Vitaly G. Kostomarov

THE CONCEPT OF THE “NORM”

The term “norm” is used by researchers, at least in two ways:

1) for the general characteristic of a developed or formed language (in two
meanings of the verb “to form” - the language of educated people and the created,
1.e. codified, "literary" language);

2) for the designation of individual linguistic units that are recognized as
correct, desirable, and are usually opposed to other — "non-normative" — variants
primarily represented by dialect, colloquial, slang, and foreign units tabooed for
some reason.

1.

The norm in relation to the Russian language as a whole 1s associated with our
own ideas about the language itself, with an assessment of its state and desirable
ways of improvement. All this develops historically and is fairly stable, if not
forever, then for long periods.

The backbone is the historically developed features of the language, linked
with its immanent internal laws of development and the events that affect them,
determining the structure of the nation, the life of the people, the moods and tastes
of society. These include, for example, the choice of Orthodoxy as the main
religion, the nature of the territory, nature and statehood, wars, conquests,
revolutions,  economic  and  ideological  changes,  Greek-Byzantine,
Tatar-Mongolian, Germanic, French, American-English and other foreign
influences. A significant role is played by science, literature, education, education
level of the population, type of writing.

The idea of the correctness of the Russian language, naturally based on the

development of its original composition and system as such, cannot ignore kinship



and interaction with the Old Slavonic language. The fact that it is “communal and
adoptive” (Alexander Pushkin's shrewd remark), unlike the majority of languages,
cannot but be considered as its normative feature, which is not hampered by
endless disputes about foreign borrowings that control acceptance or rejection of
specific words. The most important motive for the development of the Russian
language is the vivifying sap of the dialects of the Russian language, under the
strict control of the taste of authoritative writers.

Like many languages, the Russian general language norm subtly understands
the juxtaposition of the "codified literary language" and the colloquial language of
everyday life ("colloquial speech"), but this juxtaposition manifests itself not as
mutual exclusion, but rather as interdependence. This norm is quite strict, although
rather variable in stylistic spheres. This tendency has shown itself sharply in the
current process of creating types and forms of mass communication.

The Russian people are language-centered. It is unlikely that there is another
writer in the world who, like Ivan Turgenev in his prose poem, which has
unconditionally been inspiring people for a century and a half, would see the
language as the only guarantee of the prosperous fate of the Russian people and
Russia. Therefore, a caring and critical fear for its well-being and a constant
sincere, albeit not always justified and reasonable care for it must be recognized as
an important aspect of the norm of the language.

To a great extent, the guiding star has been the whole of Russian fiction
including the classics, which has set the tone in both of these perceptions of the
norm. Therefore, it seems useful to turn to one of the most authoritative authors,
who was the forerunner and ally of Alexander Pushkin, the universally recognized
founder of modern Russian language.

Nikolai Karamzin saw in any language "the consequence of much theorizing
and considering" [2: 47], but he evaluated Russian as expressive "not only for high

eloquence, for loud, picturesque poetry, but also for gentle simplicity, for the



sounds of the heart and sensitivity", as rich in harmony, as having vernacular
words, consistent with the expressed action "for the outpouring of the soul" [2:
229]. "Let us honor and glorify Our language, which, in its natural richness,
almost without any alien admixture, flows like a proud, majestic river — roars,
thunders — and, suddenly, if need be, softens, murmurs like a tender brook and
sweetly pours into one’s soul, forming all the rhythms which may be contained in
the falling and rising of a human voice!" [1: 482].

Nikolai Karamzin believed that the true wealth of a language "consists not in a
multitude of sounds, not in a multitude of words, but in the number of thoughts
expressed by it. A rich language is the one in which you will find words not only
for the expression of the main ideas, but also for explaining their differences,
shades of meaning of greater or lesser intensity, simplicity and complexity... A
language enriched by intelligent authors, a well-developed language cannot have
synonyms: these always have a certain subtle difference among themselves, known
to those writers who master the spirit of the language, who themselves reflect, feel,
and not just imitate others" [2: 85].

The verbal wisdom of church and secular books, superimposed on natural
material wealth, on a real conversation (alas, Karamzin sighs: "in our best houses
they speak French!") "expects the soul and beauty from the artist". The idea about
the synthesis of bookishness and conversationality, which has become the eternal
norm of our language, would be clearly formulated by Pushkin, as well as the
belief that, freed from excessive foreign language influence, one must "invent
expressions; guess the best choice of words; give old words some new meaning,
propose them in a new context, but do it so skillfully as to deceive the readers and
hide the novelty of expression from them" [2: 124].

Turning to his own translation experience, Karamzin complained: "Our
language, although rich, is not as well-crafted as the others, and so far few
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necessary to compose or invent new words, just as the Germans composed and
invented them, starting to write in their own language, but, giving all justice to this
latter, whose wealth and power are known to me, I will say that our language in
itself is much more pleasing" [1: 250].

He regretted that the Russians do not make an effort to "work on their own
language," the reason why they do not know how to "explain some subtle
meanings in a conversation" [2: 229]: "We have still had so few true writers that
they have not had time to give us samples in many genres, have not had time to
enrich the words with subtle ideas; they have not shown how to phrase ordinary
thoughts pleasantly” [2: 124] "Lomonosov was the first founder of our language;
the first to reveal its elegance. His genius consulted omeself only, guessing,
sometimes making mistakes, but in all his creations he left an indelible mark of
great talents. He wrote his name in the book of immortality, where the names of the
Pindars, Horaces, and Rousseaus shine" [2: 110].

It 1s useful to follow the example of European languages without bowing to
them, this position determined Karamzin's assessment of the activities of Peter the
Great, who sought to europeanize the Russian language, but "did not change all
vernacular Russian, whether because he did not want to, or because he could not, is
open to question"[2: 173-174]. Karamzin felt that "the French language is all in
books (with all the colors and shadows, as in beautiful pictures), whereas the same
refers to the Russian language only partly: the French write in the same way they
speak, and the Russians must still speak on many subjects the way a talented
person writes " [2: 124]. He also emphasized the role of scientific dictionaries and
grammars in the development of the French literary language.

Calling for the systematic formation of the language, reflecting its enrichment
with the success of society and literature, Karamzin admired and was proud of the
creation of the Russian academic dictionary, which "confirms the meaning of
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wanted the dictionary to serve "to complement, to effect changes necessary for the
natural, incessant movement of the living word to further perfection": "Words are
not invented by academies: they are born with thoughts or in the use of language,
or in works of talent... New words inspired with thought enter the language
autocratically, decorate and enrich it without any scientific legislation on our part:
we do not give, but accept them" [2: 170—171]. Karamzin proposes the Academy
to go further — to accompany the Dictionary with Grammar, 1. e. "the set of rules
for producing speech": these rules in their turn "are not invented, but already exist
in the language: it is only necessary to reveal or show them": Lomonosov gave the

basis for this.

2.

So, the understanding of the norm in terms of the desired ways of the
development and synchronous state of the Russian literary language is quite stable
and is in good agreement with Karamzin’s ideals shared by Pushkin and other
authorities up to the present day.

Moreover, it was fine literature which, according to their behests, turned out
to be the bearer of the general ideas of the desired development of the Russian
language, and the source of the qualification of certain linguistic means. This
feature of Russian philology, which unfortunately broke down into linguistics and
literary criticism, has long attracted the attention of the famous American
researcher Dan Davidson, a literary critic and a linguist in one person, in the spirit
of classical tradition (see his remarkable article: [3]).

Modern society resolutely defends the superiority of written texts and bookish
language, despite the growing expansion and the impact of mass communication,
armed with video and audio recording, cinema, television, computer with its
Internet and chats. Traditions persist, although we are already incredibly dependent
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(sound) forms of the text, and, consequently, between bookish and colloquial
varieties of the Russian language. This affects (for the time being?!) only the
assessment of individual means of expression, on the whole, it steadily goes along
with the general notions of literary and linguistic correctness, valid since the days
of Karamazin. Private norms are perceived as less strict and less obligatory, they
are often replaced whimsically by the will of chance. Thus, the rejection of
excessive English-American borrowings by a large part of society, unfortunately, is
visibly neutralized by the obsessive daily practice of youth periodicals, advertising,
radio, cinema, and television.

However, natural normalization in the range of immanent laws of
development and especially scientific and pedagogical codification (vocabulary
and grammar) have always been exposed to the immediate taste, political and
social aspirations, opinion of authoritative personalities. These influences, in
essence, determine the preferences and rejections of the synchronous state of
speech, but can either slow down or accelerate the internal development of the
system and the composition of a language.

Codification as done by poets, writers, actors is carried out, as a rule, by the
dictates of duty, without setting it as the final goal; whereas authors of dictionaries,
grammars, reference books and textbooks, professional linguists, philologists,
teachers do it quite consciously, in the performance of their duty. In the latter case,
more or less convincing scientific and systemic arguments are sought, traditions
are taken into account, national specificity is observed (the dictate of ideas about
the norm of the language as a whole), and observations are made of particular
cases in real speech and texts, first of all by respected persons. S. I. Ozhegov spoke
about two principles of concrete recommendations: 1) a mistake can be
widespread; 2) it makes sense to fight an error until it makes sense to fight it.

It is clear that variative means of expression are codified, when
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parallel units seems for some reason preferable or, on the contrary, undesirable.
The choice is often supported by an authority regarded as a prestigious guide, but
the main role, as it seems, is played by the public taste of the era or the moment,
and even the pure accident.

It cannot be overlooked that the strength of the norm for individual cases
differs sharply, depending on the level of the linguistic system. They are
legislatively prescribed in orthography, they are stable and strict in phonetics, they
are stricter in morphology than in syntax, and in vocabulary they become blurry
under the pressure of stylistics and expressiveness. V. V. Vinogradov reflected that
in stylistics the rules are guided by authoritative samples, and — with a bit of
sarcasm — that in spelling and punctuation they are approved by officials, the
reason why many poets can do without them.

History has witnessed periods when Russian society was fond of foreign
borrowings and, on the contrary, resisted them. Different means of expression were
therefore evaluated differently: from the emerging synonymous expressions,
preference is given now to the foreign one (eonxunep, kommonosuwiii, cammum,
caynompex), now to the native one (8pamapw, xronuamobymadsxicHwlii, 6cmpeda 6
eepxax, 38ykoeas oopodcka). This concerns even the evaluation of international
units, which appear together with new objects and phenomena (kcepoxc,
Komnwviomep, MeHeddicep, koHcarmune, names of dances, clothes, etc.).

The post-revolutionary free thinking of the 1920s obviously accelerated the
two-hundred-year process of "pushing out exceptions" in verbs with alternations of
root consonants: mMaxamos — MauLy, Maxar, 08U2amsb — 0BUICY, 08U2AI0, NOIOCKAMb
— noaowy, nonockaio;, "Guarding" moods of the 30-40s, on the contrary,
suspended it: naxams — naury with the unacceptable naxaro. Educated people (and
coders!) agreed with a change of accent in wogép in the previous century, but the
current widespread accent in orcanrosu is perceived as unacceptable. Examples of

this kind are numerous.



At the same time, particular norms even in cases of obvious fluctuations of
equal variants (Russian people often ask the question: "but still, what’s the correct
variant?") are made absolute, imposed by school and take root in speech practice
under the close supervision of the Russian linguistically educated society. Those
who do not comply with this enforced rule due to ignorance or negligence (with the
exception of poets, for whom Russian tradition secures the right even to "author's
spelling"), are condemned as "illiterate", and in certain situations (when applying
for a job or taking exams) are punished.

It is curious to compare the particular norms adopted today with those that
were characteristic of Karamzin’s texts and that cause surprise today, although
basically they could have remained unchanged. The examples given expand the
material and confirm the conclusions of the well-known Soviet Ukrainian linguist
Academician L. A. Bulakhovsky. It is noteworthy that outdated particular norms
are now often resurrected by mass communication workers in their age-old
constructive stylistic thirst for expression and originality. Thus, modern journalists
revive possessive forms, which abound in Karamzin’s texts, but in the past two
centuries have been out of use, except in the title "CnoBo o nonky Uropese" (The
Lay of the Host of Igor).

«Hvine npeocmasnanu «/lon-Kapnoca», Ilunnepogy mpaceouro. Asmop
nuwem 6 Illekcnuposom oyxey [1: 103, 104]. «3abasnvie Illekcnupogvt kpumuxu
NOX0JCU HA O0ep3KUX MAIbYUK08, KOMOpbvle OKPYHCAIOm HA Yiuye CMpPAHHO
00emozo yenosexka u kpuuam: «Kaxou cmewmnou! Kakou uyoax!» [1: 408]. «Ilpu
uzoanuu cezco Illekcnuposa meopenus noyumard NOYMuU 3a HEOOXOOUMOCD
nucams npeoucnosue... Xapaxmep bpymoe ecmv naunyuwuiiy [2: 7, 10]. «A
paccmampusan co snHumanuem Pagparnesy Mapuio..., Koppeoscuegy «Houvy...,
Mukenv-Anoixcenogy xapmumny..., Beponeszoeo» «Bockpecenuey, Kapauuueeot...,
Tunmopemoewt..., Pyoencoeswt...» [1: 112-115]. «Hoeeso scepmeonpuroutenue»|1:

114]. «A ewé ¢ borvuwum yoosorvcmeuem 6yoy uumamso npouzseoenus I'epoeposa



ymay [1:140]. «Meowcdy muocumu u300padsceHusmu CiasHwvIX A8MOpPo8 CHMOUMm
Iuponoe 6rocmy [1: 350]. «Cnasa Jlygyazveposa npucmpacmuio MHO2UX 30€ULHUX
oam k xumuuy [1: 351] «B 6eocmeusx oobpazosanrace oywa I'enpuxosa» [1: 355].
«llo cnosam Bunamooevim, couunenuss bonnemoevl 3acmasnsaiom uumameneu
aodbums asmopay [1: 252]. «Cobuparomcsa mam peGHOCMHbLE HCAH-HCAKUCTIbL
nums Koge 6 uecmv Pyccoeoui namamuy [1: 364]. «"Bcakuii 0yprHoil uenosex
HenpemeHHo 0oaxceH bvimb mpycom'”, — cogopum Cmepnos kanpan Tpum... Mot
ewe cospemennuku Bonvmeposwl!.. [{ocmouncmeo Boavmepoeo cocmoum 6
O0OHOM BLIPANCEHUU, HO HUKO20a He Halldeme 6 HeM JHCaAPKUX U3NUAHUL YY8Cmed,
cunbhblx cmpemaenuu cepoyay [1: 387]. «B Opmenonsune pyxa Kan-Kakoea ne
bpanace 3a nepo, a MOAbLKO N00Asana Murocmoinio 6eonvimy [1: 412. «/leus
Kan-Kakoe: "Kumo ons ucmunot"y [1: 413]. «Ona copoumcs umenem Pyccoeoit
cynpyeuy [1: 414]. «f nanpacno uckan epobnuyst SHApocnasosoii Odouepu,
npexkpacHou Annul, cynpyeu I'enpuxa I, komopas no cmepmu e2o vluina 3a epaga
Kpexu u ckonuana onu ceou 6 ZKannuzckom monacmoipe, €0 OCHOBAHHOM. Opyaue
Jrce UCMopuKu Oymarom, 4mo oHa eozepamuiace 6 Poccuto. Kax 6v1 mo nu owiio,
Ho ee Kenomaga Hem noore monymenma Ilenwpuxa I» [1: 400]. «Iloo
Munbmonoevim 610cmom coopyxcen namsmuux cmuxomeopyy Iperoy [1: 487].
«"Omunuss I'anommu" npebyoem eenyom Jleccunzoewvix Opamamuyeckux
meopenuil... Jleccunzoea mpaceous "Omunua I'arommu" nepesedena Ha
anenuiickuil a3viky [2: 13, 66]. « Cambiil xyooti ppanyyzckuil nepesod Jlomonocosa
00 u paznvix mecm uz Cymapoxkosa 3acayHcuil HUMAHUE U NOX8ANY UHOCMPAHHBIX
aocypranucmosy [2: 229].

Examples are not limited to the formation of adjectives from proper names:
«Ceul yueHvlll cepmaney OyMan NONPAGIAMb €20 U COOCMBEHHblEe C80U MHEHUs.
coobwan 3a muenus couunumeneewvly [1: 247]. «Buden ece oOocmoiinoe

npumedanus. ...Kopoaneeckue u Kopoaesunvl komHamoly [l1: 301]. «Ymo



NPUHAOIedHCUm 00 XaApakmepos, Mo He 3HAl0, 8 KAKOM Haubonee YOUGJsimuCsl
uckyccmsy aemopogyy [2: 13].

The system of causal conjunctions is also different (some existed, but were
perceived as colloquial): «Owu camwiti ceemckuii uenogexk: nwobum u ymeem
2080pUmMb, 20860puUM cmeso, 01 mo20 umo 3Haem ceorw yeruyy [1: 129]. «He uwyy
UCKDEHHOCMU, He UWY CUMNAMU4ecKo2o cepoya — He uugy 0asa mozo, Ymo Haumu
He Haoetocvby [1: 284]. «/leadyams nem npocuden 6 noo3emMHoOU memHuye, 0as
mo20 Umo He Xomesl UsMeHUmb ceoell Amanoe u He omeeuan 110608b10 HA 110008
mapokckot npunyeccoly [1: 214]. «Kapmunvl cmepmesi, 0138 mozo umo onu O6vi1U
CAUWKOM cobnasHumenvhsl 0111 Habodichvix nodet» [1: 301]. «Onu npumemum
MO0  4Yy8CMEUMENbHOCMb U O MO20, Modxcem Oblmb, 00OWIUCL CO MHOIO
Jackosee, Hexcenu ¢ opyeumu naccaxcupamuy [1: 429]. «Henvzsa exams? /Ina uezo
arce? » — «Cmanosumcsi no3ono, u Haxoosam oonaxay [1: 257]. «Ax nem, Jluza! Ei
He HA00OHO Huueeo ckaszvieamvy — «/Ana uezo owce?y [1: 512]. «Hem mam Hu
3aMK08, HU KIouel, O0aa mozo umo Hem 60opoey [2: 183]. «Hexomopvie u3
NPUCTAHHBIX MHe nuec OCMAIUCh HeHANneyamauHbiMu, He OaA Mmo20, 4moowvl s
noyumai ux Xyovimu, Ho Ol MO20, YMO OHU NOYeMy-HUOYOb He 8X0O0UIU 8 NIAH
«Mocxoeckoeo owcypranay... Obewan a gponmucnuc, HO He 6bl0Al €20 3aneMm,
umo own Obi1 8blpe3an oueHv Heyoaunoy [2: 36-37]. «Pabne cosemyem nokynamo
8ce enynvle KHU2U, O mo20 Ymo oHU yoice He OYOym Haneyamausl 8 Opy2ou pasz»
[2: 83].

French loan translations are out of use nowadays: «Ora 6epem yuacmue 6 e2o
neuanu» [1: 145]. «Onu ne oOpanu yuacmusa e obwem pazeosope; 632110bl8AJU
uHo20a opye Ha opyaa u ymupaiu niamkam nokpacuesuiue 2naza ceouy [11: 168].
«llymewecmeennux uz omoanenuetiuteti cmpanvl Cegepa Obll npu ux ceoeope u
opan yuacmue 6 paoocmu HesunHbvlx cepoeyy [1: 216]. «/py3vsa eawu odepym
yuacmue 6 eaueli 2opecmu, Xoms u He 3Harom npuyunsl ee» [1: 267]. «Kmo euoum

mou cnesvl? Kmo oepem yuwacmue 6 moeu copecmu?» [1: 425]. «Onu depym



nPeodoCmOPOIHCHOCHIb: He BO35IM U He HOCAM C COO0I0 MHO20 OeHe2 U peOKO XOMmsm
no Houam, ocobeHnno dxice 3a copodomy [1: 470]. «A nompebdosan y mpaxmupwuxa
OYMBLIKY 20X2€UMCKO20 BUHA, U NPUMOM CAMO20 CIMAP0O20, KAKOe MOJIbKO eCb Y
He2o 6 nozpedey [1: 157]. «B odcudanuu ounudicanca... genei s npuecomosums ceoe
voeuny [1: 201]. «Mwvt e6enenau nodamv ywinjieHka, am4oycos, culpy, Macid,
oymoLiky knapemy...» [1: 467]. « Bouwiu uemuipe yenoexa 6 00POIHCHbIX NIAMbIX U
eémecme co MHOU nompebosanu ooeoa» [1: 229] (nompebosams, eenems are here
synonymous to 3akazams, NOnpoCums, Kynums).

Particular differences from modern standards in Karamzin’s texts are, of
course, more numerous than systematic ones. It is important to note that for the
most part he reflects the conventional usage of the era. Remembering the
beginning of the letter of Tatyana Larina, it is not difficult to understand syntactic
government of the type nucams k xomy, xacamwvcs 0o ueeo are not individual:
«0ocmuup 00 cogeputencmeay [2: 171]. « Ymo npunaonescum 00 kpumuxu Ho8vIx
PYCCKUX KHUZ, MO Mbl He cyumaem ee UCMUHHOK NOMPeOHOCmbIO Haulell
aumepamypuiy [2: 127]. « Ymo npunaonesxcum oo gurocopos, mo..» [2: 187].

Morphological examples: «npocmeey (= nipoiie) [2: 151]. «30eco Jlaghonmen
moneey [2: 148], «doneey [2: 151]. «Caxconckue zemnedenvyvl 60006ue 20pazoo
0oz2amee npyccxuxy» [1: 109].

«Ha 6ce cmompro ¢ ommeHHbIM 11000NBIMCMBOM: HA OOMBL, HA Kapemvl, HA
moodeiy [1: 304]. «Tym maeazunvl, Kogheiinvie 0omwvl, mpaxmupsiy [1: 340].
«Y3kue, neuucmole, epssHvie yauywl, xyovle, 0omwl... M smo Ilapuoc... Tym
npeoCcmasuIucCy Ham Kpacugvle 30anus, 00Mbl 8 uleCcms dmadicell, bozamoie J1a6KU
[1: 302]. «Anenus ecmov KupnuuHoe yapcmeo, u 8 20pooe, U 8 0ePesHsX 8ce OOMbl
usz Kupnuuet, nokpoeimoel uepenuyeroy [l: 430]. «He e6udan Hu o00HUX
BENUUECBEHHbIX NANAM, HU 00H020 02pomMH0o20 oomyy [1: 435]. «Jlonoouckue
O0OMbL CMPOAMCA C NOO3EMeNbHOI0 4acmuio, 8 KOmopou Ovleaem OObIKHOBEHHO

KVXHs, nocped u ewe Kaxkue-HuOyOb OYeHb Heceemible 20pHUYbl OJisl Clye,



CYAHCaHoOK, Oeouvix arwoeu. B Ilapuowce nuwema e630upaemcs noo obraka, Ha
yepoak, a 30ecb onyckaemcs 8 3emuio... /|oMbl NOHOOHCKUe 6ce Maibl, Y3KU,
KupnuuHvle, Hebenenvl (015 mo2o, 4moodwvl 8eUHasi KONOMb OM Y201be ObLiaA HA HUX
MeHee NpUMemHna) u npedcmasisiom CKy4Hoe, neuaibrhoe eounooopasuey [1: 442].
«Hekoeoa noou npsamanuce 6 mEMHbIX 00Max U NOO WUMOM BbICOKUX 3AO0PO8.
Tenepv ge30e ceemuvie 00Mbl U OOIbLUIUE OKHA HA YAUYY. npocum cmompems! Mol
XOMuM Hcumao, 0elUcmeos8ams U MblCAUMb 8 NPO3PAYHOM cmakaHe... byoyuu eéseden
8 HeKOmopble Xopouiue 00Mbl, 5 UMesl CIY4all Y3Hamo U CA8HeUUX QpaHyy3CcKux
ocmpoymyesy [1: 534, 536].

«LLlymunu ¢ MOI0OLIMU KDECMbAHKAMU, KOMOpble yMeiom euje KPACHembCsy
[1: 300]. «Ona cnpawusana: "IYmo y2oono cocnoouny?" u kpacunenacs... Huxax ne
xXomena cecmv U NPU BCAKOM Clo8e KPACHENACb, XOms s OCMepe2aics
HeckpomHocmu 6 pazeosope c¢ Hewy [l1: 482]. «/luza yousunace, ocmenunacw
832I5IHYMb HA MOJI00020 YelloseKa, — ewé Donee 3aKPACHeNaAch U Nomynus 21dsd 8
3eMar0, cKasana emy, 4mo oHa He eozemém pyonsy [1: 508]. «Onacnocmsv He
munoeanacwy [1: 430]. «Cnasusiit bopk yace cmapeemceay [1: 485]. «Kpacnenca
u 830vixany [2: 131]. However, in Marfa-Posadnitsa, a rather late creation, clearly
connected with work on Russian History, we find: «Eciu unoeoa ceemuwiii 630p ee
(Kcenun, nouepu Mapdst — B. K.) Heuasmno ycmpemasanics Ha 1oHoulel
HOB020POOCKUX, MO OHA KPACHEAA He 3HAs NPUYUHBL: CIMbIOIUBOCHb eCb MAllHA
HesunHocmu u 0oopodemenuy [1: 560].

«Bawu npedku xomenu npasumv camu cobO00 U ObLIU HCEPMBOIO TIOMbIX
coce0os... llpescoe yocachvie monvko 018 camux cebsi U HecuacmHvle 8 21a3ax
coce00s8, HOB20pOOYbL NOO OEPHCABHOI) PYKOIO BAPSNCCKO20 2epos COeNAUCh
yarcacam u 3a8ucmuio opyaux Hapooosy [1: 545].

«Yseuoen a cmapyro, uccoxwiyro u 0O1e0HYIO JHCEHWUHY, TNeHCauyro Ha
nocmeney [1: 188] (cf.: genitive case in the meaning of ‘near’: cmosiu noone

nocmeflu). ((BpOCMl’I’leﬂ HA MACKYIO nocméello u... 3dCH)ymnb ZJZy60KuM CHOM C



npusamuoio moicauro o o6yoywem» [1: 335]. «Jlyoosux XIV cnan ma evicoxou
nocmesne, ¢ KOmMopou OH 6udel, CK803b npamylo ainero, eecv llapuoic nepeo
coboroy [1: 394].

«Ponto oesxu-monounuysl uepara ma akmpuca, komopas 6 "on-Kapnoce"
npeocmasisna Kopoaesy: kaxoe npegpaujerue!» [1: 106]. «B cobpanusx senancs
OH MaK Jice 4acmo, Kaxk npedxcoe, HO poaw uzcpan cogcem uwyy [1: 267].
«Hecpasnennwiti Mone, ueparowuii no ooavuiei yacmu poo omyos8 8 KOMeousx»
[1: 326]. «Crasubiii wezonv gpanyyzckozo a3vika (pasymeemcs, no mo20auiHemy
epemenu) banvzak uepan omnuunyio poaro 6 cem saxcrom nperuuy [1: 340].

There are numerous examples of words that have changed their gender:
«llooapun mune 00y, COUUHEHHYIO UM HbIHEUWHEMY KOPOJIO, Ulu, Jy4lle CKA3amb,
Kanmam, eviopannsiii uz ncaimosy [1: 103]. «Kusem co mmnoro 6 oonoii omenu,
monvko Ha uepoakey [1: 407]. «Oxkpyacarowuti ee (uepkoss CB. IlaBna. — B. K.)
oanrocmpao cuumaemcs nepgvim 6 ceemeyn [l: 454]. «[nasmas napusicckas
comnumansy [1: 365]. «[ punuuckas comnumans. HemHocue yapu sgcusym max
BEIUKONIENHO, KAK aHeaulickue npecmapensvie mamposvl... Cedvle cmapywl,
onepuiucy Ha Oancmpad meppacwl, UM KOpaodau HA 6cex napycax jemsaujue
no Temsze... Koponw cnpocun, umo emy 6o.ee ece2o nonobunoce 6 Anenuu? Illemp [
omeeyan: "To, umo 20WNUMANb 3ACAYHCEHHBIX MAMPO308 NOX0JHCA 30eCb HA
0sopey, a 08opely sauie2o 8eauuecmaa noxoddc Ha cownumans’y [1: 465, 466].

Word-formation variants have changed significantly: «/ope 6eonviu
newexoouam, a ocooauso, Koeoa uoem 004cob... Bvl ouymumecv naxoHey 6 menu
2YCMbIX auiell, HA3bleaemblx Oynesapamu;, ux mpu. 0OHA Ol Kapem, a 08¢ O
neuiexooyes, OHu UOYM PAOOM U 00pA3YIOM Ma2uieckoe KOIbYo, UIU CAMYIO
npexkpacHeuuylo onywiky 6okpye ecezo Ilapudxca. Tym eopoockue cumenu
cobupanucey Hexozcoa uepams 6 wiapwl (a 'la boule) na 3enenoti mpase: omuezo u
npouzouiio Hazeanue Oyne-eap, uau Oyaesapy [1: 308]. «Uemeepomecmuasn

kapemay [1: 276]. «Hem opyeoco copoda cmoib npusmHnozo 0iisi neulexooues, Kax



Jlonoou: 6e30e noone 0omo8 coenamvl O HUX WUPOKUE MPOmyapsl, KOmMopule
HO-PYCCKU MOXNCHO HA36aMb HAMOCHMAMU. UX 6CAKOE YMPO MOIOM CIYHCAHKU
(kadxxcoas nepeo c8ouUM 0OMOM), MAK 4MO U 8 eps3b, U 8 NbLIb ) 8AC HOSU YUCTIBL.
OoHo mMONbKO He HpaBUmMcs MHe 6 5MOM Hamocme, d UMEHHO MO, YMO
becnpecmanto 8UOULULL )Y HO2 OMBEPCMUSL, KOMOPble HOUbIO 3AKPbIBAIOMCS, A OHEeM
He 8ce20d: U ecliu 8bl XOMs MA0 3a0ymMaemecs, mo modxceme nonacms 6 Hux, Kax 8
3anaonio. Bcakoe omeepcmue cayscum okHOM 0Nl KYXHU UAU OJisl KAKOU-HUOYOb
magepuvl, Mym CCbINAOmM 3eMIAHblE V2OTbsl, UIU MYM MAaleHbKdsl 1eCmHUYa O
cxooa enus» [1: 442]. The modern reader would readily accept newexooey (cf.:
cTUXOTBOpeTI, etc.), but will be surprised that ‘pavement’ had to be explained by
the invented namocm.

«Cmuxomeopey namozo-nHadecamsy eexa... Ilpasoa, umo ocomoii-nadecams
8€K npoceeujeHnee 8cex CEOUX NpeouleCmeeHHUKo8;, npasoa u mo, 4mo MHO2ue
RUWYmM HaA He20 camupwsl, MHO2Uue, Kcmamu u Hekcmamu, eockauyarom: "O
tempora! O mores!" — "O epemena! O wupaswi!". I[loemopum ucmumy
HECOMHUMENbHYIO: 8 0e6AMOM-HAOECAMb 6eKe OOUH U MOM dHce HAPOO MOdHcem
ObImb  BenUKUM U NOYMeHHbIM... Kmo 6onee nawezo cnasun npeumywecmea
0CbMO20-HadecAms 6eka. ceem quiocoguu, cmsacueHue Hpasos, MOHKOCHb
pazyma u uyecmea?.. QOcvmoil-nadecamv 6ex Kounuaemcs... Eciu onamo
6036pamMuUmMcs Ha 3emil mpemuti u ydemeepmulii-nadecamsv 6ex?.. C camou
NON0BUHBL 0CbMO20-HaAdecamsv eexa» [2: 50, 68, 163, 179, 182, 215] «V
@panyyzoe ewje 8 wecmom-nadecams exe guirocogpcmeosan u nucair Monmanvy
[2: 228].

The greatest number of historical discrepancies can be found in normative
vocabulary: «He 6uono pexu noo MHOMCECmMBOM 100K, HASPYHCEHHBIX 3EMISAHbIMU
yeonvamu [1: 441] (= KaMEHHBIM YTJIEM); «...MYM CCbINAIOM 3eMIsHbIE Y20abay [1:
442]. «Ilpocuoen 6 moeii 2opuuye 0o osenaoyamuy [1: 290] (= komHaTE, HOMEpE

roctunulbl). «Haozupamensv ckasvléan, umo 3a HECKONbKO HeOelb nepeo mem



VKpanu u3 eanepeu KapmuH oOecsimv, u npumom camelx aydwiuxy [1: 115]
(= cMoTpuTens). «/lIyoosux XIV nocmpoun... "Hneanuonwiii oom" ons uzyeeuenHvix
U npecmapenvix 80UH08, JHcelds 00KA3AmMb UM YapcKyro 61a200apHOCMb, U YACHO
ObIBAN Y HUX 8 20CMIAX, 6€3 BCAKOU CHPAMCU, KPOMEe UCNLIMAHHO20 YCepousl C80UX
eemeparnosy [1: 367] (cmpasichux, cmpadxcu = OXpPaHHMK, oxpaHa). «Eciu 6v1 y
MeHs1 6bL10 Ha cell 200 He 300 cybckpubenmos, a 500, mo s nocmapancsa 6l Ha
mom 200 coenamb HAPYHCHOCMb JHCYPHANLA Npusmuee Oas 21a3 yumameneuy [2:
36] (= nmoanmucyukoB). «bocoanosuy u MuICIAMU U BbIPANCEHUAMU NODedcoaem
onacuozo coemecmuukay [2: 138]. «B nepesooe camozo bocoanosuua: "O mui,
Komopas 6 3akoHax u 2epoucmee CO8MECMHUKOE c8oux Oaneko npegsouind..."»
[2: 151]. «B0o30yx M0dtCcHO Ha38amb NEPEHOCUUKOM HAWUX MbICIEU U CBA3UI0 YMO8
yenogeyeckux. A 2oeopio: poacoaromcs 36yKu, U 8030YX 6AUAEHL UX 8 CTIYX OPYIUX
J00et, KOmopbule Y3HAIOm upe3 mo Mou MHeHusl, dceaanus u npoyd. Kaowcowii 36yk
ecmv 8eCMHUK, V8eOOMIAIOUWULL Yel08eKa O npoucxoosuem eokpye e2o» [2: 78].
«llo cosemy moezo eoxmcamoco... HYuuepone moti 2oeopun...» [1: 454] (= rugn,
sKCcKypcoBon). «Kaxue noxnouwl! Illnany Oepocan on y cepoya. Haonedxrcano
3asxcams yuiu om 2pomKo2o niaecka... OH noOHsAN 2na3za 68epx, Cmapascs coopamo
cunvl. Cmpawmnoe pyxonneckanue! "H 6yoy manyesamo ewe 3asmpa”. [llymawee
bOpaso coedununocb co 6ceobwum naeckom. M 3zanasec 3akpwiicay [1: 281]
(= aruioguCMeHThl).  «Bcsikoe cnogo, omHocaweecsi K HulHEUHeM) COCMOSHUIO
Dparnyuu, OvL10 conpogodicoaemo niaeckom spumenei» [1: 290]. «30ecb-mo ewe
cmpoeo  Habawoawmca  3akoHvl  cynpyyceckou  eepnocmuy  [1:  192]
(= cobmogarorcs). «He mo2y ckazamov o Heli HUYe20, NPUMEUAHUA OOCMOUHO20»
[1: 217] (= noctoiiHoro BHUMaHUsA, ynomuHanus: cf. modern 3ameuamensvnoiti and
npumeuamenvuulil). «Mcmopus Kapmeaumoey, uz0aHHAas HA JTAMUHCKOM S3bIKe,
ewe Odocmotiinee npumeuanusny [1: 382]. «l[0e umo-Hubyov OvLIO UMU echmb
npumeuanus oocmotinoey [1: 352]. «llpumeuanus oocmotino mo, umo 0O0HA

3eMJIAL npouszeena u Jayduux pOoOMAaHucnios, u Jayduiux ucmopukoe. PuuapOCOH u



DunbOuHe 8blyuUIU PPAHYY308 U HEMYE8 NUCAMb POMAHbBL KAK UCMOPUIO HCUSHU, d
lobepcon, FOm, I'ubbon énuanu (= BHOCUIU B He€, mpuaaBanu ed. — B. K.) 6
UCmopuro NPUBTIEKAMETbHOCMb  JI0OONbIMHeWe20  POMAHA — YMHbIM
Pacnonodcenuem 0eucmsull, HCUBONUCHIO NPUKTIOYEHUL U XAPAKMEPOs, MbICIAMU U
cnocomy [1: 481]. «V sac 3aneznu ywuy [1: 437] (= 3a110XuU10).

It seems to makes no sense to enumerate numerous inconsistencies in writing,
in general orthographic and punctuation norms, those that are subject to informed
human law. It is important to draw a general conclusion: norms are sacred, they are
not to be ignored, not to be disrespected, but one must observe them, at the same
understanding their variability, paying special attention to those which are blurry,
not yet stable: here, apparently, the very fact of variability must be recognized as
the norm. It is important to keep the general norm of the language, and not to
bother with particular cases. After all, Alexander Pushkin wisely urged "to give the

language more freedom, so that it would develop according to his laws".
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The concept of the “norm”
The paper deals with the major characteristics of speech style considered on

the material of the Russian language.



