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Abstract

The paper addresses a well-documented genre of Russian canned jokes from a socio-
pragmatic perspective. The goal of the paper is twofold: firstly, it aims at examining a
relatively new phenomenon of telling jokes in public political discourse. Secondly, it argues
that jokes — a typical example of a non-bona fide genre — can nevertheless be used to convey
bona fide messages. As a specific sphere of communication public political discourse
incorporates official interaction of professional politicians as well as publicly expressed
attitudes of ordinary people. Because jokes capture our experience and reflect ongoing social
processes, modern Russian political discourse in many of its forms eagerly employs the genre.
But, whenever a joke is used in the official political communication, we face the discrepancy
between the premise of the bona fide mode of political discourse and non-seriousness of
jokes. On the surface telling jokes in political discourse might seem to be a temporal switch
from the bona fide to the non-bona fide mode of communication. However, the content of
canned jokes told by politicians reveals deep social implications: for instance, Vladimir
Putin’s frequent references to Soviet realia are signs of superiority and control over the
situation. Jokes told by Putin’s opponents, on the one hand, reveal disappointment; on the
other, they are part of the struggle for power. Telling jokes in public political discourse shows
that the borderline between two modes of communication — bona fide and non-bona fide — is
fuzzy since jokes transmit serious messages for the participants of political communication.

Keywords: canned jokes, public discourse, political discourse, bona fide mode of
communication, non-bona fide mode of communication.

1. Canned jokes as a genre of non-bona fide communication

The urge to tell jokes seems to be deeply implanted in humans. To most people jokes are
funny stories told with the purpose of entertainment; to humour researchers they are tokens of
the genre that captures basic stereotypes of our social behavior: important social practices and
relations regularly become the targets of jokes. According to Ritchie (2012: 34), jokes have
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become “‘laboratory animals’ on which ideas about textual humour can be tested”. Formerly a
genre of private oral communication, today canned jokes exist in multiple printed collections
and on Internet sites. In Russian culture popularity of the genre guarantees success in
competition with other genres of folklore and forms of popular culture.

Though today Russian canned jokes function mostly as an urban genre of jokelore,
folklorists claim that their roots go back to the traditional ludic culture (Sheygal-Plachek
2009). As short narratives, canned jokes reconstruct our experience of interacting with various
social groups and dealing with typical situations (Kashkin & Shilikhina 2009). In everyday
conversations, we tell jokes about obscure people as well as about celebrities.

Russian canned jokes are a well-documented genre of urban jokelore (Shmeleva &
Shmelev 2002, 2009). They attract researchers’ attention because of their specific cultural
functions: for instance, researchers suggest that one can study the history of the Soviet Union
by reading canned jokes from different political epochs (Adams 2005). In general, canned
jokes capture our social and cultural values, as well as political attitudes and ideas.

The “blueprint” of a typical canned joke comprises several properties:

1) it is an anonymous short story that can be reproduced for an unlimited number of
times with some minor changes in the text;

2) unlike spontaneous jokes, canned jokes are not totally context-dependent. They are
not improvised, and their existence in printed collections is yet another proof of their
relative context-independence;

3) telling jokes necessarily involves play and pretense: in oral conversations canned
jokes are not simply narrated but performed (e.g., the voices or typical accents of the
characters are imitated). Play and pretense are natural forms of human behavior; they
are governed by socially accepted rules (Huizinga 1971). Performance is a meta-
message that what is being said contains implicit meaning and should not be taken at
face value.

Jokes are a clear example of the non-bona fide mode of communication. In his description of
the nature of jokes Davies (2011: 3) states that “[t]he joker has broken the rules of serious
bona fide communication in a pleasurable way, for example by using false logic or exploiting
the double meanings of words, and we have entered another domain, that of humor, where
different rules apply”.

The opposition of bona fide vs. non-bona fide mode of communication was introduced
by Raskin (1985). For him, bona fide communication is “the earnest, serious, information-
conveying mode of human communication” (Raskin 1985: 100). Another important
characteristic of the bona fide mode is that it is based on Grice’s Cooperative Principle (Grice
1989). In contrast, the purpose of the non-bona fide communication is not cooperation.
Instead the speaker aims at making the hearer laugh (Raskin 1985: 100). The bona fide / non-
bona fide opposition is important for my further discussion of jokes in public political
discourse: if the non-bona fide communication is a flippant and non-cooperative way of
talking, does it mean that by telling jokes the speaker avoids providing the addressee with any
relevant information? The use of jokes in public political disputes shows that this is definitely
not the case.

So, in Section 2 | will briefly introduce the two modes of discourse and discuss their
properties relevant for Sections 3 and 4, | will discuss the properties of public political
discourse and the role of humour in public discussions of important social issues. Sections 5
and 6 will be devoted to canned jokes told by politicians and the audience respectively: | will
focus on the functions and pragmatic effects of non-bona fide messages in public
communication. In particular, | will argue that political jokes reflect the existing anxiety and
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social tension, and illustrate how certain events bring to life new portions of humour. The
majority of jokes will be presented in the contexts of their occurrence: mass media
publications, political interviews and transcripts of videos. The jokes were collected in the
period of 2010-2012.

2. Bona fide and non-bona fide modes of communication

As language users we are well aware of the two ways of presenting information: bona fide
(serious) and non-bona fide (e.g. humorous or ironic). Constant switches between these two
modes of discourse are characteristic features of everyday spontaneous communication.
Sometimes, when both serious and humorous interpretations of the utterance are possible, the
border between the two modes becomes blurred. The ambiguity can be resolved with meta-
pragmatic comments, e.g. “I’m joking / kidding” or “This is not a joke”.

It is an oversimplification to talk of serious and non-serious communication in terms of
a binary opposition. Firstly, this is due to the fact that these modes are not homogenous and
there are different types of serious and non-serious communication. Secondly, these types
overlap in having some common features and differ in others.

The differences between the bona fide and the non-bona fide modes can be captured if
we introduce a set of features. Three of them — the utterance-reality relationship, the element
of play and pretense, and the degree of cooperativeness — are the most important.

The major difference between the two modes lies in the utterance-reality interface:
while bona-fide discourse correlates with the real-world situations, non-bona fide utterances
usually describe a non-existing situation or present a real situation in a strange and unusual
way.

The already mentioned element of play and pretense is the property shared by all
humorous and ironic communication: if the utterance does not correspond to the real situation
but we still assume the speaker is rational and cooperative, pretense and acting become good
explanations for talking about something that does not correlate with reality.

The third feature — the degree of the speaker’s cooperativeness — is a disputable
characteristic. For many researchers cooperativeness is a binary concept: one is either
cooperative (that is, absolutely rational and intentional) or non-cooperative. For instance,
Attardo states that “[h]Jumor, just as lying, involves a different mode of communication which
does not abide by the CP” (Attardo 2011: 139). However, cooperativeness should rather be
treated as a scalar concept: one can be cooperative to some degree. In humorous discourse the
speaker disguises his/her cooperativeness and pretends to be incongruous, but the intention
behind the joke or ironic remark remains rational.

In his analysis of jokes as a genre of the non-bona fide communication, Raskin (1985)
suggests that the speaker makes a joke either intentionally or unintentionally, and the hearer
may or may not expect the joke. A joke told in a public political interaction, then, can be
described as intentional (since all political discourse is highly intentional) and unexpected on
the part of the hearer (since political communication is based on the bona fide premises). In
other words, whenever a joke is told in political discourse we face the oppositions of formal
vs. informal, official vs. unofficial, and, perhaps the most importantly, bona fide vs. non-bona
fide communication. The question is this: how does the combination of the two modes
function in public political discourse? To answer the question, it is necessary to define the
concept of public discourse and discuss the relation between humour and political
communication.
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3. Public discourse: What are the rules of the game?

The boundary between public and private communication in modern discursive communities
is fuzzy. Yet, the importance of defining public discourse lies in the fact that it is governed by
a set of rules of information exchange other than private communication, and the switch from
the bona fide to the non-bona fide mode can have effects that are different from those in
private interactions.

Sarangi defines public discourse as a “social processes of talk and text in the public
domain which have institutionally ratified consequences” (Sarangi 2011: 248). Public
discourse includes political and mass-media communication as well as professional and
organizational verbal interactions, both oral and written. Because public discourse centers
around issues that are important to society as a whole or to particular social groups, “speakers
give evidence of careful attention to their choice of words and manner of phrasing, and the
relations of implications and entailment between propositions” (Labov & Labov 1986: 225).
Moreover, according to Labov & Labov (1986: 231), public discourse is governed by specific
rules of logical argument and inferential reasoning, on the one hand, and by the rules of
emotional appeal and persuasion, on the other.

Public discourse communication necessarily includes a set of social roles played by its
participants. Social roles and discursive practices of public communication are mutually
dependent: on the one hand, roles sanction or ban certain linguistic activities. On the other
hand, speakers can use various linguistic markers to identify their social positions.

Political discourse is by default public, and all the properties of public communication
can be applied to verbal interactions in the sphere of politics. As a discourse of power it
necessarily involves argumentation, namely “a complex speech act consisting of a
constellation of statements designed to justify or refute an opinion. Argumentation is directed
towards obtaining the approbation of an audience” (van Eemeren 1986: 301). In this context,
it could be suggested that, whenever a joke is used in a public political debate, it becomes a
tool for argumentation. The question is, what is so special about jokes as political arguments?
To answer this let us turn to the characteristics of political communication as a specific form
of public discourse and the role of humour in political interactions.

4. Political discourse and humour

The first and foremost property of political discourse is its tight connection with language
(Wright 2009: 21). Political activity, in essence, is a linguistic (i.e. symbolic) action of a very
specific kind. Political discourse is rarely spontaneous, and even when it is unprepared it
cannot be a total improvisation (Reisigl 2009: 243). In other words, it is a highly intentional
form of linguistic behavior aimed at transmitting and negotiating group values.

To a large degree, political discourse overlaps with mass media discourse and
computer-mediated communication. Mass media and the Internet are the two main “stages”
on which political discourse is presented to the audience. Their major function is to provide
publicity for the content: “the relationship between original talk and text on the one hand and
reports of that talk and text on the other can be assumed to be a crucial link in the production
of a public sphere in which citizens participate in the political process” (Chilton & Shéftner
2002: 8). However, the role of mass media cannot be reduced to that of a neutral mediator: in
exchange for the service, the media shape the content and the format of political
communication and ritualize it (Lauerbach & Fetzer 2007: 5, Alekseevskij 2010: 3). In my
research, | will treat the politics-media relation as a system in which political content is
selected and presented to the audience with a pragmatic purpose of persuasion. Mass-media

Open-access journal | EJHR: www.europeanjournalofhumour.org
87



European Journal of Humour Researchl(2)

texts will serve as illustrations of how political messages are shaped and jokes are presented
to the audience.

Traditionally, political discourse is described as a uni-directional communication,
namely, politicians talking to their audiences. Within this tradition linguists analyze various
genres and texts in terms of their persuasive potential and their role in the discourse of power.
In this respect presidential or parliamentary discourses (which are clear examples of the
discourse of power) are among the most popular objects of research (see, for instance,
Kendall 1995, Mueller 2011). Nevertheless, in reality political discourse is an interaction of
various social groups through texts and talks in a public domain. The participants of political
communication get a chance and a channel to express their opinion and affect each other’s
thoughts and actions. Political communication is a discourse of power, hence a lot of political
talk takes a form of a debate in which different points of view compete with the aim to hold or
come to power.

Although political discourse is expected to comply to the rules of the bona-fide mode of
communication, it is not totally void of humour. Researchers in political humour claim that it
is “a communicative resource spotting, highlighting, and attacking incongruities originating in
political discourse and action” (Tsakona & Popa 2011: 6). They also stress the fact that
“political humour brings to the surface the inconsistencies and inadequacy of political
decisions and acts, and the incompetence, recklessness, and corruption of politicians and
political leaders. It is usually based on how political reality is, while, at the same time, points
out that this is in fact an incongruous reality: political affairs and politician are not what they
are expected to be” (Tsakona & Popa 2011: 6). Humorous discourse can inflate or deflate the
bond of trust between the politician and the audience. If allowed by social and cultural norms
in a public discourse, the jokes come handy in political debates: they allow manipulating
societal myths and cultural values. By telling a joke the speaker can form an implicit message
and influence the audience’s attitudes and beliefs.

There is a long-standing tradition of telling political canned jokes in Russian culture.
Every Soviet political leader deserved his portion of ironic criticism in series of jokes, and,
since the jokes ran counter to the official ideology (the so-called anti-Soviet jokes), their
public telling could easily lead to legal prosecution. It comes as no surprise that in the Soviet
epoch oral canned jokes were a “non-grata” genre; personal communication was the only
possible form of their existence. Telling political jokes in private “kitchen talks” was a sign of
in-group bonds and a kind of psychological safety valve: people expressed their discontent
with the incongruity between the official ideology and the reality.

Official Soviet political discourse was known for its rigid discursive practices and
rituals. Naturally, no humour in any form (let alone canned jokes) was allowed in public
events and official speeches of the politicians. The situation changed in the late 1980s, when
the rules of public communication became less rigid and telling jokes in public (including
political ones) became socially acceptable. Despite the fact that the conventionalized goal of
jokes (which is entertainment) contradicts the purposes of bona-fide communication in the
sphere of politics, Russian public political discourse has incorporated the genre of canned
jokes. Jokes can now be heard in official speeches of politicians and in analytical reports
published in mass media. In Section 5, | will address the issue of using jokes in official
political discourse by Russian politicians.

5. Canned Jokes in Russian Public Political Discourse

Vladimir Putin is credited for his spicy speeches. The most vivid and emotional expressions
and passages are widely cited by all kinds of mass media and discussed by Internet-users.
Open-access journal | EJHR: www.europeanjournalofhumour.org
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Putin employs canned jokes in different settings on various occasions for the purpose of
critique and social control. The victims of the President’s jokes are either bureaucrats (who,
ironically, also happen to be his major supporters) or political opponents.

The following passage is a report on Putin’s visit to the State Duma:

Example 1
3apepimiock oOmenne IlyTvHa ¢ JemyTaTaMu CIIOpOM mpeMbepa ¢ mpexacrasureieM KIIP®D o
COBETCKOM JKMBOTHOBOJCTBE. JlEMyTaT-KOMMYHHUCT YTBEPKIAl, YTO C COBETCKUX TOp B Poccuu
3HAYUTEIBHO COKPATUIIOCH TIOTOJI0BBE KPYIIHOIO POTATOro cKora, a IlyTuH mapupoBai: «Y Hac TOJ0B
MHOTI'0, a Msica Majlo 6bUIO BCeraa». B xole cropa npemMbep pacckaszai JenyTaTy COBETCKHMI aHEKIOT:
«JluHHOE, 3eNIeHoe, MsIcoM TraxHeT. UTo Takoe? Dnekrpuuka B Mocksy!» (Strokolsky 2012).

The dialogue between Putin and the members of the Parliament ended in a dispute about Soviet farming
with a representative of the Communist Party claiming that the number of heads of livestock has
dramatically decreased since the Soviet time. Putin retorted: “We’ve always had lots of heads and very
little meat”. The Prime Minister also told the MP a Soviet joke: “What’s long, green and smells of
meat? A local train from Moscow!”

The joke refers the audience and the readers back to the Soviet epoch with its total shortage of
food. To buy meat people had to commute to Moscow, hence the local train “smelled of
meat”. The dialogue between Putin (at the time of the discussion he was the Prime Minister)
and the Communist Party member illustrates the long-standing dispute between those who
believe that the socialist economic system was more efficient and those who support reforms
and market economy.

For Putin, telling jokes is a sign of political superiority, because he criticizes and mocks
not only his rivals, but also those who support him. Let me illustrate this kind of presidential
discourse with several examples of mass media reports. Example (2) is an excerpt from the
report on Putin visit to Chelyabinsk, one of the Russian cities in the Urals:

Example 2
Hanomumm, uyto Buepa Bmamumup I[lytuH mo mopore ¢ «YerssOMHCKOTO TpyOOIPOKATHOTO 3aBOJAY
OCMOTPEI IUISDK PAAOM ¢ MeauIMHCKUM TieHTpoM UTII3 u octancs HemoBoJIeH ero coctosiHueM. [1yTuH
3aMETHUJI HENOJATrOTOBJIEHHOCTh I'OpoJa AJIA HMOJIHOLEHHOrO OTAbiXa Jironei. Ilpembep He yBuzaen Ha
IJISKE HU OJTHOTO TyaJleTa, U TYT K€ BCIIOMHUII aHEKJIOT:
— I'pumma, unm xynatsest!
— 3auem, mama? [InaBate 5 He yMelo, a MUCATh ITIOKa HE X0UYy.
OT0 OBII0 OB CMENIHO, eciy OBl He OBUIO TaK IPYCTHO, CKa3ajl TOT/Ia IlaBa MPaBUTEIBCTBA.
B cnemHoM mopsiike, B IPUCYTCTBHM ryOoepHaTopa YensOMHCKOM 007acTH M TJIaBbl aJIMUHUCTPALIUH
Yensdbuncka Cepres [laBbioBa, pabouue NPHBO3MIM TIECOK, YCTAHABIMBAIM MIE3JIOHTH M 30HTHKH
(Varivoda 2010).

Yesterday, on his way back from the “Chelyabinsk Tube-Rolling Factory” Vladimir Putin inspected the
beach near the factory medical center and was discontent with what he saw. Putin pointed out that the
city is not comfortable for the recreation of the city-dwellers. The Prime Minister did not see a single
toilet on the beach and remembered a joke:

“Grisha, go and have a swim!”

“Why, mom? I can’t swim and I do not want to pee yet”.

The joke would be funny if it was not so sad, remarked the Prime Minister.

Urgently, in the presence of the Governor of the Chelyabinsk region and the Mayor of the city Sergey
Davydov, the workers brought sand, installed beach chairs and umbrellas.

The opposition of the bona fide and the non-bona fide modes is a good starting point for the
discussion of example (2). The joke along with the direct critique had an important social
impact: normally the reconstruction of the beach does not require the presence of the governor
and the city mayor. However, the Prime Minister’s mocking words were taken seriously, so
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the short switch from the bona fide to the non-bona fide mode and back did not entertain the
audience. Rather, its implicit message was interpreted seriously: the local authorities had to
take the responsibility and personally control the situation.

Another example comes from a TV interview with Putin recorded in October, 2011,
before the parliamentary elections. Again, the joke told by Putin refers us back to the
shortages of goods it the Soviet Union:

Example 3
Bnanumup Ilytun, npembep-mMuaucTp P®: «/l151 HalmMx ONIOHEHTOB C JIEBOT0 MOIUTHYECKOTO CIEKTpa
— KOMIapTusl, JeBOpaJUKaIbHble HAIIM I'pakJaHe — MOr'y HanmoMHUTh KoHell 1980-x romos. Ilomuure,
MHOT0 OBLIO aHEK/IOTOB Ha 3TOT c4eT? B roctu npuxoast Apy3bs K APY3bsIM U CIIPALIMBAIOT: ,,BbI pyKH
Oynere MbITH ¢ MbIIOM? — Jla. — Hy, Torma 4aii 6yzxere mute 06e3 caxapa“. [Toromy 4to u TO, U Ipyroe —
CJIUIIKOM MHOTO, CIIHIIKOM JKHPHOY.
[TyTH HamoOMHWII, YTO TOTAA LapHJa MOHOIIOJIUS B WACOJIOTHH M B IOJWTHKE WM MpaBsIas B TE

rojibl MoJMTHYeCKas cuia copmupoBana ycioBusi s pas3saia crtpansl (Putin napomnil o razvale
SSSR 2011).

Vladimir Putin, the Prime Minister of Russia: “Let me remind our left-wing opponents — the
Communist Party, left-wing radicals — what it was like at the end of the 1980s. You remember, there
were a lot of canned jokes about that time. Some people come over their friends place. The hosts ask:
‘Would you like to wash your hands with the soap?’ ‘Yes, please’. ‘Then you won’t have sugar in your
tea’. Because both soap and sugar are too much, that’s a bit thick”.

Putin reminded that at that time there was a monopoly in ideology and politics and that the
political force governing at that time formed the necessary conditions for the collapse of the country.

The utterance “because both soap and sugar are too much, that’s a bit thick™ is interesting
here: Putin explicates the meaning of the joke, thus killing its potentially humorous effect.
Again, the joke is meant seriously: it is an argument in a dispute with the opponents and an
implicit reminder that Putin ascribes the rise of standards of living in Russia to his regime.
Though on the surface the journalists’ comments that immediately followed the joke
summarized what he had said as a reported speech, in fact they explicate the idea of Putin’s
superiority over the Communist leaders for those members of the audience that may have not
got the meaning of the joke, as intended by Putin.

Putin’s critical remarks mixed with jokes are intentional steps in presenting him as a
politician who “speaks the language of common people”. The next example is an illustration
of Putin’s public expression of discontent with the level of bureaucracy and corruption in
Russia. The joke was widely cited by mass media, since Putin, the former KGB officer, as an
illustration to his point told a joke about bureaucracy in the KGB in the Soviet times. Here is
the report about Putin’s speech presented by the Russian Information Agency:

Example 4
BeicTynas Ha 3acefmaHuM Mpe3uguyMa CoOBeTa NpH mpe3ujeHTe P® 1o pa3BUTUI0O MECTHOTO
camoymnpasienus, I[lyTuH oTmerun, 4ro "Takue BEIM KaK M3JOMMCTBO, YMHOBHHYMH MIPOU3BOA —
XpOHMYEcKas OOJe3Hb HAIlleH CTPaHBI, M B IApCKOE BPeMs, 1 B COBETCKOE BPEMsI — OJTHO ¥ TOXke'".
B kauecTBe MOATBEP)KICHNS CBOMX CJIOB OH paccKa3ayl yYaCTHHKAM 3ace/laHMs aHEKIOT.
"[TpuxoauT aMeprKaHCKUH IITHOH Ha JIyOsHKY:
— S mnuoH, Xouy caThes.
— Yeii mmmon?
— AMepHUKaHCKHH.
— Torna B nATYyI0 KOMHATY.
IIpuxoaut B MATYI0 KOMHATY.
— Opyxue ecTb?
— Ha.
— Torna B cenpMyto.
— A cpenctsa cBsa3u?
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— EcTs.

— Torna B 20.

— A 3amaHue ecTb?

— EcTs.

— Hy nnute u ncnonustiite, He MeniaiTe moasM padboraTs”

(Putin rasskazal anekdot o shpione dlya illustratsii proizvola chinovnikov 2011).

In his speech at the meeting of the Presidium of the Presidential Advisory Board on the Development of
the Local Self-Government Putin remarked that “things like briberies and lawlessness of the burecaucrats
have been chronic illnesses of our country — in the Tsar’s times and the Soviet epoch — they are the
same”.

To illustrate his point Putin told the members of the meeting a joke.

An American spy comes to Loubianka:

“I am a spy. I want to give in”.

“What state do you spy for?”

“The USA”.

“Then you should go to office no. 5.

So he goes there.

“Do you have a gun?”

“Yes”.

“You have to go to office no. 7”.

He goes there.

“Do you have a portable radio set?”

“Yes”.

“Go to office no. 20”.

“Do you have a mission to complete?”

“Yes”.

“Go away and do not meddle here”.

This example has several implications for our discussion of switching from the bona fide to
the non-bona fide mode of discourse. By telling a well-known joke Putin again makes a
comparison between the Soviet past and the present situation. However, on this occasion the
reason for telling the joke is different: the text illustrates the similarities between the two
epochs, thus the present high level of bureaucracy is no more the responsibility of the
President. It has always been like this in Russia — this is the message of the joke.

What is common about examples (1-4) is that jokes function as tools of argumentation
in a dispute. Putin utilizes jokes when he is prompted to talk about conflicting issues.
However, the choice of topics and constant references to Soviet realia can be interpreted as a
sign of Putin’s conservativeness. Jokes allow Putin to conceptualize modern state of affairs in
terms of past experience. The aim of comparison of the two epochs is to convince the
audience that he leads the state in the right direction.

However, not all occasions of telling jokes are successful for Putin. Here is the
comment made by the NTV channels in 2007 after Putin’s interview with the journalists at the
G8 summit:

Example 5

A BoOOIIIE K MHTEPBHIO [lyTHHA 32 pyOEKOM OTHECIHUCH CIMIITKOM cepbe3HO. ['oBopst o Biusiauu CIILIA,
MIPE3UACHT BCIIOMHUI aHEKAOT. B BocTounoii ['epmanny mryTuinu: xKak y3HaTh, Kako Tele(OH CTOUT
Ha cToie XOHEKKepa I CBsi3u ¢ MockBoi? OTBET: TOT, y KOTOPOTO €CTh MPUOOP TOIBKO IS TOTO,
9TOOBI CiTymath. [10 MHEHHIO POCCHHCKOTO JHiepa, Takxke nena ooctosat ¢ HATO, Tombko CBS3b
ocyuectisieTcss He ¢ MockBoii, a ¢ BammHrronom.

CerojHst 3TOT aHEKIOT 0O0Cyk1anu B IITa0-KBapTHpE ajibsiHca B bproccerne W eaBa i He ¢ 0OMmoM
npu3HaBaiu: 1a, Ha croiyie renceka HATO Su ne Xoon Cxeddepa ects opuH anmapaT CIENCBS3H, HO
CBsI3b OTa BCe-Taku He ¢ Bammurronom, a c MoCKBOH — HampsMylo ¢ MUHHCTEPCTBOM OOOpPOHBI
Poccun. IllyTKy MOHSIM CIMIIKOM OyKBaJbHO, BO3MOXKHO, HM3-3a ClIOKHOCTH mepeBoaa. (Trudnosti
perevoda: shutka Putina ne doshla do adresata 2007)
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Abroad Putin’s interview was taken too seriously. Talking about the USA’s influence the President
remembered a joke. In East Germany people asked: what kind of telephone does Erich Honecker use for
talking to Moscow? The one that has only the earphone for listening. According to Putin, NATO
operates in the same manner, only they have a direct connection with Washington, not with Moscow.

Today the joke was discussed in the NATO headquarters in Brussels. They acknowledged with
resentment that the NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, indeed, has a phone on his office
desk, but it connects him not with Washington, but with Moscow — with the Defense Ministry of
Russia. The joke was taken too literally, perhaps, because it was hard to translate.

The last example shows that instead of solidarity-building the joke produced the adverse
effects. The audience did not interpret Putin’s words as a switch to the non-bona fide mode of
discourse. Humorous intention failed and caused misunderstanding.

Jokes demonstrate one of the fundamental properties of political discourse: they appeal
to the emotions of the audience with the purpose of transforming the system of values that
exists in a particular social group. This property is widely exploited by other Russian
politicians and public figures. A good example here is Gennady Ziuganov, the leader of the
Communist Party. Ziuganov (who is also known as the author of a published collection of
political jokes) is an example of quasi-opposition to Putin and the pro-Putin “United Russia”
Party. In his speeches he advocates communist ideas and criticizes the market economy. The
victims of his jokes are also his colleagues in the Parliament. Example (6) is a fragment of
Ziuganov’s interview to one of the radio stations. It is an answer to the journalist’s question
why the politician published a book of jokes:

Example 6
Hayainocs ¢ Toro, uro s pacckazan B JlyMe aHEKAOT, Bce cMesiich, kpome "Enunoit Poccun”. Ilomen
MYXHK B Jec u 3abmynuincs. M Geraer mo secy, kpuunt: "[lomorure, crmacurte, XOTh KTO-HHUOYIb
npuanTe”. BApyr B Iuiedo ero KTO-TO TOJIKAeT, OH OOEPHYJICS - CTOMT OIPOMHBIH MeJBEb U TOBOPHT:
"Ter 9to, Wymak, opemb? Uro THI Bech nec B3OamamyTtmn?" "Hy kak - uro opy? HWcmyrancs,
3abmynwics." "Hy BOT, st mpumiedn, uro, Tede nerde ctao?" (Shibanova 2007)

It all started with my telling a joke in the Parliament. Everybody laughed except for the “United Russia”
members. A man went to the forest and got lost. He started to run around and scream: “Help! Save me!
Let somebody come and save me!” Suddenly someone taps him on the shoulder. The man turns around
and sees a huge bear. The bear says: “Why are you screaming, stupid! You’ve disturbed the whole
forest!” The man says: “Why am I screaming? Well, I am scared, I got lost.” “So, here I am”, says the
bear. “Does it feel any better?”

Since the bear is the official symbol of the “United Russia”, the joke about the bear that made
the life of the lost man even worse is an implicit symbolic critique. The implications of the
joke are serious: the party in power made the life of ordinary people harder. This explains
why only some members of the Parliament laughed at the joke.

The book of jokes published by Ziuganov attracted the attention of mass media because
it was used in the election campaign. The next example is a review of the book published by
Rossijskaya Gazeta:

Example 7
"B Poccun nBe Oenpl: mypaku u goporu. Cerogns B Jlyme onHa Oema ymiydimaeT Apyryro", — 4eCTHO
Hammcal B coopHuke aemyTtaT 3foranos (Vladimirov 2007).

“There are two disasters in Russia: the fools and the roads. Today in the State Parliament one disaster is
trying to improve the other”, the MP Ziuganov wrote frankly in his book of jokes.

The joke cited by the journalist refers to the well-known saying that Russia has two disasters:
the fools and the roads. By making an ironic reference to the members of the State Parliament
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as “one disaster”, i.e. the fools, and to the problem of bad roads as “the other”, Ziuganov (an
MP himself) criticizes the poor quality of the Parliament’s work — hence the comment “wrote
frankly” made by the journalist.

Ziuganov also tells jokes in his public speeches. The following example is a transcript
of the joke that was told at the meeting with the students of MGIMO University — one of the
most prestigious and expensive educational institutions in Russia:

Example 8
Jlexar niBa 6omxa B moaBopotHe. OJTMH BTOPOMY FOBOPHT:
- Kpusuc, kpusuc, Bce IIyMsIT: «KpH3KC!» A MEHS Ternepb HUYETo He KOCHETCS, 51 Bce Iepexui!
Bropotii roBopur:
- Hemnpagna, Tebs nmepBoro kocHercs!
- Akak?
- Ja ouens nmpocto! Y Tebs Apy3bs-0aHKUPHI OBLIN?
- Her!
- Cxopo 0yayt! (Anekdot ot Ziuganova pro krizis 2009)

Two homeless men are lying on the ground in the backstreet. One says:

“Crisis, crisis, that’s all everybody is talking about! It won’t affect me, I’ve survived everything!”
The other says:

“You’re wrong! You’ll be the first to be affected by crisis!”

“How come?”

“That’s easy! Have you ever had friends who happen to be bankers?”

“No!”

“You’ll have some soon!”

Ziuganov’s joke illustrates the point he was trying to make in his speech: Russian economy is
in such a bad state that the crisis will affect everyone, even the richest people — hence their
chances of going bankrupt and making friends with the poorest people are quite high.

Ziuganov’s jokes address the daunting social and economic problems and appeal to the
emotions of his voters. By using jokes in his speeches the Communist leader critically
evaluates the present state of affairs in Russia.

Other leaders of the opposition also tell canned jokes, but they do not refer to the Soviet
realia. Rather, they tell the same jokes that common people tell about the so-called “staged
democracy” and the Putin—Medvedev reshuffle. The following joke was told by VlIadimir
Ryzhkov, a former MP, who is now one of the leaders of opposition:

Example 9
Kpome Toro, Ha cwbe3ne B. PepkkoB pacckasal aHEKAOT, KOMMEHTHPYS H3BECTHE O BBIIBMKECHUU
B. Ilytuna: «Cunar [lytun u MeaBeneB um oOCyXJalOT, KTO TMoumeT 3a muBoM. [IyTHH: «A TBI He
ITOMHUIIIB, KTO U3 HAC CETOJHS MPE3NICHT, a KTo mpembep?» Menpenes: «J/la kakas pasHua, Hy IIyCcTh
g 6yny nmpembepomy. Ilytun: «Hy pa3 Tl B1acTh HCIIOTHUTENBHAS, TeOe 32 MUBOM U Oexatsy (Ryzhkov
2011).

Besides, at the party convention commenting on Putin’s nomination [for presidency] Vladimir Ryzhkov
told a joke: “Putin and Medvedev discuss whose turn it is to go and get some beer. Putin asks: ‘Do you
remember who is the President and who is the Prime Minister today?’ Medvedev: ‘What’s the big
difference? Ok, I'll be the Prime Minister for today’. Putin: ‘Great. Since you are the executive

995

authority, it’s your turn to fetch the beer’”.

There are two targets of the joke. The first is Putin’s role in Russian politics: no matter what

position he occupies officially, he remains the leader and Medvedev functions as his shadow.

The joke also reflects the idea that elections are not necessary — Medvedev’s question

“What’s the difference?” shows that all the decisions have already been made and the

politicians are not interested in voters’ opinion. By telling the joke Vladimir Ryzhkov creates
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a clear-cut opposition between “us” and “them”, “us” being the supporters of the democratic
opposition and “them” Putin’s followers.

6. Public political discourse: Internet and mass media

Canned jokes are also widely used in public discussions of political issues in mass media and
the Internet. Journalists, political scientists and ordinary people express their stance as
publicists, participants of radio talk shows, or as Internet users. Events of the past decade
gave rise to a large number of new jokes in which Vladimir Putin is indisputably the most
popular politician (a detailed analysis of the origin and circulation of jokes about Putin is
given in Arkhipova 2009). Dmitry Medvedev is not as popular; usually he appears as a
background character with childish ambitions.

The jokes used by the journalists and political scientists mirror the current political
situation and express critical attitudes towards it. Example (10) is a fragment of a radio talk
show where the journalist and the political analyst discuss TV debates before the winter
parliamentary elections:

Example 10

— (Tatbsina JlazapeBa) CHavana mociymaeM crerpanucta, CrtanucinaBa benkoBckoro. MoxeT, OH HaMm
YTO-TO €IIE PAa3bSICHUT, MOKET, MBI YETO-TO HE MTOHSIIH.

— (CranucnaB benkoBckuil) CerogusmiHue ne6aThl emie pa3 IOKa3bIBalOT, YTO BCA COBpEMEHHAs
poccuiickasi TONHUTHKA HCUYEPIIBIBAIONIE OMHCHIBACTCA IBYMS H3BECTHBIMH CTapbIMH aHEKJOTaMH.
IlepBrIit aHeka0T Gojee cTaphlif, 0 TOM, kKak PaOnHOBHY pazmaBan JquCTOBKH y Mag3omes. JluctoBku
6butn 6e3 TexcTa, u kKoraa yausieHHsle coTpyaauku KI'b CCCP nmogonun k PaGnHOBHYY M cripocHuIy,
II0YeMy OH pa3/laeT MyCThIe JIMCTOBKM, PaOMHOBHY OTBETMNI — a YTO IHCATh, U TaK BCE MOHATHO. A
aHEeKJI0T HOMep JBa, O0jiee COBPEMEHHBIN, TakoB: Y Poccun ueThipe 6epl, 1BE 3 HUX BCE 3HAIOT, a eIle
nBe — 3To nypaku u noporu (Occupy Gosduma 2011).

(Tatiana Lazareva) “First let’s listen to a professional, Stanislav Belkovsky. Perhaps, he can give us
more explanations. Perhaps, we just did not get something”.

(Stanislav Belkovsky) “Today’s debates show that modern Russian politics can be exhaustively
described by two well-known old jokes. The first is the older one, about Rabinovich giving out the
leaflets in the Red Square. The leaflets were blank pieces of paper. The KGB people were surprised and
asked Rabinovich why he was giving out just blank pieces of paper. Rabinovich answered, why write
anything if everything is already clear. And the second joke is slightly more modern; Russia has four
disasters: two are very-well known, and the other two are the fools and the roads”.

Belkovsky, the political analyst, uses the jokes from different epochs with the implication of
impossibility of any political changes. The first joke is a reference to the Soviet practice of
voicing down the anti-communist views. It points to the similarity of the present political
situation in Russia to the Soviet times. The second joke is yet another intertextual reference
(see example 6) to a well-known phrase: “There are two disasters in Russia: the fools and the
roads”. By saying that there are four disasters, the speaker refers to the President and the
Prime Minister of Russia.

The majority of jokes reflect the idea about Putin’s absolute power and the impossibility
to make any changes for the time being. The next joke told by the journalist Artemy Troitsky
in a radio interview is another good illustration of the above point:

Example 11
A.TPOULIKUI: EcrectBenno, [TyTHH BEIOOPHI YK€ BHIUTPACT. YKe €CTh aHCKIOT:
— Bagumup BragumupoBud, UIst Bac €CTh IB€ HOBOCTU — XOPOIIIAs U II0XAs.
— JlaBaiiTe cHavana XOpOUIYIO.
— BuI BeIMrpanu Ha BEIOOpaXx.
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— A Teneps mIoxyr?
— Ho 3a Bac HUKTO He mporosocoBal (Svoimi glazami 2011).

Artemy Troitsky: Of course, Putin is going to win the elections. There is already a joke about it:
“Vladimir Vladimirovich, I’ve got good and bad news for you”.

“Ok, start with the good news”.

“You’ve won the elections”.

“What’s the bad news then?”

“Nobody voted for you”.

The joke reflects the general reaction to the news of Putin’s decision to run for presidency in
2012. The official mass media presented the news as a great step in developing democracy in
Russia while for a lot of people it was a step back to dictatorship. The two contradictory
utterances reflect people’s disbelief in fair presidential elections, on the one hand, and Putin’s
unpopularity, on the other.

The journalists evaluate Russian politicians by telling jokes about them in the
newspapers. The following passage published by the Moskovsky Komsomolets newspaper is a
description of the role other candidates played in the presidential elections of 2012:

Example 12
UYro ke no peanmbHOW monuThueckoil pomu Cepress MupoHOBa, TO O HEM Jydllleé BCETO CKa3aHO B
KJIACCMYECKOM POCCHHICKOM MOJIUTHYECKOM aHEKAoTe o moxoze [IyTiuHa B pecTopaH B CONPOBOXKACHUH
crimkepoB Muponosa u ['penoBa. Odurnmant: — Brnagumup Bragumuposud, dro skenmaere? — Msico!
— A oBouu? — Osouiu Toxe 0yayT msico! (Rostovsky 2011).

As for the real political role of Sergei Mironov, it is best described in a classic Russian political anekdot
how Putin went to a restaurant accompanied by two Parliamentary Speakers Mironov and Gryzlov. The
waiter said: “Vladimir Vladimirovich, what would you like to eat?” “Meat!” “How about vegetables?”
— “The vegetables will also have meat!”

The joke activates the double reference of the word vegetables: while the waiter refers to
Putin’s choice of food, Putin refers to Mironov and Gryzlov. This kind of reference shows
Putin’s superiority over other politicians: he is the only person who can influence political
situation in Russia while the rest lack initiative and all they can do is play the role of Putin’s
retinue.

The biggest source of political jokes is the Internet — anonymous joking reflects the
attitudes of the ordinary Internet users. To some extent, telling a joke online is similar to
private communication: the identity of the joke-teller is usually disguised under a nickname.
On the other hand, online joking is public, since the site can be visited by thousands of users
and the successful joke can be reproduced for an unlimited number of times.

Until recently there were several major topics people joked about: the absolute power of
Putin, his reshuffling with Medvedev, political weakness of the opposition and the
falsification of the results of the parliamentary elections in December 2011 and the
presidential elections in March 2012. The elections triggered a lot of discussions and gave rise
to a large number of jokes with a new character, Vladimir Chourov, the chair of the Central
Election Commission. The texts contain allusions to the falsified statistics, namely the
numbers of votes shamelessly presented by the central TV channels. The following statistical
data on Rostov region appeared on TV screens and the screenshot was widely reposted on the
Internet:
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Table 1. The Results of Parliamentary Elections in Rostov Region, December 2011

1 | Egunas Poccust (The United Russia) 58,99%
2 | KIIP® (The Communist Party) 32,96%
3 | JJAIIP (The Liberal Democratic Party) 23,74%
4 | CnpaseymBast Poccus (Fair Russia) 19,41%
5 | SI6aoko (Yabloko) 9,32%
6 | Ilarpuotsl Poccuu (Patriots of Russia) 1,46%
7 | IlpaBoe neno (The Right Cause) 0,59%

When added up, the numbers show that 146% of voters took part in the parliamentary
elections. The obviously falsified data proved Vladimir Chourov’s claims about the
transparency of the elections totally wrong, and Chourov’s name is now associated with the
absurd number. It comes as no surprise that it appears in most jokes about Chourov:

Example 13
Xponuka npoucirecTBuit. Buepa mpu noxkape rinasa LUK Bragumup Yypos nonyunn 146%-Hblit oxor
tena. (Anekdoty iz Rossii 1995-2013)

Hot news: yesterday the head of the Central Election Commission Vladimir Chourov got a 146% burn
on his body in a fire.

The joke presents the situation as surrealistic, while the number 146% used in the joke refers
the readers to the falsified data of the State Duma Elections.

The next example is a parody of an advertisement slogan. The Central Election
Commission supposedly advertises presidential elections:

Example 14
[poronocyii 3a [IyTrHa [BaXKIBI U TOJTYYH €TO HA TPETHI CPOK Oe3 BEIOOPOB!

Vote for Putin twice and get him for the third term without elections!

The contradiction between the formal properties of the text (a commercial) and its content
(the elections) is a signal of the non-bona fide mode. However, the implicit message of the
joke is not humorous: the elections are categorized as a commercial enterprise and the bonus
that the voters can get (another presidential term without elections) apparently runs contrary
to democratic values and principles.

Examples (13) and (14) refer the Internet users to the well-known genres of news
presentations on television and advertisements. This kind of intertextual connection is what
Vasta calls contratextual references (Vasta 2004, see also Tsakona & Popa 2011: 5-6): the
words and actions are echoed to mock and discredit the victim of the jokes.

Putin’s image of an omnipotent man capable of anything — from flying a plane to diving
in the sea — has become a popular object of jokes. The following joke appeared after Putin’s
dive into the Azov Sea in August 2011, before the presidential elections:

Example 15
Heipser [TyTia Ha AHO MOPS ¥ HAXOJWT TaM JBE aM(OPHL.
Ha Gepery on otnaér ogny ampopy MenseneBy, Apyryro TYT ke OTKYTIOPHUBAET.
W3 Heé€ BbIIETAaET NKUHH C BOIIPOCOM:!
— Yero xenaeT MO MOBENIUTEND?
— Tpetsero cpoxal!
— Bbyner caenano.
Mengsenes co ciioBamu "0, 310poB0" OTKpbIBaeT cBoo amdopy. A Tam nexut iPhone3.
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(Anekdoty iz Rossii 1995-2013)

Putin dives into the sea and finds two amphoras at the bottom of the sea.

On the shore he gives one of the amphoras to Medvedev and opens the other one right away.
A genie comes out of the bottle and asks:

“What do you want, master?”

“The third presidential term!”

“You will have it!”

With the words “Wow, cool!” Medvedev opens his amphora and finds an iPhone3 inside.

The non-bona fide comparison of Putin and Medvedev’s catch reflects the real political
landscape. The joke, again, conveys a bona fide message, albeit implicitly. The presentation
of Medvedev finding a new gadget mirrors his image as a politician who lacks initiative and
whose decisions depend on Putin’s will.

Putin’s image as an almighty leader has become the target of jokes after his flight with
cranes. The event was widely covered in the official mass media. Internet users also
commented on the action. The same day new jokes appeared on the Internet sites of canned
jokes:

Example 16
V3uaB o mnonere Ilpesunenra c¢ xypasisimu, IIpeMmbep IUIaHMpYET OTBETHBIM YyAap: OJEHET
criacaTesIbHBIN JKWIIET, BO3bMET (QuieiTy, 3aiinet B pabounii aeHb B ['oc/lyMy, u, HACBHCTBIBas BECEIYIO
MEJIO/IHIO, TIOBEICT BCIO TOIILY JemyTaToB K MockBa-peke... (Anekdoty iz Rossii 1995-2013).

After the Prime Minister [Dmitry Medvedev] learned about the President’s flight with cranes, he has
planned a counterstroke: he is going to put a life vest on, take a flute and go to the State Duma on a
workday [i.e. the Parliament]. There he will start whistling a merry tune and will lead the crowd of
Members of Parliament to the Moskva river.

The joke refers to the well-known fairy tale about the Pied Piper of Hamelin. Instead of
children Medvedev plans to lead the Members of Parliament away. The joke manipulates the
symbolic meanings of the legend and carries a plethora of implications, from Putin’s constant
superiority over Medvedev to taking away the obedient members of Parliament.

The next joke is also based on Putin’s flight with the cranes:

Example 17
JKuBoTHble JieHMBIBI 3aHeceHbl B KpacHyl0 KHUTY, Kak BeiMupawomuid Buia. OHM He 3HAKOT, Kak
3aHuMaThes cekcoM. [lytun, a-y! (Anekdoty iz Rossii 1995-2013).

Sloths are on the Red List of Threatened Species as a dying species. They do not know how to have sex.
Putin, you-hoo!

The humorous effect of the joke relies on the logical inference: since Putin was able to train
the birds to fly after the leader, he is competent enough to teach sloths to have sex and breed.
In general, the flow of fresh jokes reflects public critical evaluation of the present state of
affairs. All the derogatory implications of political jokes are a sign of an emotional
“breakthrough” indicating political crisis. As Draitser put it, “[h]Jumor expresses serious
anxieties in lighter terms; it is this ability that makes laughter so attractive” (Draitser 1998:9).

7. Conclusion

Many genres of political discourse are highly ritualized and structured linguistic activities; the
bona fide mode of speaking is the premise political communication is built upon. Serious and
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truthful conveying of information (ideally) allows the speaker to be clear and accurate.
Telling jokes, on the contrary, involves a considerable amount of play and pretense on the
part of the speaker. Thus, the incorporation of jokes into public political communication
creates a collision between the bona fide and non-bona fide modes. On the other hand, the
mixture of the two modes shows how thoroughly the discourse is suffused with attitudinal
implications and associations.

Contextual analysis of jokes shows that switching from the bona fide to non-bona fide
mode and back is a regular practice in modern Russian political discourse. Several reasons for
mixing serious and non-serious messages can be mentioned here. For politicians, telling jokes
becomes an essential component of strategy of demonstrating their superiority. Jokes also
allow the speakers to create a clear-cut opposition between “us” and “them”. Political
discourse is the sphere where humour gets rich social meaning and jokes function as meta-
messages of competitiveness and authority, especially when the values of the opponents
usually become the targets of the jokes.

Telling jokes can also be a strategy of pretence: speaking the language of common
people does not necessarily mean the politician thinks he belongs to people. Rather, it is a
technique that allows politicians to maneuver and get the attention of the mass media and the
audience without being punished by the authorities.

The analysis of jokes in context also demonstrates the absence of a clear-cut border
between the bona fide and non-bona fide modes of communication: entertaining on the
surface, political jokes carry serious implications. From the social perspective, jokes reflect
the existing political landscape and illustrate people’s dissatisfaction with those in power.
From the pragmatic point of view, for those in power telling jokes is an argumentative tool
and a rhetorical strategy that legitimizes their actions; for the audience they function as a
“safety-valve” that “lets out” disagreement and disappointment.
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