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In modern linguistic literature, the need to combine statics and dynamics in the literary norm is beyond
doubt, on the basis of which the idea (so far only the idea) of creating principles for the regulation of
innovations is put forward. The article examines the issue in historical terms on the material of the
Armenian and Russian languages, taking into account the fact that the literary language is a national
language that has certain rules of use. Its formation, according to the author's approach, goes through four
stages: the folklore stage, the written language, the literary version and the canonized version. Its
development can begin on the basis of its own dialects or by crossing languages, on the basis of the spoken
language of not only the political, but also the cultural center, proceed permanently or abruptly. In any
case, the normative layer of the literary language is formed on the basis of oral speech and finds
expression in the language of outstanding writers who make their own adjustments related to the
strengthening of expressiveness.Changes in the language are divided by the author into formal and
substantive. At different periods of language development, some tendencies intensify, others fade. At the
present stage, formal changes (phonetic, grammatical) are passive, since the dialect base of both Armenian
and Russian languages has not changed over the past two centuries, and substantive changes have
intensified due to the development of figurative thinking. Both in the first and in the second case, the
changes are due to colloquial speech, therefore, according to the author, before developing the principles
of standardization of the literary language, it is necessary to determine the directions of development of
colloquial speech. The dependence of language development on the development of society excludes the
development of accurate methods for determining the literary (normativity) of language transformations
and makes the boundaries of the literary language quite transparent, which is why there is no convincing
theory of its development. Excessive freedom leads to the blurring of the boundaries of the norm, and
excessive conservatism leads to crises, as was the case with the ancient Armenian literary language

(Grabar), which is why the construction of a new literary language begins.

INTRODUCTION

The literary norm is always dominated by dogmas and
dialectics. Currently, the desire for state regulation of
language norms is increasing, and the purpose of this article
is to establish whether it (state regulation) can have
significant consequences in the history of the literary
language and whether the canonization of norms can stop
their violations. These questions can only be answered by
the history of the literary language, in this case — Russian,
which is given in a comparative description with the history

of the Armenian literary language, since the conditions of

formation of the latter are directly opposite to the conditions
of development of the first, and if the construction of the
language depends on the official rules, this can be reflected
in the history of at least one of these languages.

In modern linguistics, a literary language is understood as a
language recognized as common to the entire ethnic group -
the language in which all national literature (including
administrative documentation) is created, having clear rules
of use, designed to serve several dozen generations. In view

of this, following the modern literary norm, established
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rigidly and definitely, mandatory at the highest state level, is
a necessary condition for the creation of national texts
(speeches in the media, scientific papers, textbooks and
which

corresponds to their purpose and functions. This is well

educational materials; fiction, mainly, etc.),
known, and there is no point in quoting any "luminaries" in
this area. At the same time, the literary language (and,
accordingly, the literary norm) functions in time and space.
The requirement to strictly observe literary norms, their
stability, is a dogma, in another interpretation, dogma means
"to stop time", which contradicts the very essence of

113

dialectics. “... In the norm of language, the historically
educated common usage of language means is noted, as well
as the rules for their selection and use, recognized by society
as the most suitable in a particular historical period" [30,
pp-18-19]. The issue of "conservation" of norms is quite
clear: "The written tradition constrains the process of
linguistic changes" [13, p.80], "the measure of the constancy
of language is the circumstances that change the chances of
stimuli for the emergence of some statements and the
disappearance of others" [13, p.81]. At the same time, the
dialectical process of development constantly updates the
means of the literary norm: "it would be wrong to think that
the literary norm is stationary: it develops and changes over
time" [9, p. 13; etc.], but how to establish approaches to the
assessment and formation of these changes? What can and
cannot be changed? A dead end situation arises: the
requirement to strictly observe literary norms, since the
literary language must serve the entire ethnic group in
several of its generations, comes into conflict with its
dialectical development. This is the first thing. Secondly,
there are certain normative rules, but there are no rules for
their normalization, recognition of a phenomenon in the
sphere of the norm or outside it. It would seem natural that
"it is the duty of scientists not to passively state what is
happening, but to determine the focus of what is needed and
what is "not necessary" for the language, make forecasts and
recommendations, instead of geological and topographic
maps of the linguistic district, invent a reliable linguistic
compass" [14, p.10], but according to what principles it
should be is it formulated and how should it be? It seems
logical that, "asserting their right and ability to influence the
language, even the obligation to regulate it in the name of
national-state unity of society, for the sake of education,
discipline and order in it, people are obliged to know the

boundaries of what is permissible" [14, p.13], but how to
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outline them?

Materials and Methods

The formation of literary languages goes through several
stages. Initially, the language that functions as speech for a
small mass of listeners was the language of folklore. This is
the first semblance of a mass media outlet. The study of
samples of ancient Armenian and Russian folklore seems to
indicate the development of a special style of songs and
legends in them. We emphasize "as if", because folklore
works have been collected and published at best since the
middle of the nineteenth century and, naturally, during the
period of "oral existence" they were constantly processed.
Since dialects do not develop outside of contact with other
dialects (grammar and phonetics do not change much) [16],
the functioning of the "mass" style with the dialect speech
became the beginning (albeit qualitatively and quantitatively
insignificant) of the formation of a national language.
Writing in the Armenian and Russian areas appeared with
the adoption of Christianity, the first and most powerful
factor of conscious national unity. A spiritual text can really
be called the beginning of understanding (perception) of
some forms and expressions as exemplary (from a political
point of view — consolidating).

The first Russian texts, as is known, were created in ancient
Bulgarian, since Christianity in Russia spread from
Byzantium. It was different from colloquial, actually Old
Russian. This is an example of an external source of the
written language. There was no rigid unity in the rules of
writing, although the desire to adhere to the language of
sacred texts was obvious. In our opinion, the style of the
spiritual work is perceived as high. The opposition of two
types of speech begins. Oral speech turns out to be beyond
limitations, while written speech is characterized by obvious
conservatism (it was necessary to follow the patterns
clearly).

This situation is very similar to the one that is currently
developing in connection with the canonization of literary
norms, moreover, the spiritual text was sacred, which for the
scribe meant blind adherence to tradition, but the samples
were still violated.

If we compare the monuments of the period of the Vladimir
Principality, on the one hand, and ancient Novgorod and
Pskov, on the other, it is difficult to deny that their language
is oriented towards the language of spiritual texts (Old
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Slavic, Old Bulgarian). This has been proven in more than
one scientific work from the beginning of the last century
and the century before last (and maybe even earlier). At the
same time, the linguistic features of these monuments are
explained by the influence of the living spoken Russian
language of the territory, i.e. the corresponding urban koine,
in the area of distribution of which they were created,
therefore, their language often varies from text to text. At the
same time, this language is beginning to acquire one of the
signs of a literary one — nationwidity.

In the Armenian written tradition, Western Armenian became
the language of spiritual texts, since the center of cultural
life at the beginning of the 5th century (when the Armenian
alphabet was created, the Bible was translated) was located
in Western Armenia. This fact clearly contradicts the
well-established theory that the basis of a literary language
can only be the language of the political center (and the
political center was located in Vagharshapat, in Eastern
Armenia).

Science does not have any facts that would allow us to call
the language of the beginning of the Armenian writing in
any way processed. We assume that he was no longer based
on the language of a separate dialect or separate dialects (the
Ayrarat and Taron regions of the central part of historical
Armenia, as is customary in Armenian science), but on the
folklore tradition of these territories. This is justified by the
fact that it does not completely coincide with any of the
Western Armenian dialects, it absorbs elements of several
dialect groups. The process of actively integrating the
Armenian language into scientific and political circulation
has begun. The appearance of historical and philosophical
writings was the second step towards generalizing the rules
of writing letters and words, even in several variations.
Libraries were created at the princely estates, universities,
where education, of course, focused on spiritual literature.
The Armenian language, divided into 44 small dialects from
the Caspian Sea to the Aegean, in close contact with other
languages of Asia Minor, preserved its national identity. This
is an example of the internal development of a language
becoming nationwide.

This period of the formation of literary languages we can
call the language of writing, since writing is functionally and
geographically limited and does not have all the features that
allow the language to be called literary. It can also be called
the period of the language of spiritual literature, historical

chronicles, the beginning of accounting, the first examples
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of artistic creativity, etc., but not the literary language.

In Russia, the development of the national language was
constantly going on through permanent changes in written
speech under the influence of the spoken element [34, p.208]
or by "editing" the spoken text under the influence of
spiritual (exemplary) writing [38, p.183-184], which in any
case should be considered as a crossing of two language
systems: Old Bulgarian and Old Russian. Russian was
developed in both directions in principle: the first way
became the basis for the formation of scientific, and the
second — business Russian speech [16]. It is surprising that
the process of forming a literary language is considered very
mechanistically: "Literary norms are formed over the long
history of the language: the most commonly used ones are
selected from national linguistic means, which in the minds
of speakers are evaluated as correct and obligatory for all" [9,
p-13]. This statement is a fiction, because it is difficult to
understand how the consciousness of the speakers (which
ones? The intelligentsia? Peasants? nobles?) selects "the
most commonly used ones from the national linguistic
means", according to which principle, not to mention the
fact that it is impossible to accurately outline the boundaries
of "what is allowed and what is not allowed" during this
period.

If we keep in mind that literary language is a generalization
of oral and written speech, processed by writers and focused
on the language of a certain (exemplary) author(s), then
written language goes its way to the literary version through
hundreds of works of fiction. The Russian intelligentsia
recognized the language of A.S. Pushkin as an exemplary
one (without selecting only expressions "correct and
obligatory for all"), which was created before him by the
efforts of M.V. Lomonosov, N.M.Karamzin, V.A. Zhukovsky,
etc. It is quite natural that Pushkin, like all other authors,
chose expressions not "the most common", "correct and
obligatory for everyone", but the most expressive from his
point of view, which turned out to be really expressive. In
other words, the formation of the Russian literary language
proceeded by crossing the written and oral languages of that
period (in different "shares") due to the educational activities
of individual outstanding writers (not scientists!), naturally,
step by step moving towards a variant that became
nationwide, generalized. The language of A.S. Pushkin was
recognized as such spontaneously, due to its quality.

From the second half of the XVIII century, grammars began
to appear (M.V.Lomonosov, before A.S. Pushkin, then N.
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Grech, etc.), which the creators of fiction and historical
literature, as well as official texts, focused on, but they were
not mandatory (official!), differed in their rules, although the
written language began to acquire its second main feature is
systematization, orderliness in the rules. Compare,
declension of nouns and pronouns in V.V. Lomonosov's
"Russian Grammar" (1755) [15] and N.I. Grech's "Extensive
Russian Grammar" (1827) [11], between which there are
only 70-odd years. N. Grech identifies 6 types of verbs,
which he calls pledges [11, p. 243], Lomonosov has three
voices: real, passive, and average, and the differences of the
latter two are not due to the forms of the verb [15, p. 35].
Lomonosov distinguishes the indicative, indicative and
indefinite moods [15, p. 34], while Grech indicates the
indicative, imperative and subjunctive, however, without
distinguishing the latter into a separate type: "In the Russian
language, these forms (of the subjunctive mood. — V.M.) of
verbs are expressed by the past tenses of the indicative with
the addition of conjunctions ObI, 4T0OBI, 7a0OBI, ma (to, in
order, yes) etc." [11, p.249]. In these grammars, the literary
norm becomes, as it were, a "harmonization" of the rules of
oral and written speech, although from the point of view of
modern linguistics none of the classifications consistently
the of

distinguishing grammatical categories: neither unity of

corresponds  to currently applied principles
content and form, nor oppositivity. By presenting the
grammar of a language, it seems to us that we reflect what is
real. In fact, we "put" on the tongue the "shirt" that seems
more appropriate to us. But is it such a thing?

M.V.Lomonosov's grammar does not contain those syntactic
constructions (cripples) that N.Karamzin and then Pushkin
introduced into the Russian language in order to create more
[38, pp.49-53]. Only the

work of N. Karamzin and A. Pushkin can be spoken of as the

expressive means (out of French)

"selection and use" of some linguistic means, but these are
"recognized as the most suitable" not by society, but by
creative personalities, and means very limited in scope, but,
we repeat, necessarily exclusively expressive. Pushkin in
Russia is considered the founder of the literary language, not
because he introduced new morphological forms into use,
but because he spoke in a more expressive language. In the
"Grammar" of Lomonosov, in the creation of many numbers,
only endings are recommended, which are considered
normative and in the infusion currently, although in the same
work "The letter G is pronounced in different ways" («byksa

I" npousHocuTcs pasusiMu 00pasel») (our italics — V.M.) [15,
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p.48]. Here, the specified form is not stylistically highlighted.
Pushkin, on the other hand, uses the ending —b1 of ablative Pl.
as an expression of the "cloth" style, i.c. as a means of
enhancing the expressiveness of the text. Compare. in
"Dubrovsky" in the court's ruling: «CeHHBIMH MOKOCHI,
po1OHBIME J0BIM» (hay mowing, fishing). After Pushkin, the
Russian literary language was processed by M.Y. Lermontov,
N.V. Gogol, and others. Thus, it can be summarized that the
formation of the literary language in Russia took place
consistently.

A different situation developed in Armenia due to its loss of
independence in the tenth century and its division between
neighboring powers - Byzantium (then, from the XV century.
- Ottoman Turkey) and Persia (subsequently, from the
beginning of the XIX century. — the Russian Empire). The
need to preserve national unity in the absence of their state
authority required strict adherence to exemplary spiritual
texts (Grabar), especially since in the current situation the
church played a mobilizing role not only in spiritual terms,
but also in law (Armenians did not sue in state sofas, but by
the leaders of their religious community). Up to the
beginning of the XIX century all Armenian literature
(spiritual, historical, artistic, educational, scientific) was
created only in the ancient Armenian language at church
schools and in church libraries (since the middle of the fifth
century, by order of the tsar Pope, monasteries in Armenia
were liquidated). And, despite the rich literature in Middle
Armenian, only the Grabar texts were recognized as
exemplary. The changes concerned only vocabulary, while
phonetics, morphology and syntax mostly strictly adhered to
the standards of spiritual writing.

The entire XIX century for the Russian literary language, it
is the age of its processing and perfection by self-regulation,
naturally, on the basis of the conversational element. Each
author offered his own individual style of presentation,
based on the principle of expressiveness. Compare, for
example, the styles of I. Turgenev and N. Leskov, Feta and
N. Nekrasov.

With the establishment of Soviet power, the Russian
language acquires the status of a literary language, which is
why the trends of its ordering are increasing. Official
institutions (commissions) define clear grammar rules, and
those that do not meet the requirements of the time are
removed from the old rules. These are not only
transformations in the alphabet, but also in spelling (they

took place all the time). The latter are considered to be the
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"Rules of Russian Spelling and Punctuation 1956") [1],
which are mandatory for school education and official
speech throughout Russia. Several academic grammars of
the Russian language have been published. However, it is
enough to compare two school textbooks of the Russian
language, as the differences in the interpretation of not only
literary norms, but also spelling norms turn out to be
obvious. This process is the process of defining literary
standards based on spontaneously established traditions,
rather than developing them (!).

Transformations in the Russian literary language during the
twentieth century are scientifically substantiated in the
works of the USSR Academy of Sciences. The authors
emphasize not only the movement towards the
systematization of linguistic facts, but also the influence of
external components, such as the development of society, the
impact of world languages, the spread of literacy
(orthography) on phonetic transformations, etc. [26, pp.104,
112, 121; 27, p.10, 13].

It is difficult to state strict observance of the norms of the
literary language when in Soviet society the Russian
language not only changed "internally", but also acquired
new types of word formation (for example, abbreviation,
semantic contraction), new types of names (for example,
compound names) [28, p.10]. Some of the processes
observed at the end of the XIX century continue (the
complication of consonantism, etc.) [27, p.10]. It is also
necessary to add an extension of the usage speaking a
literary language, in connection with which elements of
other dialects penetrate into the latter, i.e. The entire Russian
ethnic group is being involved in the work and processing of
the literary language of the nation.

Only the
emphasized [29, p.9, etc.]. However, if we use the data from

«Bemomoctu» (“Vedomosti”) for 2020 [36], the use of

stability of the morphological system is

variable forms such as momanemu (by horses) is sharply
reduced (only forms that do not have "correct" analogues are
consistently used — nronpmu, netbMu - by people, children).
There is a further consistent development of the literary
language, due to the presence of the Russian ethnic group of
its independent statehood.

To the outstanding Armenian educator Kh. Abovyan had to
take the liberty and abruptly switch from Grabar (spiritual
Armenian script) to Ashkharabar (spoken Armenian) due to
the fact that the lack of permanent development led to a

sufficient separation of the national literary language from
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the living, spoken one. Abovyan began with his own dialect,
not thinking at all about the norms. The connection of
traditions was broken. Attempts have begun (and successful
ones!) creation of a new national literary language. Some
writers began to process Grabar under spoken language
(Muratcan) or spoken language through Grabar (Raffi). After
establishing the rules of grammar (morphology), consistent
work on expressiveness began (H. Tumanyan, V. Teryan).

The
history of society has made itself felt again in the history of

This development should be called revolutionary.

language. In Eastern Armenia, which is part of the Russian
Empire, the Eastern Armenian literary language began to
form (classical works by Raffi, Shirvanzade, Muratsan, etc.).
It turned out to be common in cultural centers that worked in
the same legal and territorial plane (Yerevan, Tiflis, Baku,
Shushi). Being processed at the end of the XIX — in the first
half of the XX century by D. Demirchyan, H. Tumanyan, and
finally by V. Teryan, with the establishment of Soviet power,
it was ordered in its rules and recognized as nationwide and
official, i.e. literary. In the cities of Arzrum, Van, and finally
in Constantinople, the Western Armenian literary language
was formed. After the Armenian Genocide in the Ottoman
Empire in 1915, it now functions in all Armenian diasporas
and still does not have unified rules of use. The difference in
the lexical composition of the Western and Eastern
Armenian variants of the Armenian language is insignificant,
but the grammar is based on different dialect groups (the
so-called k-dialects and um-dialects).

In the history of the new Armenian literary language (in its
variants), the same patterns are observed as in the
development of the Russian literary language: words and
word forms that have fallen out of use are gradually replaced
by spoken ones (compare, the language of Muratsan, on the
one hand, and Raffi, Shirvanzade, Nar-dos, on the other), the
rules of use are unified but, unlike the Russian counterpart,
not only on the basis of the koine of the political center, but
taking into account the expressiveness of similar forms
functioning in different dialects (compare the languages of
H.Tumanyan, E.Charents and V.Teryan).

The legality of creating two variants of the Armenian literary
language instead of a single Grabar is still considered
controversial, since they split the people to a certain extent.
If we take into account that before the revolution of 1917,
Armenians received primary education in their parish
schools, and then only transferred to gymnasiums, with the

adoption of new versions of the national language, school



International Journal of
Multidisciplinary Research

[JMR

Research Article Print ISSN 3105-8884

Online ISSN 3105-8892

MexayHapofHbIi UHCTUTYT
yNpaBneHus v
npeanpuHUMaTenbCTBa

November 2025,Vol.1,No.2

programs in the Armenian language began to differ: the
dogma had obvious positive sides. At the same time,
remaining in the grip of dogma meant for the majority of the
population to remain outside of live oral and written literary
speech. Dialectics had to be taken into account: the literary
language, since it was national, had to be understandable to
the whole people.

During the Soviet period, work began on the normalization
of the Armenian language (after all, before that period the
process was spontaneous!) — and quite successfully.
Moreover, the question concerned not only the speech of the
peoples who had a written language (Russians, Ukrainians,
Belarusians, Armenians, Georgians), but also the speech of
non-written peoples (Volga and Azerbaijan Tatars, Kirghizs,
Kazakhs, Turkmens, etc.), for whom alphabets had been
based on the Russian alphabet, literary norms had been
focused on the spoken language of the political center. These
norms have been fixed both in political documents and in
educational and scientific literature [40]. The formation of
these can also be considered a

literary languages

revolutionary (by leap), but it was carried out by
generalization of linguistic facts by linguistic scientists, and
not by official decrees.

From this period, we can talk about literary languages proper,
since they acquired all the above-mentioned signs of
literariness.

In the post-Soviet period, Armenian and Russian literary
languages received the status of state languages, which
required the final consolidation of the norms of use, for
violation of which by officials, the Russian government
established, as indicated above, the appropriate punishment
[S]. The Armenian government has formed a special
committee to monitor the correct use of the Armenian
literary language (including in the speeches of officials). The
transition from a standardized literary language to a codified
one means a ban on violations of established norms in a
natural way, officially generalized by scientists. The concept
of speech culture has finally been formed. Along with this,
the richest Armenian and Russian linguistic literature of the
twentieth century, as well as the literature of other nations,
recognizing the need to follow legalized rules, recorded
violations of them [4; 26]. Moreover, grammar was
considered and is considered to be normative first of all.
Borrowing, the appearance of new meanings in words are
issues that previously did not cause any special objections,

although the use of a word or phrase, syntactic construction
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outside the literary norm is also a violation of the culture of
speech. These processes, as noted, are permanent and are
associated with both the development of society and the
development of intercultural and interethnic ties [18, pp.7-14;
19, pp.57-68].

Does codification mean the status quo in the development of
the language, or does it still have the right to change? Which
ones? So - if we state the development. It is clear that
[n’B’€p’] during the twentieth century and now passes into
[aB’€p’], but what is considered correct, literary? How is it
"legal" to pronounce [13ka’H] or [1’ukaH] so as not to violate
the "state" etiquette of speech culture and not be officially
fined? If we proceed from the well-established opinion that
certain forms or words, the meanings of words are initially
considered violations of norms and are recognized as literary
only with a high frequency of use, it is necessary to
recognize the admissibility of such (which?) errors. "I don't
like Russian speech without a grammatical error," the great
Pushkin joked. This is at the grammar level.

In the last years of Soviet rule, there were constant disputes
in Armenian linguistics about the recognition of a particular
word as literary or non-literary. In particular, an example of
the word nn [thor] (meaning "seine") was given. In reality,
neither side had a solid basis for evidence. The only criterion
is the frequency of use in normative speech, which is the
official press, as has long been accepted in our linguistics.
And what should the official press be guided by?

It would seem that the development of literary Armenian and
Russian languages shows that the codification of norms
leads to a slowdown in the pace of phonetic and

morphological changes, while regardless of state
regulation - lexical and semantic transformations continue,
which is associated with the development of society, public
relations, and the development of abstract thinking [17,
pp.62-73]. The language is moving towards increasing
expressiveness, to combining semantics and stylistics ("two
or three in one"). Figurative words and expressions appear in

the unofficial press that are completely unrelated to street,

obscene language: maBuTh momymky (to crush a pillow
"sleep"), konbacuts (to be sausage = "clumsily, drunkenly
dance"), etc.; words acquire new meanings, without
violating the general rules of semantics development at all:
opuramup (brigadier = "leader of a criminal group") and
others. In the middle of the last century, linguists did not
allow too abstract transfer of meanings. "... "Wooden table"

and "table of wooden" are possible, but "wooden smile" and
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"smile of wooden" are impossible," wrote Z.S. Harries [12,
p.554]. In modern English, wooden smile is quite possible,
although it may be more occasional or in a stylistically
colored text.

The

morphological transformations of the languages under

reasons for the slowdown in phonetic and
consideration are explained rather not by the codification of
norms, but by the stability of their dialect base over the past
two centuries. There are no significant changes in the spoken
language, so there are none in the literary one. In the
specified grammars of Lomonosov and Grech, with the
exception of some verbal formations: participles of the type
p.133]
JIBUTAIOYKCh, Maprodyn (to be moving, to be soaring) [15,

p.138], forms of the past tense [15, p.129-132, etc.],

neuranb (moved) [15, adverbs of the type

paradigms of declension of words copok, neBstHOCTO, CTO
(forty, ninety, one hundred) [15, p.102-103] and some others,
which are hardly rigidly connected with live use, the
morphological system of the Russian language still functions
in an almost static form.

A special topic in modern official documents is the use of
borrowings. G.O. Vinokur believed that "word—-making" (in
this case, purism) is meaningless when there is a possibility
of borrowing [39, pp. 163-173]. "But pantaloons, tailcoat,
waistcoat — All these words are not in Russian. Shishkov, I'm
sorry, I don't know how to translate," Pushkin confessed.
F.P.Filin, on the contrary, demanded the use of the internal
capabilities of the Russian language [8, p.15-61].

These questions are theoretical problems that modern
linguists should solve in order to answer the practical
questions of time. To paraphrase K. Marx, we note that
modern linguistics is working on ways to describe a
language, while it must also work on how to improve it and
protect it from tabloidism, how to permanently normalize it
so as not to tear the literary language from the living. For
centuries, the words sxoma, roBHo (ass, shit), which were
considered non-literary, obscene, suddenly turned out to be
equal members of the Russian lexical "society" [21], along
with 3agHuIa, ucpakHeHUss movements, although it is quite
clear that they mean the same thing and we are talking only
about the tradition of use, and, strictly speaking, it does not
matter at all how these objects are to name. But what about
outside of Russian

“Dictionaries of Russian words

Dictionaries”? [25]. These have been  published from time
to time abroad, fixing Russian tabloid jargon. What is the

value of them? When is it possible to break tradition, cross
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the "red line" in vocabulary? There are no standards for this
at all, although there are many attempts to create standards
[3, pp.91-101].

If the development of a literary language is determined by a
spoken one, then it should be recognized that at present the
norms are established by scientists by the inductive method,
by general conclusion. If we admit that the literary language
is processed by the intellectual efforts of individual writers
(and it is), we state that the literary language is artificial in
terms of rationing, although neither Pushkin, as already
indicated, in Russian, nor H.Tumanyan or V.Teryan in
Armenian were introduced into the language, for example,
new forms and paradigms of declension. When we establish
certain rules of use at the level of codification, which today
we call the culture of speech, it means that we recognize that
these rules are artificially systematized based on the natural
development of language. In this case, the issue of rationing,
the establishment of a norm, is a matter of ascertaining
natural progress. If it were possible to identify ways to
establish certain norms, generalizations could be made. So,
there was a myspr'ka (from Poland. muzyka, in Polish, the
stress is always on the penultimate syllable), which was
replaced by a my3pika. Similar transformations have been
experienced by ¢usuka, TUpHKa, MUMHKA, TTAHUKA, TEXHUKA
(from Polish. fizyka, liryka, mimika, panika, technika), etc.
This happened under the influence of transformations in the
speech of society. Why and based on what the norm was
transformed? Today's linguistic "toolkit" does not allow us
to draw any convincing conclusion, which is no longer
needed as a historical fact, but as a method for orientation in
the development of language in the future, since the level of
language development is the level of linguistic thinking, and
the latter is the basis of national security.

Russian scientists noted the growth of agglutinativity in the
semantics of a derived word, the increase in the number of
suffix morphemes with a single content etc. by the middle of
the last century. In terms of word formation, the process of
Russification of non-Russian suffixes is quite active in
modern Russian, i.e. the inclusion of non-Russian suffixes in
the word-formation processes of the Russian language.
along with  OonbleBH3M,

Compare, MEHBIIEBU3M

(bolshevism, menshevism), also chiefdom, oT30BU3M,

praI/IHI/I?;M, HyIlIKI/IHI/I?;M, MI/IJ'II/ITapI/I?;aI_II/I)I, CJIaBdHHU3a1uA,
etc. ukrainism, pushkinism,
[41].

Morphologically, the number of non—declinable nouns is

OyMasKeHLUS (otzovism,

militarization, slavianization, paperwork)

increasing, and - mainly of the middle gender, nouns of the
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so-called general Ooiidpenn,

Last

genus  (two-gendered):

ouznec-syman (boyfriend, businesswoman) etc.
examples indicate a weakening of the gender category in the
literary language, which, according to S.P. Obnorsky, is very
actively reflected in dialects already at the beginning of the
last century [20, p.217]. Some borrowings have only one
form — Nominative (boyfriend, businesswoman). The
"Russification" of borrowings is very active, especially in
colloquial speech, their inclusion in the Russian inflectional
paradigm (primaries, restyling, biopic, etc.). This is a
tendency towards uniformity of expression. "If the free
combination of linguistic elements produced by an
individual did not coincide with the vast majority of cases
with the traditional form, then the development of language
would be difficult" [5, p.14]. Russian Grammar is only ten
years old between the "Grammar of the modern Russian
literary language" [10] and the "Russian Grammar" [23; 24],
but in the latter, for example, there are syntactic
constructions of the type Bunno cnenpr (Traces are visible),
about which there is no information in the first grammar.
These changes occur in spite of themself of linguistic
scientists, who can only arrange them to derive general
rules.

Borrowing is a natural result of the mutual influence of
languages, but in connection with political, scientific, and
economic revolutions, their influx should be restrained
(how?). There are many borrowings in modern Russian and
Armenian languages related to the spread of new technology.
They enter the literary language in borrowed (in Russian) or
calcified form (in Armenian), regardless of the requirements
of the literary norm (which one?). F. de Saussure within the
specified (but only!) is right: "Language activity is not
regulated by any human norms; the human mind cannot
constantly correct and direct it and does not do so" [32, p.97].
When we assert that language policy is "a system of
measures of conscious regulatory influence on the functional
side of language, and through it, to a certain extent, also on
its structure" [2, pp.28-29], we can only mean language
construction as a state phenomenon, the principles of
language use in some society — at the level of
sociolinguistics. So far, there are no strict selection criteria,
differentiation of linguistic facts (except for those already
traditionally accepted as literary) into literary and
non-literary ones, although the latter enter our reality, which
we cannot ignore. There is no point in introducing any

prohibitions on the use of vocabulary, except for non-literary,

colloquial abuse, since life is developing in all directions,
new phenomena appear, new names of old phenomena are
probably more successful if they replace the old ones.
Moreover, as we have repeatedly noted, we do not have a
specific standard by which new words and grammatical facts
could be chosen, therefore, before demanding compliance
with the culture of speech, it is necessary to outline the
normalizing standards that no deputies have the right to
violate, as stated in the above-mentioned law of the Russian
Federation [6], nor tabloid newspapers, since it is about the
purity of the language.

According to the history of the languages under
consideration over the last two centuries, it can be concluded
that there are changes as such that do not have access to the
content of communication, and there is actually a
development that affects the informative essence of the
language. The former occur spontancously, the latter
(especially at the present stage) due to the efforts of creative
personalities. If there is a hardening of the consonant before
the soft consonant, this is a change. If the change is
accompanied by a semantic factor, then it is a development
(even, for example, the spread of abbreviations and complex
names). Otherwise, the general phrase about language
development (even if it is "consistent and dialectical")
becomes incorrect and meaningless. Visually meaningful
development can be demonstrated by comparing languages,
for example, Sumarokov and Pushkin. Our conclusion
comes into direct contradiction with the generally accepted
interpretation of language development, formulated at the

"

time by F. de Saussure: "... It is clear what should be
understood by the hypothesis of progress in language.
Absolute progress is obviously out of the question ... There
are various states that replace each other and in each of
which certain laws prevail, which are the result of the
[31, pp.457-458].

Otherwise, this idea can be interpreted as "stomping on the

balance of forces acting in them"

tongue", which does not correspond to reality in any way.
Formal indicators exist as long as they are such. As soon as
they lose their role, they disappear. In Russian, the sound
denoted B was kept until the end of the 18th century ("B —
thin, e — thick", Lomonosov pointed out [15, p. 16], i.e. B =
je). But, having stopped distinguishing the sound shells of
words, he disappeared. The same is true with the genus in
Armenian, with variable endings in the Russian literary
Formal changes lead to

language, etc. phonetic,

word-formation and formative uniformity. At Lomonosov's:
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HHU BHJA B JIMIC,

p.13;

Asuarnueckue Hapoasl, all - p. 14; y Kuraiinosb, Ha qpyrom

CKDBII, COJIOBBEBY CBUCTY,
Mmecre, all - p. 23; kneny (instead of kinsny), npoxoxeii (-uit),
all - p. 25; gactemu, p.26; 1e0s1b, P.27; BTOPBIN CTCICHB,
p.28; y Typkomb, p.33 [15], which is no longer in the
language of the middle of the XIX century.

The actual development takes place, as noted, as a result of
the mixing of dialects, and sometimes literary languages (in
a number of Armenian diasporas in the USA and France),
which is reflected in the texts of classical writers, whose
language becomes a model for imitation. At the present stage,
this can only be the result of the intellectual efforts of
outstanding masters of the word. Thus, in Armenian,
attempts are being made to combine two functioning
versions of the literary language in one.

Language is not a mathematical (artificially created) or
physical object. At the present stage, new formations are
included in the spoken language of the political center, in
which different variants of this language are crossed outside
the logical rules. The variants, as is known, can be colloquial,
stylistic, professionally conditioned, etc. So, if in the
Russian language, along with the 1o6s14a, the word 10 Obrua
is used, it is necessary to state the professional version of the
norm (professionalism): national use is the norm, another is
an option (for this, of course, the author should not be
legally punished!). If a variant ceases to be perceived as a
stylistically colored phenomenon, it becomes a doublet.

The history of the Russian literary language shows that the

stylistically more refined version is often activated, while
swear words do not become literary, even if they are actively
the (at V.Mayakovsky,

E.Yevtushenko, etc.). There is another approach: "The more

used by classics S.Esenin,
actively the word is used the more words it combines with,
the more actively the number of its meanings grows. So, the
world TycoBka, which was a long term relatively recently, is
now increasingly used in print media" [5, p.91]. But TycoBka
is not swearing.

However, lexical variants, even if they combine semantics
and style, are not necessarily fixed in the literary language.
Stylistic variations of political vocabulary, which are its
non-normative analogues, have gained a large place in the
modern press: mpuxBaTU3aIys, paccTpoiika, ObiamaH, EBH
(Empume B.H.)
normative. Why? If we apply the oppositional method of

etc., but they are unlikely to become

analysis, they differ from the established lexemes in the
language in two ways: they are conditioned by the political

situation, which is changing quite quickly, and their stylistic
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meaning is not accepted by all members of society.
Summarizing, we can say that the formation of the literary
languages under consideration goes through four stages of
development: folklore, written, literary, codified. And at all
stages, permanent changes spontaneously occur due to
various historical reasons. The formation of a literary
language can occur both consistently and revolutionarily (by
leaps and bounds). It can be based on the conversational
element of not only a political, but also a cultural center,
which has formed into an independent communicative
system in the language of a creative personality. Depending
on the cultural and historical conditions, the written
language is formed either on an internal basis or by crossing
languages.

The quality of a language is determined by its
expressiveness. If the changes do not lead to qualitative
results, this is a formal transformation taking place due to
the action of internal phonetic laws or the mixing of dialects,
types of literary languages. Transformations that lead to
qualitative changes determine the actual development. The
former proceed spontaneously, the latter can be introduced
consciously by the masters of the artistic word by
implementing them in their creative texts.

The literary language, as history shows, cannot remain
"pure" and "untouched" even in one temporal plane, since it
functions over a large area in the mouths of representatives
of different dialects, different educational levels, and
This

requirements must be imposed on the culture of speech

different professions. indicates that today other
related to the development of stylistic coloring, with a
mixture of styles to achieve artistic effects, etc. In addition,
Thus, "the

introduction of these means (mass media — V.M.) accelerates

modernity makes its own adjustments.
the processes of convergence of written, book and spoken
forms of speech" [33, p.4].

The literary norm at the present stage, despite codification
and all limitations, continues to develop at all levels: the
progress of society requires more and more advanced means
of expressing thought ("two in one", figurative use, etc.). At
the same time, there is no movement towards greater
systematization of language and speech, which was observed
in the last century: there is a movement towards greater and
non-standard expressiveness, for which both lexical and
grammatical means are used, and which indicates that there
are no clear boundaries between norm and usage and cannot

be today, since usage, being the basis of normative grammar,
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constantly influences the correction of norms, improving
them. We do not determine whether a word (word form) is
literary. It becomes such by itself, regardless of our desire.
In fact, the new form or lexical unit follows the same path
that the literary language has followed. Neologism (let's
conditionally call it not only a new word, but also a new
form) originates in living speech (= folklore), then begins to
penetrate into written speech, from where it can claim to be
literary. The frequency of use forces linguists to include it in
dictionaries (and word forms in grammars), which provides
the basis for its codification. But frequency in itself cannot
serve as an absolute factor in including the phenomenon in
the norm (the principle of rationing), because the most
frequent words are expletives.

Foreign language lexical units are included in the literary
language without "tradition and rationing" if they are the
only names of the relevant subjects. This is logical, but the
law "On the State Language of the Russian Federation" [7]
poses an unsolvable problem: «Benomoctn» (“Vedomosti”)
for 2023 recorded more than a hundred words that are not
yet in any dictionary: they appear in dictionaries after
distribution in written speech. And how to designate the
relevant realities before their names will be included in
dictionaries? If we keep in mind that phonetic changes do
not affect the content side of the language, morphological
changes are associated with the activation of some forms
and a reduction in the frequency of others, syntactic — with
increased expressiveness, lexical - with the development of
society. Then the transformation of literary the norms
between dogma and dialectics are not violations of the
norms of use, but an alternation of topicalities caused by the
actualization of certain aspects of the linguistic sign in the
spoken language. Since the development of the literary
language throughout the national space turns out to be
dependent on the spoken element, before looking for the
principles of normalization of linguistic phenomena, it is
necessary to establish the principles of the development of
spoken language in different periods of existence. To
determine the reasons for the changes in the latter means to
understand how the new version differs from the old one.
Similarly to the variants of music in modern Russian,
ne'Buamit and neswumii function (compare, the latter variant
in the language of A.Blok and S.Yesenin). They differ only
in frequency in the spoken language, and which option is the
perspective?

The development of the literary language is a self-regulating

process, which society or the state can influence not by laws,
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but by the quality of speech of masters of the artistic word,
therefore, the new law [7] to the Law of the Russian
Federation "On the State Language of the Russian
Federation" [6], as noted, will really have no meaning.
Significant changes in the language norm take place only if
there is a more meaningful implementation of the language.
"Revolutionary" attempts such as futuristic experiments in
Russian and Armenian literature at the beginning of the last
century cannot have obvious consequences.

Regardless of our desire, codifiers always strive to avoid
deviations from recognized norms, and the further society
develops, the more this trend increases. In theory, the
normativity and culture of speech should be improved within
the framework of logic, rigidly maintaining consistency,
continuity and traditions. The literary language has never
been in the grip of dogma: it has always obeyed dialectics,
and any dialectical development of the language should in
no case be assessed as a corruption of its literary version
(processed over the centuries), although the canonical rules
of use are partially violated. Moreover, the development of a
literary language is necessary, despite the legislative
consolidation of rules and norms, because otherwise, as
Grabar's story shows, such a crisis may occur that will force
the construction of a new literary language to begin. Today,
when defining linguistic norms, we rely on traditions. The
development of principles for the normalization of new
linguistic phenomena in this regard could become the basis
for the permanent, consistent development of the language
system, however, the history of language is the history of
society, the development of which does not obey any state

and materialistic laws.
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