engaging,
more immediately relevant, and more sustained manner. In December
2003-February 2004, for instance, they dedicated a “mini-series” to the
language of advertising. Later that same year they addressed the rampant
use of the parasitic (cmoBo-mapasur) Ha camoM pgerne (“in reality”) sug-
gesting that it functioned as something of a verbal antidote to the ubiqui-
tous kak 6bl (“seemingly”)—itself, they argue, a phraseological indicator
of the profound uncertainty that colored Russian perspectives through
the 1990s (6 November 2005).

Other subgenres of more authoritative norm negotiation include re-
ports on contemporary Russian language policy and legislation, such as
the 2000 draftlegislation “On the Russian language as the state language
of the RE” (22 November 2000), the status of Russian in countries of the
“near abroad” (featuring one country per show, November-December
2002), and an initiative to require upper-level bureaucrats to pass a Rus-
sian language proficiency test (21 April 2004).

They also integrate metalinguistic public relations in the form of book
reviews and guest specialists, in effect killing two birds with one stone—
getting synopses of the content on language issues out while also giving
second life, or double exposure, to the authors and resources in question.
On 22 November 2000, for example, they discussed the launch of the
new, government-backed language “portal” Russkii iazyk (www.gramota.
ru). The rubric Hamr gerckmit cag (“Our kindergarten”) appears later in
the same broadcast, and is based on readings on children’s language from

14 The entertaining presentation of the “history of the language, popularizing knowl-
edge about language and the achievements of national and international Russian
studies,” ranks high in Severskaya’s own list of goals for the program—along with
“showing [listeners] the place of language in the life of contemporary society.” From
personal correspondence with the author (8 September 2008).
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Kornei Chukovskii’s Ot dvukh do piati (From Two to Five). For an ex-
tended stint in 2001 the hosts integrated the notorious mangling of Rus-
sian by leading Russian politicians collected in Itogi magazine’s regular
rubric “Mezhdometiia” (“Interjections,” e.g. 31 January 2001), thus ex-
tending scope and shelf-life of this jocular form of public, metalinguistic
shaming.’

Folk-linguistic Practices

While many of the above-mentioned practices resemble the traditional
spheres of influence of language specialists, nearly all can be re-scripted
as more democratic practices by drawing on the interactive interfaces ac-
cessible to the various branches of the Gpr project. (Severskaya, at least,
sees the hosts’ function not so much as that of edifiers as that of interlocu-
tors sensitive to the needs and interests of listeners: “We study our listen-
ers and offer them that which is essential to them at the moment. We do
not preach (moywaem), but rather reason together with them.”) Take the
practice of language monitoring as a case in point. Rather than penning
a description of or diatribe against neologisms that have entered or “dis-
torted” the contemporary mass media, the Gpr hosts enlist listeners to
offer their own discoveries, then publish the collective labor in the form
of a cnucok orBpaTuTenbHbIX Heomorusmos (“list of disgusting neolo-
gisms”) on the GPr website in the form of an “internet event” (uuTepHer-
akunus).'® They have orchestrated a similar “event” dedicated to “Hated
Forms of Address” (9tu HenaBuctHble obparnenus!)” and on 30 June
2006 organized a “popular monitoring” (HapogHbIi MOHUTOPUHT) Of
the mass media called Cerogus B a¢upe—3aBTpa B Baleil KBapTupe?
(“On the air today—in your apartment tomorrow?”), in which listeners

15 Featured guests are too numerous to list in full, but include Vladimir Voinovich,
Svetlana Ter-Minasova, Vladimir Lopatin, and Vladimir Elistratov. Featured books
are still more plentiful (including titles by all of the previously mentioned guests),
ranging from Gasan Guseinov, 2003, D.S.P.: Materialy k russkomu slovariu ob-
shchestvenno-politicheskogo iazyka xx veka, Moscow (discussed on 18 December
2003) to Pavel Klubkov, 2004, Govorite, pozhaluista, pravil’no, St. Petersburg, 2000
(discussed on 8 January 2004).

16  http://www.echo.msk.ru/doc/152.html. Among the more frequently mentioned words:
kreativ (kreativnost’, kreativnyi), glamur, vau, gotichnyi, vintazh (vintazhnyi), kazhul -
nyi—elitnyi, piar (piarshchik, otpiarit’, propiarit’), merchendaizer, otnosheniia, koro-
che, messedzh, and trend.

17 http://www.echo.msk.ru/programs/words/42037. The five most hated turning out to be
KEHIIVHA, laMa/laMoykKa, 6par/6paran/6parenno, cygapsiaa and Tosapuu.
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were instructed to collect mistakes they heard on the air and send them
in to GPR.

Another democratic format introduced by the hosts earlier this year
is the blitz survey conducted live on air by having listeners call in to cast
votes for one of two positions on an issue (e.g. dial one number for “yes,”
another for “no”). Some of the issues they have polled listeners on: wheth-
er or not they find the colorful language of Vladimir Putin appealing
(20% “yes,” 80% “no”); whether or not the language of Russian Orthodox
Church services should be translated from Old Church Slavonic to mod-
ern Russian (57% “yes,” 43% “no”); and “for” or “against” the rehabilita-
tion of ToBapuy (“comrade,” 43% “for”, 57% “against”).

Inevitably, integrating more democratic forms of folk linguistics (i.e.
opportunities for non-specialists to put forward their own opinions on
and knowledge of language) into a forum traditionally reserved for au-
thoritative declarations leads to metalinguistic tension and conflict, par-
ticularly in instances where both opinions and sources of authority be-
come contested. Just such an encounter emerged in the 18 May 2008 epi-
sode, centering on the very issue of norms (a rarity in fact) and featuring
a guest specialist in pronunciation, or orthoepy (in Russian, orfoepiia),
Mariia Kalenchuk.” I would like to quote some extended passages of the
program to give a better sense of the nature of the tension between “folk”
and “specialist,” and the heightened urgency it assumes in the context of
a live broadcast that invites real-time contributions from listeners. Olga
Severskaya opens the show by introducing the guest, underscoring in the
process the long list of titles that give her authority to offer pronounce-
ments on orthoepy and norms:

O. CEBEPCKAZ: Ham rocTb—I/IaBHbII Ye/IOBEK 110 OpQOIINN,
3aMeCTUTeNb AUpeKTopa AKaJeMmuueckoro VIHCTUTyTa PycCKOTO
A3bIKa, IpeficefiaTeIb poHeTHdeckoit komuccuu PAH, fokrop ¢uo-
JIOTMYeCKUX Hayk, npodeccop Mapus Kanenuyk. S mepeuncinia
4acTb TUTYNOB. Ecnu 6yny manblie, 9T0 6ygeT CMIIKOM JFOMTO0."

18 Both an audio recording and a printed transcript of the complete broadcast can be
found at http://www.echo.msk.ru/programs/speakrus/514670-echo.

19 “O. Severskaya: Our guest is the main authority on orthoepy, Assistant Director of the
Academy Institute of Russian Language, chair of the phonetics commission of the
Russian Academy of Sciences, a Doctor of Philology, Professor Mariia Kalenchuk. I
have listed only a selection of her titles. If I were to continue it would take too long.”
All translations are my own.
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Almost immediately, however, the show’s other host, Kseniia Larina,
complicates the situation by bringing up a proposition from an online
contributor essentially questioning the real authority of the specialists:
aren’t they, in essence, simply beholden to the dominant usage practices
of the speaking population?

K. TAPVMHA: Ilpexxpe yeM HauHeM Halll pasTOBOP, A XOYYy BCIOM-
HUTb OIHY CBOIO BCTpedy, O KOTOPOII yKe ynomuHana [...]. Muxa-
un KasakoB cetoBam: «BoT yBuanTe, 4epes Kakoe-To BpeMs C/IOBa-
pu 3apuxcupyior cnoBo «3BOHUT», IOTOMY YTO TaK FOBOPUT 70%
poccuiickoro HaceneHusi». OH ObL YOEX/ieH, YTO UMEHHO TaK OHO 1
npoucxonut. Ecny HaceneHne HacTanBaeT, TO yueHble B KOHI[e KOH-
LJOB BBIHYXX/ICHBI Oy YT MOAIIPaBUTb KOe-KaKue yAapeH!s B C/I0Ba-
pax. Tak nu aTo?*

Larina’s position as the only non-philologist among the three regular
hosts turns out to be quite interesting and important from the perspec-
tive of folk linguistics, as she ends up more often than not asking ques-
tions and offering opinions one might more readily associate with the
non-specialist—that is, either a more populist position with regard to
language practices or a viscerally patriotic one. In this episode, as sug-
gested by the quote above, we see her in the former role.

Telling in this exchange, however, is the degree to which Kalenchuk
relies on her authority as specialist (as well as that of the authorities who
proceeded her) in establishing normative boundaries. Here is her re-
sponse to Larina’s opening volley, laden itself with weighty foreign loans
and technical terms:

M. KAJTEHYYK: [lo6ps1it iern! IT0 He coBceM Tak, cnasa 6ory. [leno
B TOM, YTO He BCe, YTO HaM IpefjIaraeT CTUXMIHBII ITOTOK peun (a
9TO—HEBEPOSITHOE Pa3HOOOpasme KMBBIX BAPUAHTOB), CTAHOBUTCS
HOpMOIt. [/ 3TOr0 Haflo pa3obpaThCsi, YTO MbI CUMTAEM HOPMOIL:

20 “K. Larina: Before we begin our conversation, I would like to recall a meeting which I
have already mentioned [...]. Mikhail Kazakov laments, ‘Now you’ll see—after some
time dictionaries will record the word ‘ZvOnit’ because that’s the way 70% of the
Russian population speak’. He was convinced that that was the way it happened. If
the populace insists, then scholars will, in the end, have to correct some word stress
in the dictionaries, right?”
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HOPMOJI IPOM3HOCUTENbHON — 0P O3MNIECKOl HOPMOI— IPUHATO
CYNTATh Te OCOOEHHOCTM NPOM3HOIIEHNUs, KOTOpble CBOVICTBEHHBI
06pa3oBaHHBIM MIOAAM; Te 0COOEHHOCTH IPOM3HOLIEHSI, KOTOpPbIE
3aKpeIJIeHbl B CIEeLMa/JbHbIX CIOBapsAX U clpaBouHMKax. Iloato-
My BOIIPOC, YTO U3 peajbHOTO pPeueBOro MOTOKa (M/Iy, KaK TOBOPAT
JIMHTBUCTBI—MU3 Y3yca) CTAHOBUTCS HOPMOIL U II0 KAKUM KPUTEPUAM
IPUCBAMBAETCA TOMY UM JIPyTOMY IIPOM3HOCUTEIBHOMY BapUaHTY
CTaTyC HOPMBbL. DTO BOIPOC YPE3BBIYAINTHO C/TOXKHBII.

Hapo ckasaTh, 4TO ecTh HEKOTOpbIE 3aflaHHble KpuTepuu. Bo-
IIEPBbIX, HECOMHEHHO, 4YTO JINTEPATYPHBIN A3SBIK—3TO A3BIK KYJIb-
TYpBI, M 4Ype3BBIYAHO Ba)KHO, YTOOBI He IpepBajach CBA3b Bpe-
MeH, II03TOMY MBI He MOYXeM IIO3BOJIUTH, YTOObI XaOTUYHO U OYCHD
OBICTPO M3MEHIACh Hallla HopMa. Ecn 9T0 Iponsoiifer, To O4eHb
CKOpO MBI He cMoKeM unTath IlymkuHa, JIpa Toncroro. Ecnu a3bik
HayHeT O4eHb ObICTPO pa3BUBATHCA [...], TO TpajuLus npepBeTcs, u
IJ1A HAC A3bIK BEKOBON NABHOCTM CTaHET YY>XMM SA3BIKOM, OT KOTO-
PpOro MBI TaKO€ 3CTETUYECKOE yIOBOIbCTBYE MONTyIaTh HE CMOXKEM.
Bb1 3HaeTe, MHe OY€Hb HPABUTCSH BBIPA)KEHME 3aMEYaTe/IbHOTO Ha-
nrero nuHreucra Eprenmsa JImurpuesuya IlonmmBanoBa, KOTOpBI
TOBOPUJI, YTO «OAVH U3 3aKOHOB PasBUTI II0OOTO TUTEPATyPHOTO
A3bIKa B TOM, YTO OH BCE MEHee M MeHee pasBUBaeTcA». Vnm, Kak ro-
Bopuw1 Muxann Buxkroposuy IlaHoB, Apyroil Hall 3aMedaTe/1bHbIII
JIMHTBUCT: «B s13bIKe IPOrpeccUBHO TO, 4YTO KOHCepBaTUBHO». [ToaTo-
MY B KaKOJ1-TO Mepe MbI BBIHY>X/JeHbl HaOpachIBaTb ONPeNe/ICHHYIO
Y34y, He JaBasi HOpMaM Pa3BUBATbCs OUCHD OBICTPO U CMEHSTD LPYT
mpyra. B To ke BpeMsi, IOMMMO 3TOTO, MBI JO/KHBI OTOMPATh B Ka-
YecTBe HOPMBI. JTO JIeNAI0T Te, KTO KOogupuuupyeT 1 opuiuaabHO
3aKpeIiseT B C/I0BAPsX, CIIPAaBOYHMKAX M MHBIX II0COOMAX HOPMBIL
Ilo cyTu pena, 3T0 MHTYUTUBHO [e/Ial0T HOCUTENIN JTUTEPATypPHOTO
IPOM3HOIIEHNA. MBI OMXHBI 3aKPEIIATH TOBKO TO, YTO OTBEYAET
BHYTPEHHMM 3aKOHaM sI3bIKa.”

21 “M. Kalenchuk: Good morning! It doesn’t quite work that way, thank God. The thing
is, not everything that the natural flow of speech presents to us (and this is an unbe-
lievable variety of living variants) becomes a norm. To understand this, we have to
clarify what we mean by ‘norm’: pronunciation norms, orthoepic norms—are typi-
cally understood as those pronunciation features that are characteristic of educated
people, pronunciation features that are codified in special dictionaries and guides.
For this reason, the question is what of real speech flow (or “usage” as linguists call
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In the invocation of “complex” technical explanations, quotes from a
“who’s who” of linguistic icons, and references to “predetermined cri-
teria” and “internal laws,” we find a fantastic example of a discourse of
linguistic power that would have us believe that we are saved from total
linguistic “chaos” (a state in which we could no longer even understand
each other, let alone the literary classics) by those select “educated peo-
ple” who intuitively use the “right” form and those linguists who lock
this proper usage into dictionaries and guidebooks and thereby “bridle”
language’s dangerous potential to get out of hand. Additional authority is
recruited through quotes of various patriarchs of language (here Poliva-
nov and Panov) who attest to the essentially conservative nature of lan-
guage change (a point which seems to undermine Kalenchuk’s warnings
of unbridled linguistic chaos).

After running through a laundry list of some of the more conten-
tious normative issues (zvonlt’ vs. zvOnit’, the gender of kofe, etc.) La-
rina steps back and asks a broader question on behalf of the multiple
folk linguists of the listening audience who are sending in examples and
counter examples that bring into question the very validity or “lawful-
ness” (mpaBoMepHOCTD) of norms in the first place. She does not really get
a direct answer at first—just a reiteration of the orthodox pronunciation.
When pressed, the specialist suggests that, in part, it is up to specialists,
and in part, it is a matter of a “social contract.” Larina’s skepticism is un-

it) becomes a norm and by what criteria does one or another pronunciation variety
acquire the status of norm. This is an extraordinarily complicated issue.//I should
say that there are certain predetermined criteria. First of all, there’s no question that
the literary language is the language of culture and it is extremely important that the
link between eras is not broken, and for this reason we cannot allow our norms to
change chaotically and very quickly. If this happens then we will very soon be unable
to read Pushkin, Lev Tolstoy. If the language begins to develop very quickly..., then
tradition will be broken off and the language of centuries gone by will become an
alien language for us and no longer be able to provide us with such esthetic pleasure.
You know, I very much like the expression of our great linguist Evgenii Dmitrievich
Polivanov, who said that ‘one of the laws of development of any literary language is
that it develops less and less’. Or, as Mikhail Viktorovich Panov, another one of our
great linguists, said, Tn language, that which is conservative is progressive’. For this
reason we are obliged to a certain extent to pull at the bridle, preventing norms from
developing very quickly and replacing one another. At the same time, in addition to
this, we must be selective in choosing what constitutes a norm. This is done by those
who codify and officially fix norms in dictionaries, guides, and other manuals. As a
matter of fact, those with a mastery of the literary language do this intuitively. We
must fix only that which abides by the internal laws of language.”
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derscored when she catches Kalenchuk using a normatively questionable
term herself:

K. TAPMHA: Ckaxxure, moxanyiicra, HaCKOJIbKO BoOOIIe IpaBo-
MepHBI criopbl 06 yrapeHnn? IToToMy 4TO Ha KaXk/[yI0 Bally HOpMY
HaIllM CyIIaTeNay INPUBEAYT 225 ThICAY apIyMeHTOB MPOTUB 3TON
HOPMBI, IIOTOMY YTO, HaNpUMep: «A KaK >Ke CJIOBO «por»? I'e 3BOH-
KOe OKOH4YaHMe?». VI Hao60poT, coBo «6or» [60X], KOTOpOoe MHO-
ryie IPOM3HOCAT Kak [6or].

M. KAJIEHYYK: Tonbko [60X] 1 MOXXHO IPOVN3HOCUTH.

K. TAPVMHA: Koneuno. My, Hanpumep, IUUIyT 1o mosogy [380-
uut| u [3BouMr].

M. KAJIEHYYK: Bot Bbl oi1H BOIIpOC 03By 4MIIN, JaBaiiTe 1 HA HETO
OTBEYY.

K. JIAPVMHA: A npaBUIbHO TOBOPUTD «BOIPOC O3BYUMIIN»?

M. KAJIEHYYK: MHe He HpaBUTCA, 4ecTHO roBops. Ho ceiidac 4a-
CTO TOBOPSAT: «O3BYYUTD IIPOO/IEeMy», HAIpUMepP,—B TeTEeBU3NOHHOI
peun. ITo, KOHEYHO, MHE Ka)KeTCsl HapyLIeHMeM KY/IbTyPbl peunl.

K. TAPMHA: Tak BOT BOIpPOC MPOCTO1: HACKONbKO HUCKYCCUOHHBI
3T pasTOBOPHI?

M. KAJIEHYYK: I1cKycCHMOHHBDI, KaK U JOIXKHBI, IOTOMY 4TO HOp-
Ma B OIIPEfe/ICHHON Mepe—3TO Halll C BAMI COLMA/IbHBIN JOTOBOP.
W 3pech HeT HMKAKOTO CTOIPOLIEHTHOTO MHCTPYMEHTA, YTOOBI MbI
MOTJIM CKa3aTb, YTO TaK MPAaBUIbHO, a TaK—HENpPaBUIbHO. ITO
CIIeMaTUCTBI-TIPOdeCCHOHABI, CIeUMANNCThl B MEPBYI0 OYepenb
10 opoanny, aHATU3UPYIOT Ka>K/blil KOHKPETHBII C/Ty4Yail, yYUThI-
Basl, HECOMHEHHO, I YaCTOTY pPacIpOCTpaHeHUsI BapUaHTOB.>

22 “K.Larina: In general, how valid are debates about stress? Because for every one of your
norms our listeners have put forward 225 thousand arguments against those norms,
because, for example: “‘What about the word “rog” (‘horn’)? Where’s the voiced end-
ing there?’ Or just the opposite, such as the word “bog” [bokh] (‘god’), which many
pronounce as [bog].//M. Kalanchuk: It can only be pronounced [bokh].//K. Larina:
Of course. Or, for instance, they are writing about [zvOnit] (‘calls’) and [zvonlIt].//M.
Kalenchuk: You have already vocalized (ozvuchili) one question; give me a chance
to answer it.//K. Larina: Is it proper to say “vocalize a question?”//M. Kalenchuk:
I don’t like it, to be honest. But nowadays they often say “vocalize an issue,” for ex-
ample, in television speech. That, of course, seems to me to be a violation of speech
culture.//K. Larina: Then the question is simple: to what extent are these conversa-
tions debatable?//M. Kalenchuk: They are debatable, as they should be, because a
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Paying little attention to the underlying contradiction between the claim
that norms are a “social contract” and thus debatable among everyday
users and the assertion that their validity is determined by the detailed
analyses of “professional specialists,” Larina (again speaking on behalf of
the listening audience) presses on:

K. JIAPVIHA: Bot Bam eltie 1ie/1bIfi CIIMCOK: «fI He CTOPOHHUK TeX, KTO
[38OHuUT| 1 [1Ox)uT]. Ho Kak MHE OOBACHUTB, UTO [XomuTh] — [xOmut],
[6ponuts] — [6pOput], [cronars]—[cTOHet], [MounTH]—[MOUNT],
[rounts] — [rOunt], [mucarn]— [mMirer], a [3BOHUTH]—IOYeMy-TO
[sBouMT]?» —cpammBaer [fuma?®

Kalenchuk offers a long, technical answer that ends with a “reassurance”
to concerned listeners that the situation really is not all that bad—that
only four percent of words in Russian have shifting stress.

Meanwhile, the questions keep rolling in, this time articulated by
Severskaya in regard to obespechEnie—obespEchenie (“provision”). Here,
after a series of relatively authoritative declarations of a proper form,
Kalenchuk deems both variants permissible—a liberalism that surprises
and distresses Larina:

O. CEBEPCKAZI: BoT y Hac ecTb ellje BOIIPOCHI C Halllell SMS-JIeHTHL.
TpynHO He BOCIIONMB30BATHCS BOSMOKHOCTBIO YC/IBIIIATD aBTOPUTET-
Hoe MHeHue. [o6ecniEuenne] unn [ob6ecnieuEnuel.

M. KAJIEHYYK: U tak, u Tax.

K. TAPVHA: ITouemy? Panbliie 6511 TOTHKO OFMH BapUAHT.

M. KAJIEHYYK: Jleto B TOM, 4TO IIPOCTO 3TO COOTBETCTBYET OIIpe-
TIle7leHHOM TeHIeHIINN.

norm to a certain extent is our social contract. And there is no one-hundred percent
instrument that would allow us to say that this way is right, that way is wrong. It is the
professional specialists, specialists first and foremost in pronunciation, who analyze
each concrete instance, taking into consideration, no doubt, the frequency of dis-
semination of variants as well.”

23 “K. Larina: Here’s a whole list for you: Dima writes, T'm not a big supporter of those
who zvOnit (phone) and [Ozhit (lies). But how do you explain to me that [the third-
person singular form of] khodit’ (to walk) is khOdit (walks), brodit’ (to wander) is
brOdit, stonat’ (to moan) is stOnet (moans), mochit’—mOchit (to soak—soaks), toch-
it'—tOchit (to sharpen—sharpens), pisat’—plIshet (to write—writes), but for some
reason zvonit’ (to call) is zvonlIt (calls)?””
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K. IAPMHA: Korpa nosasunach Bropas HopMma? Korpa Brmagumup
Bragumuposny ITyTuH Havan Tak TOBOPUTE?

M. KAJIEHYYK: Huyero momo6noro! Koneuno, nHer. 3ta Hopma
DaBHBIM-JAaBHO 3aKpelUleHa B opdoamnnyeckux cmosapsx. CHavaa
BTOpasi U3 HMUX Obl/Ia MeHee IpefIoYTUTe/IbHAs. A celfyac OHM UAYT
Kak abCOMIOTHO paBHOIpaBHbIe. A ¢ Baimeit TOYKM 3peHMs:, Kakas
HOpMa IpaBuIbHee?

K. TAPVHA: ITo moemy, [o6ecriEuenne] Bce-Takm.

M. KAJIEHYVK: [Ta, [06ecniEuenne] 6omee mpaBuabHO, 3TO KIaccu-
yecky. Ho cefidac 3TOT mepeHoC BIIOTHE JOTYCTUM.

K. TAPMHA: A [mbliunenne]?

M. KAJIEHYVK: [Ins mensi [mblinenne] —HeBepHO OKpaleHHOE
cnoBo. IIpnuem okpalieHHOEe MUMEHHO coluanbHo. Ho TeM He MeHee,
TeICTBUTEIBHO 9TO C/IBIIIHO BCE Yallle 1 Yallle Y3 OYeHb aBTOPUTET-
HBIX YCT, 4TO ITOKa BCe-TaKM He JJaeT BO3MOXXHOCTb HAM CUMTATDb 3TO
HOPMOIL.

O. CEBEPCKAZ: [B cEtu] unu [B ceT!]?

M. KAJIEHYYK: U rak, n Tax.

K. IAPMHA: Bce u Tak, 1 Tax.

M. KAJIEHYYK: Her, He Bce 1 Tax, ¥ TaK. B JaHHOM CTy4ae TONbBKO.
K. JIAPMHA: A xak nmyu41e, KaK IIpaBUIbHee?™

Again Larina as a representative of folk linguists shows an equal measure
of deference to the specialist and her role in dictating norms and frus-
tration over the specialist’s apparent equivocating, suggesting in a half-
joking way that, as in other spheres, phoneticians take their cues from

24 “O. Severskaya: Now we have more questions from the sms feed. It’s hard not to take
advantage of the chance to hear an authoritative opinion: obespEchenie or obespechE-
nie? //// M. Kalenchuk: Both.//K. Larina: Why? There used to be just one variant.//M.
Kalenchuk: The thing is that it simply corresponds to a specific tendency. //K. La-
rina: When did the second norm appear? When Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin
began to speak that way?//M. Kalenchuk: Nothing of the sort! Of course not! This
norm has long been fixed in orthoepic dictionaries. First the second version was the
less preferred of the two, but now they appear as absolute equals....//K. Larina: And
mYshlenie?//M. Kalenchuk: For me, mYshlenie is an incorrectly colored word. What’s
more, it is colored socially. Nevertheless, it is heard more and more often from very
authoritative lips, which still does not give us the chance to consider it a norm. //O.
Severskaya: v sEti ili [on the web] or v setI?//M. Kalenchuk: Both.//K. Larina: Al-
ways both.//M. Kalenchuk: No, not always both. In the current case only. //K. Larina:
Still—which is better, more correct?”



330 MICHAEL S. GORHAM

political leaders when establishing the ground rules for proper speech.
What good are linguistic authorities, she essentially asks, if they cannot
provide clarity to murky aspects of language usage?

As the discussion about the need for norms continues, Larina at-
tempts to negotiate with Kalenchuk, suggesting that a variant qualifies as
a norm when seventy percent of the speaking population use it:

K. TAPMHA: Ilogoxnute! Bce-Taky s X049y HOHATD, 3a4eM TOT/a
HY>KHBI JKeCTKJe HOPMBI, €C/IMi OHM TaK ObICTPO MOTYT M3MEHUTb
cebe.

M. KAJIEHYVYK: Bo-1epBbIx, OHI BOBCe Jja)ke He ObICTpBIe.

K. JIAPVIHA: C noMo1ibIo Tex J0fell, KOTOpble CAaMU 3TV HOPMBI MO-
I'YT KOPEXXUTD KaK YTOZHO. A MBI IOTOM CYMTaeM IIPOLIEHTHOE COfep-
JKaHIe: ara, 70 % TOBOPUT TaK—/laBaliTe TOTfa IOJMeM HaBCTpevy.”

But the specialist will have nothing to do with such accommodation, re-
turning to her favorite theme of “internal laws of language,” which in this
case relegate the fashionable term imidzh, due to its violation of the natu-
ral law of devoiced consonants in word-ending positions (pronounced
with the Anglicized [imidzh] rather than according to Russian devoicing
rules [imitsh]), to the bone pile of “aggressive Anglicisms™:

M. KAJIEHYVK: Her, ato He Tak. f y>xe He oiuH pa3 oTMedvasa ce-
TOJHS Ha PasHbIX IPUMEPAX, YTO TO, ITO 70% TOBOPUT TaK, ITO He
3HAYNUT, YTO 9TO HOpMa. TO/IBKO TOI/a TAaKOJ IPOLEHT B yroTpebe-
HUM KAKOTO-TO BapMaHTa MOKHO CUMTATh OCHOBAHMEM JJIS TIPUJIA-
HILS1 eMy HOPMATVBHOTO CTATyCa, eC/IN IIPY 9TOM COOMIONEHbI BCSKIE
Lpyrue yCIOBUs KYIbTYPHON Tpajuiyui. A camMoe I7TaBHOe —COOT-
BETCTBIE BHYTPEHHNUM sI3bIKOBBIM 3aKOHAM. BOT 51 ceromsst roBopu-
Ja, YTO MOAABAILIee GONBIIMHCTBO MOIOJOTO IOKOJIEHNS CKayXKeT
[‘imidzh”], moTOMY 4TO OHU BCe arpecCHBHO aHIIOA3bIYHBL. Ho Her
HU MaJIefIINX HAMEKOB Ha TO, YTO 9TO HOPMATUBHOE IIPOUSHOIIIE-
Hue. TONbKO TOT/ja, KOTa MbI CKJIa/[bIBA€M PasHble IPUYNHBL U Pas-

25 “K. Larina: Wait a minute! I still want to understand why, then, we need strict norms,
if they can change so quickly.//M. Kalenchuk: First of all, they are not at all quick.//K.
Larina: With the help of those people who can bend the norms as they see fit. Then
let’s count the percentage content, ah yes, seventy percent say it this way—then let’s
accommodate it.”
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Hble YCIoBUsI (PYHKIMOHMPOBAHMS BaPMAHTOB, MBI MOXKEM [ie/laTb
BBIBOZ 0 OypayiueM u mepcrektuse. He Bce TO, 4TO MBI C/IBILIMM BO-
KPYT, ABIAeTCA HOPMOIL.*®

After another series of inquiries, Larina tries another tack—this one ex-
posing the vulnerability, frustration, and doubt felt by many who have
had to struggle to abide by the norms handed down from on high:

K. TAPVMHA: A noyemy yrobHee TOBOPUTD HEIIPaBUIbHO?

M. KAJIEHYYK: ITouemy? CMOTpsl KOMY, TpOCTUTE, YHOOHEee!
O. CEBEPCKAZI: Bor Tebe yo6HO roBOpuUTb [cpefcTBA]?

K. JTAPVIHA: Her.”

Kalenchuk’s automatic comeback (cmoTpst komy, mpocture, ynobHee)
makes it clear that, in the end, norms are essentially a mark of distinction
that some by dint of their birthright or education have acquired effort-
lessly, while others, who have not felt compelled to struggle to master the
established norms in order to make it, suffer from the repression of their
own socially acceptable standards.?®

It is for this reason as much as any that Larina and other folk linguists
express the simultaneous and somewhat contradictory desire to know
the rule and frustration over the complexity of the rules (or seeming lack

26 “M. Kalenchuk: No, it doesn’t work that way. I've noted on more than one occasion to-
day using various examples that the fact that seventy percent of people say something
a certain way does not mean that it is a norm. You can only consider seventy percent
usage of a certain variant grounds for attributing normative status to a form when at
the same time certain other conditions of cultural tradition are met. The most im-
portant is the conformity with the internal laws of language. For instance, I've said
today that the vast majority of the younger generation will say [imidzh], because they
are all aggressively English-language oriented. But there isn’t the slightest hint that
this is normative pronunciation. Only when we combine various reasons and various
conditions of the functioning of variants can we draw conclusions about the future
and prospects. Not everything we hear around us is a norm.”

27 “K. Larina: So why is speaking incorrectly more comfortable?//M. Kalenchuk: How
so? More comfortable for whom, if you'll pardon my asking?//O. Severskaya: Is it
more comfortable for you to say [sredstvA (means)]?//K. Larina: No.”

28 For a discussion of language norms as markers of cultural distinction, see Pierre
Bourdieu, 1990, “The Production and Reproduction of Legitimate Language,” Lan-
guage and Symbolic Power, ed. ].B. Thompson, trans. G. Raymond ¢ M. Adamson,
Cambridge, Mass., pp. 43-65.
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of rules), underscoring the notion that only a chosen few are able to suc-
cessfully maneuver through the minefield of norms. And yet try they do;
despite expressions of frustration and exasperation, they still proceed
to play the call-in game shows, testing their mastery of (in this episode)
pronunciation norms—such as the stress pattern in the oblique forms
of mensru (“money”) and the proper pronunciation of mycopornposOp
(“garbage chute”). In this sense, even the give-and-take format of the pr
project, as diverse as it can be in both form and content, not only marks a
new style of norm negotiation, but, in the end, constitutes an institution
of normalization as well—and one arguably more effective by virtue of its
messier, more democratic structure.

Thematic trends

By early 2007, Koroleva was actively using her Ekho Moskvy blog to get
feedback on upcoming topics, a move that both raised the authority of the
voice of the folk linguist and gave the hosts more raw data for commen-
tary on some of the more burning issues of the day.” If the gpr forum,
from its inception in 1999, was quite often a site for negotiating norms
on the level of proper usage, the Gpr blog, given Koroleva’s participation
and initiation of discussion questions, has served more as a virtual public
sphere for the engagement of broader issues of language, those more con-
nected to trends, attitudes, and identity. Put differently, rather than the
more eternal conundrums of proper usage, such as the perniciousness of
zvOnit and obezpechEnie, it seems to be the bigger issues that are most
closely linked to the language culture in a state of flux and more readily
linked to issues of Russian national identity that engage folk linguists.

A closer look at the types of topics taken up by the show over ten
years reveals the following themes as most dominant: the language of the
mass media, the barbarization of Russian (foreign loans), issues of lan-
guage and national identity, and the criminalization and vulgarization of
Russian. One also finds an interesting trend in the relative dominance of
these themes over time that suggests a growing sense of stability (as op-
posed to chaos) in the contemporary language culture. More specifically,
there seems to be a perceptible shift in attention from what might be
called pernicious sources of linguistic pollution in the early years of the
broadcast to more positive, “organic” features in more recent years. Issues

29  http://www.echo.msk.ru/blog/markorol.
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of barbarization, vulgarization, and criminalization have always featured
prominently on GPR, but the relative attention to them has declined. And
when they are addressed, they arise in a far more tempered and nu-
anced context—as in the 16 November 2007 discussion, introduced as
Hamrectue aHrmmuusmoB: Hy>kHo nmu 6oporbes? (“The onslaught of An-
glicisms: need we fight it?”) (not Kax 6oporbca? (“How do we fight it?”),
as we may well have seen it phrased half a decade earlier). In a similar
manner, the 10 February 2008 show takes up the often discussed issue of
youth slang, but in an unlikely fashion: “Might it make sense to ‘legalize’
(ysakonurn) youth slang in schools and universities? In forcing them to
write according to the norm, are we not, in some way, turning them away
from normative language in revulsion?”°

Also indicative of this “normalization” is the tenor of the 22 March
2007 broadcast dedicated to the speech style and correctness of current
television broadcasters, where the main thrust of the discussion is that,
while there has been noticeable improvement in the area of accuracy and
general literacy, the language of news anchors and talk show hosts now
suffers from a monotonous conventionality. The lack of stylistic variety,
they conclude, suggests that “norms” are being misinterpreted as “uni-
formity” of discourse.

In more recent years, the thematic focus has seemed less concerned
with the threat of external invasion or even internal threats to the national
tongue (such as mat, blatnaia muzyka, zhargon); instead you see themes
more geared to defining, redefining (and in some cases even expanding)
the linguistic markers of national identity from within. Among the issues
taken up in the past year alone: Why do we use so many diminutives? (3

30 In the course of the discussion, the hosts agree that, more important than avoiding it
altogether is cultivating the ability to know when to switch in and out of the register.
It is worth mentioning that, while “legalize” here is used metaphorically, the issue of
linguistic expertise and libel has become more prominent in recent years, suggesting
amore law-based orientation toward language usage. Cf. Daniel Weiss’s contribution
to this book.

31 Compare this to the 14 October 2007 edition dedicated to Hempasunsroctu B
peun (“Mistakes in speech”), where the issue presented for discussion was Cnosa
mapasuTbl—BpeRAT pedb uay nomorawoT? (“Parasitic words: do they harm speech
or help it?”) under the hypothesis that they add color to the language and are more
memorable. (In this case, the show’s hosts proved, at least on the surface, to be more
tolerant than listeners, who almost without exception alluded to the perniciousness
of the phenomenon.)
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February 2008); Should Russians do away with the formal vy altogether
and switch for good to ty? (16 December 2007); Should Russia switch
over entirely to the Latin alphabet? (26 August 2007) How do we foster
a love for reading among the general public? (24 February 2008); Do
the words intelligentsia, intelligent, intelligentnyi have any meaning any-
more? (30 March 2008); Should Russian be made the official language of
the c1s? (22 June 2008); Should the Russian Orthodox Church service
be conducted entirely in Russian? (27 April 2008); Should rossiiskii, as
the term adopted by El'tsin to indicate Russian Federation citizens, be
replaced simply by russkii? (23 November 2007).

In some cases, such as the debate over rossiiskii—russkii, these more
“organic” topics generate some of the fiercest debates; in others, such as
the discussion of nurturing reading, switching to ty, or adopting the Lat-
in alphabet, they fall flat largely because there is near-total unanimity of
opinion “(“for” nurturing reading and “against” the second two proposi-
tions)”. If everyone is either “for” or “against,” it is hard to get worked up
about an issue. Where there is little evidence of contested norms, in other
words, there is not much negotiating to be done.

If this truly represents a growing trend towards “normalization,” as I
am suggesting, then one wonders about the sustainability of projects like
Govorim po-russki—despite the success they have had in bringing both
language monitoring and norm negotiation more prominently into the
public sphere and doing so in a more democratic manner. One sees this
tension in Olga Severskaya’s explanation as to why people tune into Gpr:

Haury nepepady cryuraioT moToMy, 4TO 3allliTa X COXpAaHEHNUe pyc-
CKOTO f3bIKa B [TOC/IeNHEE TeCATUIETIE CTA/I0 HallIOHaIbHO 1jeeli,
00beIHNUB pa3Hble CJION 00I[eCTBA BHE COL[MATBHO-9KOHOMIYECKOII
crparudpuxanyn. Kpome Toro, mpocTo MHTEPECHO U MONTE3HO —yHa-
eTCsl ¥ YAOBIETBOPUTD TIOOOIBITCTBO, I IIOYYUTh OTBET HA IIPaK-
TUYECKUIT BOMPOC (0OpaljaroTcsi peJakTOpbl, LUIKOMBHUKA U UX
poxpurenn).”*

32 “People listen to our show because the defense and preservation of the Russian lan-
guage have, over the past decade, become a national idea that has united different lay-
ers of society without regard to socioeconomic stratification. In addition, it is simply
interesting and useful: one can satisfy one’s curiosity and get an answer to a practical
question (editors, schoolchildren, and parents alike turn to us).” From personal cor-
respondence with the author (8 September 2008).
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No doubt there will always be usage issues that give rise to the need for
some form of negotiation, be it authoritative, democratic, or some mix of
the two. But will this be enough to keep Gprr alive? Once the big identity
questions have been more or less resolved, how likely is it that the phones
will be ringing off the hook to chime in on the ty-vy debate, or the re-
vival of Old Church Slavonic instruction in the schools (13 July 2008)?
I would wager not very likely, but there is certainly the possibility that
in some format this show and projects like it will carry on—in part due
to the age-old reverence in Russia for the spoken and written word; in
part because people like to play games, test their mastery, and hear them-
selves on the radio; and in part, perhaps, due to the possibility of loom-
ing linguistic landslides of a different sort. As Severskaya herself puts
it, “CeropHs 5CHO, YTO pacliMpeHNue ayAUTOPUM IPOUCXOFUT 3a CUET
yBeIMUIeHS JOMM MHTEPAKTUBA U 3a CIET YCUICHUS «COTPYAHMNYIECTBA»
CO CITylLIaTe/IeM: eMy HPAaBUTCS CAaMOMY OIIPee/ATh TeMbl AUCKYCCHL. 3
If the views of the co-host hold any weight on this matter, then the future
success of the show will depend not so much on the state of the language
as on the degree to which the producers are able to enhance democratic
forms of engagement—a point which speaks to the growing influence of
folk linguists in helping negotiate norms and define the ever-changing
contours of the Russian language culture.

33 “Itis clear today that the expansion of the audience takes place as a result of the in-
crease in the amount of interactivity and the strengthening of ‘collaboration’ with
listeners: they like to determine the topics of discussion themselves.” From personal
correspondence with the author (8 September 2008).



