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Abstract In the 1920s, rationalization is a very fashionable word in the Soviet Union.
Under the influence of the ‘movement for the scientific organization of labour’, industry
tries to obtain a maximum of productivity and profitability with a minimum expenditure of
means. During these years, this rationalizing process was applied to the Russian language
as well: several texts in the 1920s suggested rationalizing the Russian language. The
purpose was to remove from the language all useless and needless words, to gain clarity
and efficiency. But such texts seem to disappear in the 1930s, in spite of this being a
period of great industrial rationalization in the USSR. This article aims at proposing an
explanation for this paradox, pointing out the evolution of the conception of language and
state between the 1920s and 1930s.

Annoramus B 1920-e ronsl payuonaau3ayusi CTAHOBUTCSI OUYEHb MOMYJISIPHBIM CJIOBOM
B CCCP. Ilog BosgerictBuem apuxenuss HOT (Hayunass Opranusauust Tpyna), B npo-
MBIIIJICHHOCTH Ha0JIIOAAeTCsl YCTAHOBKA HA JOCTHKEHHE MaKCHMAaJbHOH 9(h(PeKTHBHOCTH
YeJIOBEUECKOro TpyJa NpH yCJIOBHH MHHHMAaJbHBIX 3aTpaT. B To )e Bpems, B CCCP uper
peub U O palHOHAH3ALMH sI3bIKa. Bo MHOTHX TEKCTax TOro MepHona MpeiaraeTcsl panu-
OHAJIM3UPOBATh PYCCKUH SI3bIK C LEJIbI0 OTKA3aThCsl OT BCETO JIMIIHETO B SI3bIKE H, CIENO-
BaTEJIbHO, U3MEHUTb PYCCKHH si3blK. OJHAKO MponaranaupoBaHue NOJOOHbBIX HIeH npeKpa-
maetcst B 1930-e roapl, HECMOTPSI Ha MPOJOJIKAONIYIOCS PAlOHANIHU3ATOPCKYIO JIMHUIO B
npoMbluieHHOCTH. OCHOBHASI 33a1aUa 9TOH CTaThU—IIPEIIORUTh 0OBSICHEHHE 9TOMY TPO-
THBOPEUHIO, ONIUPASICh Ha pa3BHUTHE KOHIIENIMH s13bIKa U rocynapcta B CoBeTckoMm Colose
MEXIy ABAALATHIMH M TPHILATHIMH TOJAMH OBAIUATOrO BEKa.
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[Ipuspak OpoauT Mo BceMy MHpY,—IIPH3PAK payuo-
Haauzauuu .. .]

(Ermanskij 1990[1929], 244)

CJI0BO palMoHasIH3aIHsl «<HECOMHEHHO SIBJISIETCST Of1-
HMM M3 CaMbIX MOJHBIX» CJIOB, KAKHE Mbl CeHyac
BCTpEeYaeM Ha CTPAHMIAX BCEX Tas3eT W JKYPHAJIOB.
Mbl CHBIIIAM €ro U ¢ TPUOYHBI MapjaMeHTa, U B
NpeNpUsTHSIX, CJBIIMM €ro U Ha pabovux cobpa-
HUsIX. CJIOBO «pallHOHAIH3alHs» B OOJBIION Mone
ceriuac U B cTpaHax 3amana, u 'y Hac B CCCP.

(Burdjanskij 1990[1929], 281)

In the 1920s ‘a spectre is haunting the whole world’ (Ermanskij 1990[1929], 244), the
spectre of rationalization. This 1929 quotation by the Soviet scientist O. A. Ermanskij
(1866-1941) was inspired by the opening sentence of the Communist Manifesto and main-
taining that rationalization became the slogan of the time (Ermanskij 1990[1929], 245).
The surrounding rationalization originated, as we will see, with the process of industri-
alization that ran, from the end of the 19th century onwards, all over Europe, the United
States, and, later, the Soviet Union, and with the application of methods intended to im-
prove the efficiency and the profitability of industry (methods known as the ‘scientific
organization of labour’). The purpose of this article will be the study of rationalization in
the Soviet context, focusing mainly on the attempts of rationalizing the Russian language
that dawned in the 1920s, but disappeared at the beginning of the 1930s.

1 Introduction

The wish to rationalize languages is not new. We can find mention of it from the 17th
century in the works of Descartes and Leibniz (Janton 1994, 5-7). But the first part of
the 20th century saw an important rationalizing activity too—especially in the USSR (cf.
Slodzian 2006). There, at that time, the rationalization of the Russian language became an
important (Vinokur 1923b, 104), sharp and apposite (Drezen 1926a, 28) question that was
the topic of a quite large set of articles. The search for a rationalized Russian language runs
from the very beginning of the Soviet State and throughout the 1920s, and the spelling
reform of 1917 can be considered the first attempt. The linguist E. D. Polivanov (1891—
1938) noted that this reform was made according to a principle of “maximal rationalization”
(Polivanov 1974[1937], 240). After that, we can mention Trotsky (1879-1940) and the
Productionists (cf. Clark 2004), G. O. Vinokur (1896-1947) who wrote about the rational
organization of language (Vinokur 1923a, 106), or some other less known authors: among
them, the Soviet Esperantist A. P. Andreev (1864—?) who in 1926 proposed a rationalization
of the Russian speech (Andreev 1926). All these texts were published during the 1920s,
but from the beginning of the 1930s texts calling for the rationalization of the Russian
language became rare' if they did not disappear completely.

One of the purposes of this article is to propose an explanation of the following fact: why
were there no more attempts to rationalize the Russian language from the 1930s onwards?
To answer this question, I will analyze the conception of language: what was language

110 1930, Takubinskij and Ivanov called for a rational language policy (Brandist 2003, 224).
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for scientists during the period when there were texts calling for the rationalization of
the Russian language, and what was language when these texts disappeared. Doing so,
I will identify a transition, an evolution of the conception of language, which seems to
be parallel with the evolution of the conceptions of state and society. I have called this
transition ‘from technicians to classics’. Before that, I will present the context in which the
rationalizing movement took place, and analyze the main leanings of the rationalization
of the Russian language in the USSR.

2 Rationalization in context

In the 1920s, ‘rationalization’ referred to the methods used by industrialists and manufac-
turers to improve their profitability and to raise the productivity of labour (Moutet 1997, 7).
These methods had been in the air since the end of the 19th century and developed in
the wake of the industrial revolution, but they became widespread mainly following the
important industrial needs of World War I (Moutet 1997, 16f.). The instigator of what was
called ‘scientific organization of labour’ or ‘Taylorism’ was the American inventor and
engineer F. W. Taylor (1856—-1915). In 1903, in his book Shop Management, he proposed
an organization of labour which tended to a maximum of productivity and profitability.
According to him, “production efficiency in a shop or factory could be greatly enhanced by
close observation of the individual worker and elimination of waste time and motion in his
operation”.2 In other words, rationalization, scientific management, aimed at an economy
of means and at a maximal efficiency, and so it was in the Soviet Union:

HOT [Hayunas opranusanusi Tpyaa] MMeeT CBoeH 3afauel JOOUThCSl MaKCHUMAaJIbHOIO
apdexTa oT Tpyga yesoBeKa MpH yCIOBUH MMHHMAJIBHBIX 3aTpaT KaK yeJIOBEUECKOH
9HEPruH, TaK W MaTepUaJIbHbIX CPEACTB. DTOT MPUHUMN (YCJIOBHO Mbl MOTJIH Obl
Ha3BaTh €ro ‘“TIPUHIMIIOM SKOHOMHH ) SIBJISIETCSI OMHOM M3 THIMYHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH
HayuHOH opranusauuu tpyna. (Kerzencev 1990[1925], 114)

Hayunas opranusanusi Tpyna, Wid palMOHAJIM3alMsl, UIMEET CBOEH 3a/1auei 1aTb BO3-
MOKHO OOJIBIIYIO U JIYUIIYIO MPOAYKIMIO MPH BO3MOKHO MEHbIIHX 3aTpaTtax pabouer
CHJIbI, SHEPTHH, MAaTEPHAJIbHBIX CPEACTB U BPEMEHH, PACXOJyeMbIX Ha H3rOTOBJICHHE
oaHou enuHUIB npoaykuun. (Drezen 1929, 3)3

In the Soviet context, this rationalization related to the industrial and technological devel-
opment was of great importance too, especially in a time of great (re)construction of the
kind the Soviet Union was facing:

BOHpOCbl OpraHu3aliiid U palHOHAJIM3AallHH TPOMBIIJICHHOCTH W YIpPaBJICHUA €10—
npencrapisiiot Gosbmoe 3navenue it CoBerckoro Cowsa, 3aHSITOrO B HACTOSIIHIMA
MOMEHT CaMbIM PEIIMTEJbHBIM COLMATHCTHYECKHM MePEyCTPOHCTBOM CBOETO XO3sIH-
CTBa, CBOEro MpOM3BOACTBA. [IpOBOIMTH 3Ty PEKOHCTPYKUHIO, (MIEpPEeyCTPOHUCTBO),
BO3MOXHO TOJIBKO, 3Hasi ONpEIEJICHHbIC MOJOXKEHHs PAMOHAIM3AINH, 3HAsl T 3a-
KOHBI, KOTOPBIE JIAI0T BO3MOXHOCTh CTPOHTb IPOU3BOJCTBO, H XO3SIMCTBO HauOoJee
9KOHOMHbIM, HauOoJiee BHITOJHBIM W HauOosiee 1eecooOpasHpiM oOpasoM. B meso

2Quoted from: ‘Taylor, Frederick W. In Encyclopeedia Britannica Online. http://search.eb.com/eb/
article-9071464. Accessed 17 March 2010.

3This book has no date, but, according to S. N. Kuznetsov, the biographer of Drezen, it was published in
1929 (Kuznecov 1991, 450).
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HAIllero CTPOMTENBCTBA BOBJICUCHBI M BOBJICKAIOTCSI OTPOMHBIE MAacChl TPY ISIIHAXCSI.
HykHO maTh 9THM MaccaM TpPYASIIUXCS BO3MOJKHOCTh MO3HAKOMHTBCSI C OCHOBHBI-
MH, PYKOBOISIIMMH IMPUHIMIAMH Pa3yMHOH OpraHH3alMHd TPyJa M PalHOHAIBHOM
opranu3sauuy npoussojactsa. (Drezen 1929, 1)

Indeed, one of the most immediate tasks of the new Soviet power was to create a state that
would be viable and that could rival the other European countries and even overtake them.
In these conditions, the new Bolshevik government considered development of science
and technology as well as industrialization as one of the main parts for giving the country
an interesting and leading future (Lewis 1979, 6). As Lenin said in 1918, in every so-
cialist revolution, after the proletariat has solved the problem of capturing power, appears
the fundamental task of creating a social system superior to capitalism, namely, raising
the productivity of labour, and in this connection (and for this purpose) securing better
organisation of labour (Lénine 1961[1918], 266). Of course, all these intentions became
impossible with the beginning of the civil war in 1920 (KerZencev 1990[1925], 112). But,
after this war “the rate of recovery”, in the fields of technology and industrialization, “was
far more rapid than anyone had anticipated” (Davies 1994, 135). This development of
technology keeps running during the NEP and the five-year-plans and “[b]etween 1928
and 1940 capital goods industries advanced far more rapidly in the Soviet Union than in
the capitalist world” (Davies 1994, 132).

Thus, at the beginning of its history, the new Soviet State couldn’t omit such a process of
technological development and industrialization and in order to give it the most efficiency,
it was driven according to the precepts of science (Korickij 1990, 10) and of rationalization
which were in the air of the time. To summarize, the rationalizing methods were essential
and sounded as the slogan of the whole transitional period (KerZencev 1990[1925], 151)
toward socialism:

Hawm xe paumpoHamusamusi HeoOXoguMa HAjisi TOTO, YTOOBI SKOHOMHTH CpPEACTBA H
C’9KOHOMJIEHHBIE CpEACTBAa OpPOCHTh B [EJIO COLMAJIUCTHUYECKOTO CTPOMTENBCTBA,
B JIeJIO YCTPOHCTBA HOBBIX 3aBOJIOB, HOBBIX (haOpHK, HEOOXOJUMBIX JUIsl HalleH cTpa-
Hbl, YTOOBI B HalleM COLMATHCTHYECKOM CTPOUTEIBCTBE OOOTHATH POCT KAITHTAJIH-
CTHUYECKOTO XO3SIHCTBA, C OJHOH CTOPOHBI M YBEJIHYHTb MATEPHAIBHO-KYJbTYPHOE
Oyarococtosinie pabounx,—c apyrod ctopousl. (Drezen 1929, 3)

It must be added that the foreign and capitalist origins of the methods used were not hidden
by the men involved in this process, but claimed for a radically different purpose. If the
rationalization in the USSR aimed at improvement of the country and of the ‘well-being’
(Drezen 1929, 3) of the workers, in the capitalist world it was a part of the exploitation of
the toiling masses: “Kanuranmmuctuueckasi parMoHaIn3anysi CTPEMHUTCS B TIEPBYIO OUYepeab
TOJTyYHTbh BO3MOXKHO OOJbIIe OT pabOUHMX, 3aCTAaBHUTh UX BBIPAbOTaTh BO3MOXKHO OOJIbIIE
U3JIeJIHH, H BO3MOXKHO MeHbie UM 3amiaTtuTh’ (Drezen 1929, 14).

The history of the rationalizing movement in USSR began in 1918 with Lenin’s appeal
to the application of the precepts of rationalization: “Il faut [...] appliquer les nombreux
éléments scientifiques et progressifs que comporte le systtme de Taylor [...]. Il faut or-
ganiser en Russie 1’étude et I’enseignement du systeme Taylor, son expérimentation et son
adaption systématiques” (Lénine 1961[1918], 268).

After that, this movement promoting the rationalizing methods of the scientific orga-
nization of labour continued to be officially sustained. In 1923, in one of his last texts,
Lenin called for the application of rationalization standards to the state apparatus (Lénine
1963[1923]). The same year, the 12th Congress of the Russian Communist Party (bol-
sheviks), “KOCHYBIIHCH MPOOJIEMbI peOpraHU3alldK rocamnmapara |[...] BBIIBHHYJ BONPOC O
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HAyYHOH OpraHM3alliM TPyda U MOCTABHJ €r0 B MOPSJOK OYEPEIOHBIX MapTHHHBIX pabot”
(Kerzencev 1990[1925], 139). And in March 1927, the “Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party [...] approved a resolution on the ‘rationalisation [sic] of production’ which
spoke of the importance of the country’s scientific and technical establishments” (Lewis
1979, 8).

Parallel with these official events, a movement promoting rationalizing methods in
labour arose at the beginning of 1921. This movement was called NOT (Naucnaja Organi-
zacija Truda), the Russian translation for ‘scientific organization of labour’. Its participants
were, among others, A. K. Gastev (1882—-1941), I. M. Burdianskij (1895-1937), N. A. Vitke
(?—7), O. A. Ermanskij (1866—1941), and P. M. Kerzhentsev (1881-1940). From 1921
onwards, these men were involved in the spreading the scientific organization of labour
throughout the Soviet State: they wrote books and articles, called for conferences, created
institutes. This NOT-movement did not run quietly and without problems; its history is
marked by internal quarrels. We can mention the opposition between the Taylorists and the
Anti-Taylorists who thought impossible the introduction of Taylor’s methods in a socialist
context; or the opposition between a theoretical approach of the scientific management
and a more practical one. At the end of the 1920s, the NOT-movement and its instiga-
tors were swept away by the new centralizing bureaucracy and administration (Korickij
1990, 9-15). But, nevertheless, the rationalizing activity remained topical, as we can see in
this quotation from the Great Soviet Encyclopedia of 1946: “Cnenys ykasanusim JleHuHa,
B conpanuctuueckom xossiictee CCCP npuMeHsIIoT HayuHble, IPOrpeCCHBHBIE CTOPOHBI T.
[Tefinopuama] misi HanboJIee PaOHATBHOTO HCIIOJIb30BaHUS paboyuei CHIIbl, SKOHOMHH Ue-
JIOBEUYECKOTO TPy[a, MogbéMa Mponu3BoauTeNbHbIX cuil ctpanbl”’ (‘Teilorizm.” In Bol’saja
Soveckaja Enciklopedija, 1946, p. 744).

In these conditions, the lack of a rationalizing activity on the Russian language from
the 1930s onwards is more striking when we notice that the movement for rationalization
continued in the fields of industrialization and technological development.

This official support motivated by practical needs of great importance for the country
and this intellectual activity led to rationalization being a very fashionable word in Soviet
Russia in the 1920s (Burdjanskij 1990[1929], 281). Consequently, publications related to
the scientific organization of labour abounded,* and institutes® grew like mushrooms after
a bracing rain (Korickij 1990, 4). In this context, things or elements affected by the ra-
tionalization were multiple: industry, machines, trade, state apparatus and administration
(cf. Andreev 1926; Lewis 1979, 10f.). But according to some texts, this rationalization
was also to concern the Russian language. Indeed, if we do everything “c makcumaib-
HOW TPOU3BOJUTENLHOCTBIO, BO3BMOXHO OoJjiee paupoHanbHo”, why should it be different
“B oTtHomeHuH s3bIKka’” (Vinokur 1923a, 105)?

3 Rationalizing the Russian language

As it was noted in 1926, the rationalization of a language is not a well defined process:

IMox BbpakeHHE PALMOHAIBHBIA HIIH «Pa3yMHBIH» SI3BIK—IIOOXOIOMT Lieiasi MKajua
(JlecTHHIA) MOHSITUH. DTa MKajla HAUMHAETCS! OT TaK Ha3blBAMBbIX «(DUIOCO(PCKUX»

4At the end of 1924, 400 books or booklets concerned the scientific management, without mentioning the
articles (Devinat 1927, 10).

5See the list of the main institutes in Korickij (1990, 4).
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SI3bIKOB, T.-€. MCKYCCTBEHHBIX SI3bIKOB, KOTOpBIE CO3[ABAJIMCh HE3aBUCHMO OT BCe-
BO3MOJKHBIX (DOPM Pa3JIMUHBIX CYLIECTBOBABLIMX O CHUX IMOP sI3bIKOB. KoHuaeTcs xe
9Ta MKaja JOObIM S3bIKOM, FPAMMATHKa KOTOPOTO CBElIeHA B BO3MOJKHO CTPOHHYIO
CHCTEMY, YIOBJIETBOPSIOILYI0 TPEOOBAHHSIM OOIIECTIOHSITHOM MPAKTHUECKOH pa3yMHO-
ctu. (Evstifeev 1926, 128)

The people who in the 1920s wrote on the rationalization of the Russian language all had
a personal approach to it. But, nevertheless, all these men had in common the general
idea that lies behind the term of rationalization of language and that can be summarized
by two words: such a process aimed to solve the problem of ynpowenus ‘simplification’
(Andreev 1926, 20) and of the ‘improvement’, i.e. coseputencmsosarusi (Drezen 1926a,
28) or yayuwenus (Léjton 1926, 55) of a language in order to reach a maximum of
preciseness, clearness or efficiency. From an ideal point of view, the rationalization of
a language, carried to the extremes, should give birth to a kind of a perfect language
which would possess all the following qualities: “Ham HyxeH GoraTbld, TOUHBIH, THOKHH,
KpPATKHH, MpPaBUJIbHBIA, COBPEMEHHbIH, MAKCHMAJIbHO MPUCIIOCOOJIEHHbIH K CEroAHSIIIHEeH
NIEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, OJWHAKOBO BCEM INOCTYIHBIM M MOHATHBIHA si3bIK” (Léjton 1926, 57).

In this chapter, I propose to summarize the main leanings of the rationalization of the
Russian language that can be found in some texts of the 1920s.

In an article of 1923, the Soviet linguist G. O. Vinokur proposed a sort of theorization
of the rationalizing process in the field of language. According to him, the ‘rational organi-
zation of a language’ consists of the “HenocpeacTBeHHOE BO3AEHCTBHE HA CAMOE CTPYKTYPY
s3pika”. The purpose is to “pa3dupars u cocTaBnsTh BHOBb  the language “cmenuB [ero]
okasaBmuecs HerogHbiMM yacT”’ (Vinokur 1923a, 106). To sum up, this transformation
aims at the elimination of the unnecessary elements: “OpraHusyiomue NPHHIHIIB PEUEBO-
ro mpoLuecca AOJUKHBI ObITh TINATEIBHO JIUMHHHPOBAHBI OT OKPYXKAIOLIMX, APUBXOOSUUX
MOMEHTOB, UX yIEJbHBIA, TaK CKa3aTbh, CHCTEMHBIH BeC NOJUKEH ObITh B3BELIEH C MAKCU-
manvrol crenenbio ToyHocTH (Vinokur 1923a, 110; my emphasis).

Having outlined the main aspects of the theory, I propose to analyze some more practical
examples taken from texts of the 1920s.

Let us begin with the little-known Soviet Esperantist A. P. Andreev.® According to
him, the Russian language is not appropriate for the working class and, in his opinion,
a rationalizing process should provide an easier language. The Russian language of the
time, because it was created and formed during the capitalist period (Andreev 1926, 13),
possesses a lot of difficulties and inconsistencies which can be mastered only by the well-
educated superior classes. In his 1926 article, Andreev mentions the following problems
of the Russian language:

BBIUYPHOCTH, HaJIyMaHHOCTH, KHHKHOCTH, [...] XaOTHYHOCTb U MyTAHHOCTb IPamMMa-
THUECKHX (POpM, Kakoe 6e300pa3Hoe OOMIIHE HX, Aejaloliee CTOJb TPYAHBIM MOJHOE
YCBOGHHE WX ISl YeJIOBEKa He TOJNBKO HHU3IIeH, HO JaXe U CPeOHeH KyJbTYpPHOCTH
[...], [c]TpamHOe OOuNHEe B PyCCKOM sI3bIKE WHOCTPAHHBIX CJIOB—HE TeX, KOHEUHO,

6According to the Enciklopedio de Esperanto (1933), Andrei Petrovich Andreev was born in 1864 in
Ukraine. He studied apparently law, but wrote a set of books and articles on Esperanto and related linguistic
problems. He is essentially known for having written in Esperanto and Russian an introduction to the
Marrist theory on language aimed at the Esperantist community (Revolucio en la lingvoscienco, Leipzig
1929; Revoljucija jazykoznanija, Moskva 1929). By now I could not find the year of his death, but it seems
clear that he should have disappeared with some other Soviet Esperantists in the great purges of the late
1930s.
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KOTOpBIE JABHO YX€ CTaJl YacCTbl0 PYCCKOrO s3blKa (BpOJe CJIOB: JOKTOp, habpu-
Ka, TeaTp, HHCNEKTOp M T.A.), a HOBBIX, WJIH PEIKO YHOTPEOUTENbHBIX [...], PsiAbI
CHHOHHMOB H OMOHHMOB, HEPEIKO 3aTEMHSIOIHX U Iy TAIOWHMX PEUb; HEYMEHHUE T0JIb-
30BaTbCsl CBOMM yJIHBHUTE/IBHBIM OOraTcTBOM NpedUKCOB U Cy(dPHUKCOB, 00YCIOBIH-
BaolIee MeperoHeHHe CIOBapsl TAKMMH CJIOBaMH, KOTOpBIE JIETKO MOTJIH ObI OBITH
CO37aHbl IPOCTHIMH CJI0BOOOPa30BaTEbHBIMU IIPHEMAMHU; HE MaJlo€ KOJHUECTBO CO-
BEPLIEHHO HEHYXHBIX CJIOB, IPH OTCYTCTBUM CJIOB COBEPIIEHHO HEOOXOAUMBIX |...]
(Andreev 1926, 17f.)

The consequence is that in the Soviet Union there are two Russian languages: the one of
the bourgeoisie, which is a written sophisticated language, and the one of the proletariat,
which is a simple oral one. In these conditions, the workers remained illiterate because the
Russian language is too difficult for them. From 1917 onwards, this illiteracy is no longer
thinkable. Henceforth the power is in the hands of the working class and it is not enough
if the workers can distinguish between A and B; they need to be able to read and write
(Andreev 1926, 13). In Andreev’s mind, the rationalization of the Russian language aims
at the fusion of the two Russian languages that exist in the Soviet Union, following the
way of a grammatical simplification:

TlepBOH-Ke CTYIEHBIO BHIICYKA3aHHOH paOOTBI MOKET CJYKHTh MPOEKT PEKOHCTPYK-
[IMH HBIHENIHETO JINTEPaTyPHOrO SI3bIKa B CMBICJIE TPAMMATHUECKOTO YIPOLICHHUSI, Aa-
IOIIETO SI3bIKY TPaMMATHUECKYIO IPO3PAYHOCTD, KOTOPAsl CHOEJIaeT JIETKHM ero Usyue-
HHE [Ja)Ke OJHHMM TOJIBKO IIKOJIbHBIM MOPSIIKOM. DTa rpaMMaTHKa 3aHUMAeT TOJIbKO
KaKOH-HUOY/b JIECSITOK CTPaHMI| U ee He HaJlo 3yOpWTb, KaK HBIHEIIHIOW, B Teue-
HHE JOJTHX JIET: e Haflo TOJbKO MOHSTh, HOO OHAa OCHOBaHA Ha TOYHBIX 3aKOHAX H
MpaBHJIaX CJIOBOM3MEHEHHS. DTO U MOXET OBbITh MEPBBIM IIaroM Ha MyTH CKa3aHHOTO
CJIMsIHHSI 0OOMX HAIIMX SI3BIKOB U PAlIMOHAJIM3AIWH PYCCKOH peud BooOme. (Andreev
1926, 20)

This simplification of the Russian language has to be made according to the principles of
rationalization, which aims, as mentioned above, at an economy of means, and the new
language, the “OOmMH SI3bIK 3apOKIAOMIErocsl COUMAIUCTHUYECKOro obmecTtBa” (Andreev
1926, 16), will thus be rational: “Bce Heobxodumoe u Huuezo AumHezo C JOIHUECKOH
CTOPOHBI, 9KOHOMUSI MBIIUICHHS, IKOHOMUSL BDEMEHH, IKOHOMUSI TPYa KaK MPH H3YUCHHH
peuH, TaK U NpH NPaKTHUECKOM ee IIPUMEHEHHH C TOUKH 3PEHHsI CTPOUTENIbCTBA Oy IyIero
KoMMyHHCTHUYecKoro odmectBa!” (Andreev 1926, 19; my emphasis).

In these conditions, the workers will be able to master their new rationalized language
without “Bcex repoHuecKHX YCHJIMsSX U 3aTpare Macchl cpenacts” (Andreev 1926, 13) which
are necessary now for the workers to master the actual Russian language.

Another example will be taken from L. Trotsky’s book of 1923, Problems of Life
(Problema byta). In this book, Trotsky desires “a rational reconstruction of life” (Trotsky
1973[1923], 31) and devotes several pages to the problem of the Russian language (chap-
ters 6 and 7). The rationalization proposed for the language consists of two stages. First of
all Trotsky calls for a fight against “[a]busive language and swearing”, which are “the result
of despair, embitterment and, above all, of slavery without hope, without escape” (Trotsky
1973[1923], 78f.). In other words, bad language is a legacy of the tsarist time that must
be swept away as was the ancient order. After that, Trotsky proposes to go on working on
the Russian language in order to make it more efficient. According to him, it is necessary
to “[cast] out of our speech all useless words and expressions” (Trotsky 1973[1923], 85;
my emphasis), to fight “against the intrusion of needless, corrupt and sometimes hideous
new words and expressions” and “of mispronounced foreign words” (Trotsky 1973[1923],
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86; my emphasis). This “struggle for the purity, clearness and beauty of Russian speech”
(Trotsky 1973[1923], 84) is essential for the new ruling working-class that needs, from
1917 on, to think by itself. For language and thought are, in Trotsky’s mind, related,
“[plrecision and correctness of speech is an indispensable condition of correct and precise
thinking” (Trotsky 1973[1923], 85f.). It follows that the “working-class needs a healthy
language not less but rather more than the other classes: for the first time in history it
begins to think independently about nature, about life and its foundations—and to do the
thinking it needs the instrument of a clear incisive language” (Trotsky 1973[1923], 87).

In his book, Trotsky never uses the word ‘rationalization’ in relation to his transforma-
tion of the Russian language; for him it is a hygienic process (Trotsky 1973[1923], 80, 87).
But, nevertheless, the wish to reach preciseness and clearness in language by eliminating
all useless and needless elements refers to a rationalizing process.

On the basis of the above mentioned examples, it is now possible to summarize the
main leanings of the rationalization of the Russian language in the USSR of the 1920s.
All these attempts to change the Russian language in a rational way took place in a very
special moment of Soviet history, the construction of a socialist world. In this context,
the rationalization of the Russian language has to be seen as the “HenpemeHHbIH moOCTyaT
HaIlero HaYMHAIONEerocsl COLMAIMCTHUECKOTo CTpouTenbeTBa”, which must be considered
with an absolute necessity (Andreev 1926, 12). Indeed, the matter was to adapt the Russian
language to the needs of the time (Evstifeev 1926, 140; Vinokur 1923a, 111), or, in other
words, to revolutionize the Russian language (Vinokur 1923b, 106) in order to make it
socialist. This linguistic transformation had two stages. The first one was to eliminate from
the language all elements elaborated in the ancient time, in the pre-revolutionary period,
a kind of tabula rasa of all the “ycrapesmmux u HenyxHbIx cioB” (Ejxenval’d 1926, 87).
The second one is the result of the previous: rationalizing the Russian language meant to
adapt it to the new time, to make it socialist; in other words, to improve and simplify it
in order to make it an accessible tool for all workers. This period is thus characterized by
the conviction that the new order needed a new language, far removed from the ancient,
bourgeois one. I will come back to this in my conclusion.

Generally, rational language is synonymous with Esperanto and it is thus no wonder
that some Soviet Esperantists interfered in the debate on a rational language. For them,
the necessity for a more rational language is evident (Drezen 1926a, 28), but one should
not waste time trying to construct one, for Esperanto exists and is a rational and efficient
language:

PocTt pacnipoctpanenus scniepanto cpenu Tpyasimuxcsi B CCCP u 3arpanunei, poct
MPaKTHYECKOTO €ro MCIOJb3aBaHHs Ha MEXIYHApOIHBIX KOHIpeccax M B MeKIyHa-
pomHOM pabKOpPCTBE MOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO MBI MOAOILUIM BIUIOTHYI0 K HPAKTHUYECKOMY
paspemenrio gaHHoro Bompoca [the question of a rational language, S. M.] u uro
HaM yKe He3aueM OTpaHHYMBATh ceOsi MaJIO NeHCTBUTEIBHBIMHA H MAJIO PE3YJIbTaTHB-
HBIMH TIOTBITKAMH YAaCTHYHOTO YJIYUIIEHHs CYIECTBYIOIHX HALMOHAJIBHBIX SI3BIKOB.
(Drezen 1926a, 32)

The same idea can be found in other articles (Evstifeev 1926, 141). Another Esperantist,
a certain G. Filippov (?—?), goes further and relies on thrifty and rational arguments,
definitely in the spirit of the time, to promote Esperanto. According to him, the multitude
of languages in the world generates huge costs of translation and thus time wasted. In these
conditions, the introduction of Esperanto on a worldwide scale will provide an important
economy of money, time and energy (Filippov 1925).

Among the Esperantist involvements in the debate, the contribution of A. P. Andreev
mentioned above is surprising. It is difficult to understand why an Esperantist advocates the
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rationalization of the Russian language instead of promoting Esperanto. At the moment,
I cannot explain this fact and will merely refer to a text of 1927 written in response to
Andreev’s rationalization of the Russian language (Danelija 1927). According to the author
of this text, the rationalizing process Andreev intended to subject the Russian language to
was a kind of ‘esperantization’ (Danelija 1927, 2).

In the 1920s, the rationalization of the Russian language was of great concern in the
USSR—other texts could be provided to prove it—and some people glimpsed at the future:

B obnactu panpoHanu3anyy si3blKa Mepe HaMH CTOST TaKHe OONIeCTBEHHO-BaKHbIC
3a7auyd, KaK YHOpSIOUCHHE CJIOBApSi, YNPOLIEHHE IPaMMATHKH, BOCIIMTAHHE MbICIIH.
st Toro, uToOBl paboTa OblIa YCIEUHOM, HyKEH Cepbe3HbId H 00 1yMaHHBIH MOIXO0N
U COOTBETCTBYIOIME 3HAHUS. [IpH HAJIMUMH 9THX JAHHBIX DPALHOHAIM3ALMS SI3bIKA
OKaXeTcsl U yMecTHoIo H ycnemnoo. (Léjton 1926, 58)

But the way to the rationalization of the Russian language did not follow the wishes. From
the beginning of the 1930s onwards, this linguistic rationalization was no longer on the
agenda, and in the next chapter I will try to explain why.

4 What is language? Evolution of a conception

What I intend to do in this article is to explain the following: why did the rationalization,
or the wish to act on the Russian language, stop in the 1930s, even if rationalization was
still a fashionable word? To answer this question, I propose to analyze the conception of
language: what was language for the advocates of this conception during the period in
which the rationalization of the Russian language was possible and licit; and what was
language when this rationalization was no longer possible?

All the texts calling for a rationalization, or a transformation, of the Russian language
shared the same conception of language. For their authors, language was nothing other
than a tool, a machine. For Trotsky, language is an ‘instrument’ (Trotsky 1973[1923], 85).
In one of Vinokur’s articles, language is regarded as a ‘machine’ (Vinokur 1923a, 106f.).
And Andreev proposed a more precise definition: “SI3pIk ecTh YMCTEHIIMH MPOIYKT HAIUX
KOJUIEKTHBHBIX TPYIOBBIX B3aHUMOOTHONICHHH, CO3JAHHBIA B IPOLECCE STHX B3aUMOOTHO-
MEHWH W BEYHO MEHSIOMMUHICS MOJA UX BJIHSHHEM. JTO TaKoe ke opydue HAIIEro Tpyna,
Kaxk Kaxasi-Hubydv mawuna uau monop |[...]” (Andreev 1926, 16; my emphasis).

Such a conception can be found, too, at the very beginning of a book published in
1926 by the State publishing house (Drezen 1926c), which suggests a kind of official
support for this idea: “[si]sbik siBsiercst opyuem” (Drezen 1926b, 5). It is the same in
some other articles where language is a “KoMOHMHaIMsl 3ByKOB M 3BYKOBBIX COYETaHHH
(Drezen 1926b, 5) or a “rexnuueckoe npucrocobnenne” (Drezen 1926a, 29). Vinokur
goes further and gives some precisions about the internal composition of this “si3pIKOBast
MamuHa”: the language is made of “OecuncienHble BUHTHKH W ranku” (Vinokur 1923a,
106). The corollary of such a conception of language is to consider it essentially as
a code, an “HHCTPYMEHT CBsI3U U B3aumornoHuManust” (Drezen 1926b, 5).

With these definitions of language considered as a tool or a machine, it is quite under-
standable why the rationalization of the Russian language was thought as possible. At that
time, it was allowed to improve the language, as well as other tools or machines used by
men.

At the opposite end of the spectrum, from the end of the 1920s, language is no more
rationalizable, for it is no longer considered from a utilitarian point of view. Henceforth,

@ Springer



182 S. Moret

the Russian language is no longer considered a tool; it is an emblem, the sign of a nation,
as we can see in 1945 at the very beginning of V. V. Vinogradov’s (1894-1969) Great
Russian Language: “S13pIK OIWH W3 CyNIECTBEHHBIX NMPU3HAKOB HAaUWH. |[...] SI3bIk—I...]
OueHb aKTHBHAsl M BbIpa3HTesbHasl (hOpMa HALMOHAJBHOIO TBOPYECTBA, HALMOHAIBHOTO
camocosHanus.” (Vinogradov 1945, 3).

V. N. Iartseva (1906—1999) gives the same definition in her brochure of 1949 (Jarceva
1949, 4). In other words, language appears, in Vinogradov’s or lartseva’s views, as a
flag of the nation; language bears the identity of a nation and we are here very close to
the conception of Humboldt on the national character of languages. Indeed, the Russian
language “cosmaBaicsi eeHuem Hapoda B TeUEHHUE ThicsiuesieTul” and “Bpoc B esybouatiutyro
CYWHOCMe 3TOro Hapoja u crai ero npuponou” (Danelija 1927, 10; my emphasis). This
quotation from 1927 seems to be one of the first to affirm the transition from a language
considered only as a system of signs to a language as a flag, and testifies to the fact that
such a conception of language is related not only with the patriotic agitation and stirrings
after the victory in World War II (as the years of publication of lartseva’s and Vinogradov’s
books could lead to suppose), but is rooted earlier, in the late 1920s, in the context of the
evolution of the ideological inclinations of the Soviet regime.

During the 1920s, when the rationalization of language seems to be possible and licit,
it is an internationalist ideology that reigns in the USSR. The homeland is the entire world
and the nations (and the borders) are supposed to be disappearing (cf. Paperny 2002). There
is, consequently, no place for the national languages as flags of identity. Language is only
a tool, a code, whose utilitarian aim is one of inter-comprehension, which is necessary for
the workers of the world to reach unity and victory. One may recall that at the beginning
of the 1920s, Stalin spoke about the necessity of inter-comprehension for all new Soviet
citizens in the initial period of the Soviet State in order to give the country a winning future
(Alpatov 2000, 42). In such a time, language had only one role: a tool for relationships
and inter-comprehension. In these conditions, its simplicity, clearness or accessibility for
the workers were the main important things. So, if necessary, there was no objection to
change language, to act on it.

The conception of language in the 1930s reflects another ideology. From the late 1920s
onwards, the Soviet Union is no more turned toward an internationalist view. By banishing
Trotsky, Stalin put an end to the worldwide revolution and the former internationalism
turned into nationalism (Alpatov 2000, 86). The homeland is no more the entire world,
but the Soviet Union. On March 19, 1935, the Pravda pointed out the importance of a
Soviet patriotism in a time of reappearance of borders (quoted in Lanti and Ivon 1935,
36-37):

Kaj ni devas patriotisme eduki la novajn generaciojn, por ke la interesoj de la lando
staru super ¢io k estu al Sovetianoj pli karaj ol ilia propra vivo. [...] La sovetia
patriotismo garde staras Ce la limoj de la lando, kie niaj malnoblegaj malamikoj,
jam mortkondamnitaj, minacas nian kvietan vivon, nian potencon, nian gloron.
‘We have to educate the new generations in a patriotic way, in order that the interests
of the country supersede everything and that they become for the Soviet people more
important than their own life. [...] Soviet patriotism lies at the borders of the country
where our vile enemies, already sentenced to death, threaten the calm of our life,
our power, our glory.

In these conditions, this new Soviet patriotism, this new land delimited by borders that
are to be protected, needs flags, and language will be one of these. The new ideology is
thus marked by the return of the national language (Jarceva 1949, 3), considered as one
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of the most important parts of a nation. Consequently, when language is closely related
with the nation that speaks it, we cannot imagine the possibility to act on language, to
touch it: changing the language would mean changing the nation (Jarceva 1949, 7). The
time is thus over when it was possible to transform a language mechanically, “Ha nono6ue
MoOHTaxa paguorpuemMHuka” (Gorbacenko, Sinel’nikova and Sub 1932, 134), time is over,
when “OHH mpoIaraHAXPOBaH ‘TEOPHIO’ B3PHIBOB U PEBOJIONUH B SI3bIKE, BHE3AIMHBIX Kaue-
cTBeHHBIX cKaukoB B HeM” (Mordinov 1950, 77). The Russian language became something
untouchable.

To establish the validity of the transition, from a language/tool to a language/flag, I am
going to present several arguments. First of all, I would like to point out the change that
occurred in Vinokur’s mind. If, in the early 1920s, he considered language a machine, in
1945 he brought out, above all, its national and symbolic characteristic. Thus, the Russian
language is the very symbol of Russia, and, more than that, its essence, for the Russian
language is the way to understand Russia (Vinokur 1947[1945], 7). As has already been
said, this evolution cannot be explained only by the victorious context that followed the
war. Indeed, this linguistic evolution can be observed also in the transitional period during
which the political and ideological tendencies of the regime changed.

In 1932, for instance, the leader of the Soviet Esperantists, E. K. Drezen (1892-1937),
wrote an article about the ‘new stage’ Esperanto was facing (Drezen 1932). It is necessary
to understand that this article was written in a context of persecutions against Esperanto:
since the Soviet regime had lost its internationalist ideals, the Esperantists, because of
their links with foreign countries, were suspected of being spies. In these conditions, the
Soviet Esperantists, from the beginning of the 1930s onwards, tried to save their language,
as well as their lives, by showing notably that Esperanto was not so incompatible with the
new nationalist orientation of the USSR. In the quoted article, which fits into this context,
Drezen tries to demonstrate that Esperanto is no longer a code, as he considered it before,
but has become a real language:

Mbl B cBOE BpeMsi ONPEAESHIN SCIIEPAaHTO B TOM BHJIE, B KaKOM OH ObLJI MpencTa-
BJIeH B MepBoM yueOHHKe 3ameHroda, Kak «KOI», JOCTATOUHBIH AJIT TOTO, UTOOBI
MEePEeBOJUTh MbICJH C JoOOro sisbika [...]. Ilo onpepenenuio Mapkca U DHrenbca
B uX 3ameTKax o Qeiiepbaxe, sI3bIK, «BOHHUKIIHH M3 MOTPEOHOCTH JIIOJEH CHOCHTD-
Csl IpyT C OPYroM», SIBJISIETCSI B TO JK€ BPEMSl «IIPAKTHYECKH CYIIECTBYIOMNM IS
IPYTHX JIIOJEH, a 3HAYHT CYIECTBYIOIIAM H IJIsI MEHsI CAaMOTO PEaJIbHbIM CO3HAHH-
em» [sic]. Takum 00pa3oM, eciii 3CIEePaHTO «KOI», TO OH «HEPEaJbHOE CO3HAHHE»,
a 3HAUMT U He s3bIK. [...] Ecom cefiuac, B 1932 r. scnepaHTo SIBNSIETCS B M3BECTHOH
Mepe paBHOIIEHHBIM HAIIMOHAJIBHBIM SI3BIKOM H MOXKET KBAITH(HIHPOBATHCS KaK SI3BIK
[...], To uTO O3HAUaeT, 4TO rae-To, B MpomMekyTKe Mexay 1887 u 1932 r. npousomwio
IHAJIEKTHYECKOe MpeBpalleHne «koga» B s13bIK [...]. (Drezen 1932, 78)

This transformation was made possible “6iarogapst ycuieHHOMY HCIIOJIb30BAHHIO CTIEPAH-
10" (Drezen 1932, 80):

[d]ns Toro scnepaHTo, KOTOPBIA ceHyac MCHOJb3YyeTCsl B Pa3IMYHEHIINX OTpacisx
NpEeACTABUTENSIMA PA3HYHBIX HALKH, HA KOTOPOM MOJYac MPEACTABUTENN PasHbIX
HAllWA BBIPAXKAIOT CBOM MBICJIH TaKKe CBOOOTHO M YETKO, KaKk Ha CBOEM DPOJHOM
SI3BIKE,—JIS1 9TOTO COBPEMEHHOI'O 9CIIEPAHTO COBEPLICHHO HEJOCTATOYHO ONpene-
nenue «kog». (Drezen 1932, 78)

These quotations seem to demonstrate that it is no longer suitable to consider languages
as simple codes in the Soviet Union of the beginning of the 1930s.
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In the same year (1932) a book was published, the intention of which was to expose the
bourgeois side of the H3vikgpponm movement. In this book entitled ITpomue 6yporcyasnori
Konmpabandel 8 sizvikosuanuu, we find an article against some Esperantist members of the
Aseicgpponm and whose authors reproached to the Esperantists for their unilateral concep-
tion of language: “ABTOpaMH-3CIEpPaHTHCTAMH SI3bIK TIOHUMAETCsl KpaHHE OJHOCTOPOHHE.
OcBemaeTcsi TOJIbKO OJHA U3 IBYX (DYHKUHMH si3bIka—o0ueHue, BceoOmas popma CBSI3H.
SI3bik, Kak cnoco6 kommyHuKamuu |[...]” (Gorbadenko, Sinel’nikova and Sub 1932, 130;
emphasis in the original).

For the authors of these lines, it is not possible to consider language only as a code, as
a means of communication. Language has a content, too, accumulated during the centuries
of its formation which is very important and cannot be omitted. This content is the identity
and the history of the nation that speaks this language.

All these examples seem to confirm that in the 1930s in the Soviet Union there occurred
a transformation in the conception of language. By now, language cannot be considered
only from a utilitarian and mechanical point of view: language is no longer a simple means
of communication, a conception which does not fit with the new orientation of the Soviet
regime, but has become a kind of flag, and the expression of a nation.

5 Conclusion: from technicians to classics

These rationalizing attempts on the Russian language were part of the “verbal experi-
mentation” (Gorham 2003, 175) that the Soviet Union went through in the 1920s. During
these years, language is, as I have said, considered as a tool. In these conditions, science in
charge with languages, linguistics, has a mechanical aspect. According to Vinokur, “s3pixo-
BEJICHHE TOJIyyaeT 3HaueHue sui generis mexnoaozuw” (Vinokur 1923a, 106; emphasis in
the original) and, consequently, the men in charge of the rationalization, the improvement
or the simplification of the Russian language are, no wonder, called ‘technicians’. Thus,
Vinokur (1923a, 106) used the expression saunzsucm-mexuosnoe ‘linguist-technician’, but
he was not the only one. During the 1920s, the idea of linguistic technicians was quite
widespread and appeared, among others, in the works of some Esperantists (cf. Spiridovi¢
1931) and Productionists.’

From the 1930s onwards, language is no longer a tool, and, therefore, linguistics has lost
its mechanical approach to language: linguistics is no longer a “naccuBHO-opmaibHO[e]
H3yuyeHH[e] SI3BIKOBBIX SIBJIEHHH BHe yueTa comepxkanusi’ (Gorbacenko, Sinel’nikova and
Sub 1932, 130); therefore, linguists-technicians became useless. In their place, some other
characters acquire greater importance: the classics, these writers of the past who mastered
perfectly the Russian language. As proof I can cite that from the beginning of the 1930s
Gorky promoted the example of the classics (Gorham 2003, 108-111): Yuumucs y xaac-
cuxog! ‘Learn from the classics!’, or that in Vinogradov’s already mentioned book on the
Great Russian Language (1945), the preeminence of the classics is evident: according to
V. M. Alpatov, almost all the references quoted in the book are from the classics of the
pre-revolutionary period (Alpatov 2000, 97). In a time when the Russian language bears,
as we have seen, the identity of the Soviet nation, “the preservation of the authority of the
Russian language, which in turn meant the restoration of the classics of prerevolutionary
Russian realism” was considered as “a means of ensuring the survival of the Soviet state
as a legitimate and respected power” (Gorham 2003, 108).

7Clark (2004, 40) mentions the ‘linguistic engineering’ of B. I. Arvatov.

@ Springer



Rationalization of Russian in the USSR 185

This ‘transition from technicians to classics’ is one of the results of the global ideolog-
ical change that occurred in the Soviet Union from the end of the 1920s. As has already
been said, it reflects the shift from an internationalist society to a closed national (Soviet)
entity. But this transition reflects another change. The 1920s were characterized by the
conviction that the new socialist state needed a new particular language, a socialist lan-
guage. In these conditions, the rationalizing attempts on the Russian language were part of
this search for a socialist language. In June 1930, in his speech to the Sixteenth Congress
of the CPSU(b), Stalin made another conception official, related to the reappearance of the
nations in the Soviet ideological context: a socialist content and a national form. According
to him, under the dictatorship of the proletariat, a culture is “[c]ouuasucmuueckas no ceo-
eMy COJEpKaHHUIO M HalMoHabHas 1o hopme” (Stalin 1949[1930], 367; Stalin’s emphasis).
In the field of language, it means the following: it matters little that the Russian language
was formed and developed in a bourgeois context (it is part of its national form), if it is
used in a socialist way, to express a socialist content. Thus, the 1930s witnessed the end, for
political and ideological reasons, of two closely linked ideas: the idea of the rationalization
of the Russian language and the idea of “co3maHust HOBOro, ‘COLHMAJIMCTHUECKOTO’ SI3bIKA,
KOPEHHBIM 00pa3oM OTJIHYAIomEerocst oT sisblka npeaplaymmx snox” (Mordinov 1950, 77).
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