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Summary. The quality of communication is a key factor in determining the degree of
group’s stability and mobility, which directly or indirectly is realized by all its members. The
interest in matters of communication manifests itself at all levels of the hierarchical organiza-
tion of the group. The examples of display of interest can equally be the language policy of a
state, and homeschool, gender or group education, and language-related recreational forms
of interaction, and then some. Still, today we can say that the norm is actively used only on the
periphery of the totality of speech acts produced by people; in those areas of communication,
which are rarely turned to by the majority of speakers. So, it is the category of communicative
freedom which is equally important for a communicative space
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A literary norm is a set of the rules of ver-
bal behavior mandatory for all native speak-
ers. The linguistic theory fairly perceives
a norm as a factor of stabilizing and preserv-
ing the various manifestations of linguistic
reality, ensuring the unity of language and
impeding centrifugal processes which arise
in it. But this perception is not directly re-
flected in the speech practice and commu-
nicative behavior of people. The groups of
speakers, who are opposite from the stand-
point of their language competence level,
show the same consistent, though often
functionally different, rejection of the norm.

That is why the members of the group
subject communication problems to per-
manent direct and indirect reflection,
which has a wide range of manifestations:
from daily individual and group speech
evaluations to large-scale disputes involv-
ing the masses. Reflection is carried out
continuously, and it periodically trans-
forms into a discussion, for example, the
dispute between archaists and innovators

in the XIX century, the debate about the
spelling of the XX century. A complex set
of issues related to various disputes and
preferences in relation to the Russian lan-
guage is considered by V.M. Zhivov [1],
V. G. Kostomarov [2] and other authors.
On asuperficial and almost tangible
level, such discussions frequently relate to
the issues of speech correctness. Correct-
ness is defined in the terms of the ratio to
norm: what the evaluator considers to be
fitting with norm is correct and what de-
viates from is wrong. Norm is a standard
of speech behavior, the pattern obligatory
for producing, somehow fixed to a certain
synchronic transition. The norms are dif-
ferent. There are two extreme points of
norm’s existence: anindividual norm,
formed in a specific native speaker due
to avariety of reasons, and the norm of
a linguistic community — a literary norm.
Further, we will talk only about the literary
norm. It is fixed in the normative diction-
aries, reference books and grammars.
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You can go on popular linguistics de-
bates about how the norm comes into ex-
istence from the depths of popular speech
and / or from the treasury of literature, how
it is born, what factors determine its for-
mation and development, when it appears,
how it accumulates the tradition and so on.
But in fact of its actual existence the norm
is created not by masses, cultural memory,
or mythical creatures, but by concrete lin-
guists. The norm is the result of the theoret-
ical linguistic interference into the concepts
of the Prague Linguistic Circle [3].

The rate actually becomes the norm
only when it is codified or recorded, that is
when certain people, belonging to a spell-
ing commission, to the authors’ member-
ship of orthoepic, explanatory, spelling and
other dictionaries and reference books, say
(fix): one can speak / write this way and
one cannot do it that way. The creators of
the literary norms of modern Russian lan-
guage can be listed by name. All of them,
by definition, belong to the elite. Let us re-
member this fact which is not obvious to
the average native speaker.

Regardless of the fact of acquaintance
with the basic normative sources, any
native speaker has anidea of the liter-
ary norm. This idea can be very different.
The end points are: 1 extremely abstract
knowledge, reducible to unclear catego-
ries of right / wrong, backed by everyday
notion of tradition — it is appropriate / in-
appropriate to speak so; 2 extremely con-
crete knowledge, based on the familiarity
with the original regulatory sources and
their reasoned, conscious reproduction in
communicative interaction.

The norm as a communicative, linguis-
tic and social category is the center, pull-
ing together all the diversity of a variety of
speech acts carried out by the group to en-
sure the smooth exchange of information
and to create a common space of under-
standing each other. The facts of steady,
persistent non-compliance, rejection, ig-
noring the norm by language community
cannot be explained by its apparent his-
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torical volatility. If all cases of deviation
from the norm are the evidence of origin of
a new norm, the norm is so dynamic that it
simply cannot perform its preserving func-
tion, that is, the dynamics of its develop-
ment denies its existence and necessity.

The causes of extreme distancing of
the language community from the norm
are multiple. Among them, on the surface
of the problem, a significant place is occu-
pied by: the increase in number and diver-
sity of information channels, the increase
in number and diversity of broadcast in-
formation, permanent contacts with other
languages, the increase of the community’s
liberalization degree, the quickening pace
of interaction with the information, the
transfer of substantial segments of inter-
action in the virtual sphere, the growing
role of mediated communicative interac-
tion and cross-cultural communication.
All these reasons arose not at the begin-
ning of the XXI century. All of them with
varying degrees of intensity, decay and
decline, highlighting one or another fac-
tor operated in the XVIII, the XIX, and the
XX centuries, that is, those 300 years, in
respect of which it is safe to about the ex-
istence of the norm. An exception is the re-
cently emerged actualization of the virtual
sphere, but here, as observations show,
there is nothing fundamentally new in the
communicative sense [4]. During its more
than three hundred years of interaction
with these factors the norm could steadily
adapt to them (develop immunity to exter-
nal stimuli), which may have happened.
One way or another, but the long-term co-
existence of the norm with the factors that
undermine it indicates that the reason for
the current state is not in them.

It seems that all these reasons, for the
most part, are external (or minor). In the
essential terms, the current rejection of
the norm by the community is due to the
fact that the norm can closely interact with
them not during its natural organic broad-
casting, but only in an artificial situation —
with a rigid external support of the state.
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Confirmation of this is the USSR with
alot of powerful institutions of editing,
censorship and proofreading, where the
norm was extended much larger (wider)
and was used more often in the practice
of verbal communication of the commu-
nity. These institutions, which stifled the
manifestations of personal and artistic
freedom, had two main functions: ideo-
logical control and regulatory oversight; at
this the regulatory oversight was seen as
an integral part of the ideological control
which makes sense both practically and
theoretically. The desire of teaching all
people to talk identically was directly (and
not without reason) tied up with a desire
of obliging all people to think identically.
Thus, objectively the norm acted as one of
the ideological weapons of a monocultural
state, a powerful tool for universal ficti-
tious equalization.

Since the state cannot exist without
the ideological and regulatory diktat,
after the destruction of the institutions
of censorship and editing in the Russian
Federation, these types of control, of
course, have not disappeared, they just
weakened a little and transformed into
other forms. In particular, nowadays
with areasonable degree of efficiency,
the regulatory oversight function, at
least in the area of spelling, punctua-
tion and grammar, can be performed
by automatic text verification programs
and reference and information portal
«Gramota.ru.» But their obvious dif-
ference from earlier forms of regulatory
diktat consists precisely in the fact that
the average native speaker is free to ac-
cess the programs and portal or ignore
them. And this difference, banal in the
formal respect, reveals the presence of
freedom of choice, shows us a curious
position. If, in spite of a simple possi-
bility to exercise self-control, that is di-
rectly contact with the norm, the native
speaker removes the use of the norm in
the peripheral spheres of communica-
tion, it means that there is no general
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need in the self-test. Consequently, the
community has no desire (necessity) of
constantly using the norm, translating
it in the practice their verbal behavior,
always following its regulations.

The present distancing of the lan-
guage community from the norm is likely
to be regarded as a natural type of inter-
action which is consistently and fully in
line with the self-organization of lin-
guistic material. The norm as an initially
external and artificial in relation to the
language factor occupies an appropriate
external position of an artificial guide.

We think that the example of the in-
teraction of a language community with
the norm demonstrates the fundamen-
tal changes which are taking place in
the communication space. They are not
connected with the fact that the norm,
as a linguistic category, as an impor-
tant factor of the language conscious-
ness which regulates behavior and de-
fines the main sample of education or
competence, will die out. It will retain
its actuality, existing mostly outside the
language community than inside it. The
discrepancies will deepen, but they will
never lead to a complete rupture, which
would mark in the functional, but not in
a meaningful sense, a return to a situ-
ation of bilingualism. That is the norm
would take the place of the Church Sla-
vonic language, but with a different field
of application, and aliving language
would take the place of the Old Russian
language. This will not happen because
of state regulation, though reducing is
retained, and the education system,
which transmits the norm, though de-
caying, continues to exist. It is impor-
tant that the underlined or soft distanc-
ing of the language community from the
norm reveals the nature of regulation of
those speech forms which it selects for
its own use. It is subject to a significant
communicative factor, which eventually
will become increasingly important. It
can be called a communicative freedom.
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Communicative freedom is a guide-
line existing in the mind of a language
community that it can build its own ver-
bal behavior without agreeing with any
external regulatory factors, but relying
solely on the idea of the appropriate-
ness of the communicative behavior and
its own experience. The nature of this
guideline includes a paradoxical dual-
ity. On the one hand, it shows the self-
organization of linguistic material. On
the other hand it reflects the false notion
that the language community is able to
globally regulate the self-development
of linguistic forms. It is a fictitious re-
fraction of real processes in the linguis-
tic consciousness. But its substantial
fictitiousness is not an obstacle or bar-
rier to its widespread operations. The
modern communicative space accepts
as equally important both strict regula-
tory standards and communicative free-
dom which promises the ultimate lack of
control. They are two counterbalancing
landmarks, choosing between which,
native speakers can build their behavior
with a due measure of specified and un-
conditioned ratio.
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