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Abstract. The relevance of the study is determined by the object of research. Description
and explanation of grammatically ambiguous positions of the use of linguistic units, including
feminitives, are important tasks in teaching future Russian philologists. The Russian language
in most cases does not have feminine forms referring to people by their profession or such
forms have specific stylistic coloring. Consequently, the principles of grammatical and /or
semantic coordination of such units with other parts of the sentence are not fully formalized.
This causes difficulties in communication both for non-native and native Russian language
speakers. The aim of this study is to identify and systemically characterize the ways how gender
semantics of a person is expressed in the speech of Russian language native and non-native
speakers when they use nouns which denote profession, title, or position. The main research
method was an ascertaining pedagogical experiment. Its results were assessed with the help of
methods of analytical description, component analysis, qualification analysis, and statistical
data processing. The material of the study was the text-narrative in Russian which was compiled
by N. Sadivova. The characters of the text are men, and they are represented by masculine
lexemes. The respondents were asked to transform the text according to assignment where the
characters belong to the female gender. The study proved that gender asymmetry in naming
professions in Russian causes inconsistencies between the usual and normative variants both in
the formation of feminine forms and in their use in context. The study identified productive
word-formation models which are common to both native and non-native speakers of Russian
and are used to create feminitives as usual innovations. 14 types of agreement between sentence
members and nouns referring to female individuals have been identified. They indicate a new
understanding of female subjectivity and grammatical means for its expression in Russian. It
was determined that the linguistic-cultural consciousness of native Russian speakers and non-
Russian speakers demonstrates an obvious tendency to use feminine forms as a marker of
gender identity even in cases where the derivative is not normatively justified; linguistic-
cognitive strategies for matching sentence members with such nouns are compensatory
mechanisms for preserving the gender semantics of a person. The derivatives discursively and
pragmatically substitute the lexical and morphological gaps of the Russian language. This
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indicates not only a new linguistic and cultural motivation for language choice, but the
axiological determinants of modern society.
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Introduction

The transformed geopolitical structure of Russia in the 20th century has
caused large-scale social changes. According to R. Guzaerova and V. Kosova
(Guzaerova, Kosova, 2017: 11), the mass involvement of women in all spheres
of public life contributed to the “active reproduction of existing correlates of
the feminine gender and the emergence of a number of new nominations of
female persons by professional and social affiliation™'. In other words, certain
“theoretical prerequisites” were created for the emergence and consolidation of
linguistic units that actualize female subjectivity in a certain professional
sphere. The Russian language has great word-formation possibilities for
creating feminine forms; “Russian Grammar” (Russian Grammar, 1980) lists
15 suffixes to form the feminine gender based on masculine. Nevertheless,
these “derivational mechanisms” are not often used in real communication.

The necessity of feminine forms is discussed not only in linguistics (Grit-
senko, Alikina, 2023; Guzaerova, Kosova, 2017; Lappo, Malinovskaya, 2020;
Soltys, 2020; Mineeva, 2020; Khomitsevich, 2018), but also in social sphere
(Gritsenko, Alikina, 2023; Piperski, 2018; Fufaeva, 2018). However, a unified
approach to solving this practical problem has not yet been developed. Thus,
M.A. Krongauz and A.A. Somin (Krongauz, Somin, 2025) argue that Russian

' In this regard, we note two dictionaries: “Explanatory Dictionary of Women’s Names” (Kole-
snikov, 2002), which systematizes the nominations of female persons by profession in the broad dia-
chronic aspect, and “Women’s Names: Supplementary Dictionary” (Fiedoruszkow et al., 2006), which
expands the previous dictionary and focuses exclusively on feminitives.
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names of most professions are historically designed as masculine words and
should be used in this form regardless of the gender of the person. I.V. Fufaeva
(Fufayeva, 2020), on the contrary, presents a study of feminitive variants in
historical, structural and sociolinguistic aspects though she doesn’t focus on
establishing the “normativity” of their use’.

Using the material of not only media resources, network communication,
but also, which is especially interesting, children’s speech, M.A. Lappo and
N.I. Malinovskaya (Lappo, Malinovskaya, 2020) note a high degree of linguis-
tic variability in reflecting the “femininity” of a person; one name can create
series of five to six forms, and this complicates the choice of the most function-
ally relevant unit®. At the same time, all authors are mostly aimed at identifying
productive ways of forming feminitives, and grammatically correct agreement
of the masculine noun with the feminine semantic gender is outside their re-
search interests. This causes the greatest difficulties, which is evidenced in the
practice of teaching Russian philologists.

These ideas of the Russian school are developing in the work of the au-
thor of the article, N.S. Sadivova (Sadivova, 2024a, 2024b). She proposes a
taxonomy with three groups of nouns denoting profession, title, or position: (1)
nouns that are a priori used in the feminine gender in relation to women
(axmpuca ‘actress’; nesuya ‘singer’, etc.) or denote typically female profes-
sions which do not have full equivalents in the masculine gender (eopruunas
‘maid’; weesn ‘seamstress’; uausa ‘nanny’, etc.); (2) nouns which are used in
feminine depending solely on the “preferences” of the actor (npenooasamens /
npenooasamenvruya ‘teacher’; nauanvnux / nauarvnuya ‘boss’, etc.) or mark
a broad social group (cmyoenm / cmyoenmxka ‘student’, etc.); (3) nouns that are
always used in the masculine gender to refer to women (ropucm ‘lawyer’;
nunom ‘pilot’; gooumens ‘driver’, etc.).

The need for this taxonomy based on linguodidactic expediency is sub-
stantiated by two fundamental factors: (1) agreement of sentence members
depends on “belonging” to a particular group?; (2) this lack of distinction is
the cause of speech errors of not only foreign students, but also native speak-
ers (Gerasimova, 2018). Thus, on the one hand, the linguistic-cultural com-
petence of native Russian speakers as a set of knowledge/skills and personal
qualities acquired in mastering the system of cultural values expressed in
language and regulating verbal behavior must be considered an indicator of

2 The official discourse does not often require using “non-standardized nominations” of the feminine
gender since gender is expressed by an anthroponym.

3 This is the reason why the authors emphasize the need to create a relevant active dictionary and
consider the parameters for describing such units: meaning, connotations, sphere of use, synonymy, and
variability.

4 A study conducted at the Institute of Russian Studies at the University of PreSov in Slovakia (Sad-
ivova, 2024a) showed that students tried to form the feminine form even for nouns of the third group. The
author thinks that this demonstrates interference since the Slovak language mostly forms feminitives by
adding the appropriate suffix to a masculine noun.

592 KEY ISSUES OF RUSSIAN LANGUAGE RESEARCH



FBoowcenrosa H.A., Cadusoea H. Pycuctuxka. 2025. T. 23. Ne 4. C. 590-612

a certain “mental understanding” of all the subtleties of coordinating sen-
tence members with nouns of each group. On the other hand, linguistic-cul-
tural consciousness of Russian speakers gives value-semantic components to
any linguistic sign, including affixes. This complicates the formation of fe-
minitives despite the derivational potential of the Russian language.

The aim of the study is to identify, describe, and characterize the linguis-
tic-cognitive strategies to feminitive formation and their use in speech practice
by both native and non-native Russian speakers, as well as quantitative, based on
statistical data, confirmation of the hypothesis that the models of agreement with
nouns naming persons by profession should be considered as the author’s reflec-
tion of the lexeme gender semantics and its linguistic explication.

Methods and materials

The main research method was an ascertaining pedagogical experiment;
to evaluate its results, methods of analytical description, component analysis,
qualification analysis, and statistical data processing were used.

The experiment was conducted in three groups of philology students —
future teachers of Russian as a native and as a foreign language: Russian-,
Slovak-, and Chinese-speaking’. The most interesting was the Chinese group;
firstly, the Chinese language belongs to a different group of languages,
isolating (root) languages, and students of the Russian language learn other
word-formation phenomena; secondly, most Chinese students study Russian
because of the expansion of economic contacts with Russia, and the naming
of persons by profession is “lexical” core. The second target group included
native Russian speakers since this group is most susceptible to the influence
of various usual discursive practices, including media, where feminitives not
recorded in dictionaries are being used more often. The third, Slovak, group
was included in the experiment to confirm/refute hypothesis about the
interference of the “laws” of the native language on the studied language. The
total number of respondents was 67 people: 25 Russian native speakers,
22 Chinese speakers, 20 Slovak speakers.

The material for this experiment and the study as a whole was a narrative
text in Russian composed by N. Sadivova, where all the characters are male
and are represented by masculine lexemes (see below). Students, representatives
of three language systems, were asked to rewrite this text based on the teacher’s
assignment with female characters. The assignment implicitly assumed the
possible/necessary replacement text components, the masculine form for the
feminine form.

5> The study involved Russian and Chinese students from A.S. Pushkin Russian Language State
Institute (Moscow, Russia) and students from the Institute of Russian Studies at the University of Presov
(Presov, Slovakia).
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Results

The study revealed a wide range of linguistics strategies for making
feminitives in Russian and their use in speech practice. Analysis of the empirical
material shows that the formation of the female gender, especially in cases
without normative version, is a complex process of reflection of the gender
identity of the person named by activity in the linguistic-cultural consciousness
of the actor. The process activates both grammatical and pragmatic-discursive
resources of the Russian language.

Despite the existing grammatical rules, the gender of the referee is
difficult or impossible to define without morphological markings, affixes or
auxiliary words, in certain contexts. This is particularly complex in the third
substantive group without normalized feminitive forms. As a result, there are
a lot of innovations both in the formation of feminitives and in the agreement
with other sentence parts.

The results of the experiment prove that the third group of nouns
“generates” most grammatical and semantic errors. This group demonstrates
14 different types of agreement, which is significantly higher than in the first
(3 types) and second (6 types) groups. The responses showed the dominance
of complete grammatical agreement in the female gender, which indicates
the need for gender marking in the language; the linguistic-cultural
consciousness of both Russian native speakers and foreign philologists
obviously records a tendency to use female forms, even when the feminitive
is not normative. Established full agreement models are compensatory
mechanisms for morphological and lexical gaps; when there is no “normative”
femininitive respondents use variable strategies of agreement, that preserve
gender semantics and minimize communicative misunderstandings.

Word-formation models for creating feminitives are also discussed.
In the third group, the most productive formant was -k(a) (24% of cases), which
is probably due to its relative neutrality in comparison with other suffixes; the
second and third wide-spread were the affixes -mi(a) (14%) and -ecc(a) (8%),
which usually have stylistic coloring and a limited sphere of use. At the same
time, the feminitive forms created by the respondents are not recorded in
academic dictionaries and other official sources, but the growing frequency of
their use in oral speech and often business writing indicates the usual dominance
of such variants.

The empirical data and theoretical conclusions of the study demonstrate
the importance ofacomprehensive approach to studying agreement mechanisms,
word formation, and linguistic-cultural motivation of language choice. The
results of the study can become the basis for both modern lexicographic practice
and updating grammatical aspects of the methodology of teaching Russian as
a native and foreign language, as well as for Russian language studies.
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Discussion

In the ascertaining experiment, students were offered the author’s
narrative text including all three groups of nouns denoting the type of human
activity (Table 1):

“My day started early. I woke up around seven in the morning and, as usual, checked my
email first. Among the letters was a reminder from my boss about an upcoming meeting.
I quickly got dressed and left the house. My personal driver was already waiting for me. On
the way to work, I called an experienced lawyer, and we discussed the details of the new
contract. The day promised to be eventful; in the office, there was a meeting with a charismatic
CEO and a reasonable analyst who had prepared a report on current projects. The strict
editor-in-chief of the corporate magazine and the energetic president of a partner organization
also took part in the discussion.

After the meeting, I stopped at a cafe where my cousin, a creative pastry chef, worked.
He treated me to fresh pastries and told me that a famous actor and a famous singer had
recently visited them. Both were surprisingly easy to talk to and willingly took pictures with the
staff. Next, | had a meeting with a doctor who consulted me on health issues. He works in
a clinic under the guidance of a reputable Doctor of medical sciences, a specialist with
extensive experience. They recommended me to undergo an examination and spend less time at
the computer.

On the way back, I ran into an old acquaintance, a professor at the university where
I was studying. We talked about science, and he spoke about the success of his graduate
student who was then actively involved in research projects; the student was working as
a young teacher and planning to continue his career in education.

In front of the shop, I was stopped by a security guard, a new employee, who I had
never met before. We talked a bit, and he said that he had wanted to be a pilot but had chosen
a more relaxed profession. After the conversation, I went to the store for groceries. A polite
salesman helped me with the choice, and a smiling cashier was working at the cash desk.
Despite feeling tired, he was in a good mood, and we exchanged a few words. When I returned
home, I looked at old photos. Among them were pictures from competitions. Back then I was
an active athlete, but I devote more time to reading and sometimes writing poems; this helps
my inner poet.

This was another normal but busy day. Sometimes it seems that each of us lives several
lives at once, sometimes as a director, as a lawyer, as a poet, or a pilot in spirit. And maybe
this is the meaning of the future, to find yourself a little bit in every person you meet”.

Table 1
Nouns denoting professions
The first group The second group The third group
of nouns of nouns of nouns
AxTep ‘actor’ HauvanbHuk ‘boss’ Yuutens ‘teacher’ Bogutens ‘driver’ Kongutep
Mesel, ‘singer’ [IvpekTop ‘director’ OxpaHH1K IOpucT ‘lawyer’ ‘pastry chef’
CreunanucT ‘specialist’ ‘security guard’ AnanuTuk ‘analystt  Bpau ‘doctor’
Mpenonasatens ~ COTPYAHUK ‘employee’ | pepaxrop ‘editor  AOKTOP ‘Doctor
‘professor’ Mpopagetl ‘salesman’ MpeanaeHt of Sciences
AcnupaHT ‘graduate CnopTcmeH ‘athlete’ ‘president’ Munor ‘pilot’
student’ MoaT ‘poet’ Kaccwup ‘cashier’
CtyneHT ‘student’

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.
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The discrepancy in number of the first group nouns is justified by the task
itself (cf. classification of N. Sadivova). For the second group, 12 nouns were
selected which have variable usage and feminitives are not marked colloguial
in interpretation dictionary (Ozhegov, 2024). The third group is represented by
10 nouns, which do not have a feminitive fixed by the norms of the Russian
language, but their feminitives are often used in publicistic genres, in internet
discourses or function as conversational/ stylistically marked language units.
Sentences with nouns from the third group in indirect cases were of the greatest
research interest since there is a mixed agreement with the other sentence parts.
Thus, it is necessary to distinguish two agreement types in the Russian lan-
guage, complete and incomplete. In the first case, the subordinate word is con-
sistent with the subordinating on in gender, number, and case; the predicative
connection also requires the concordance of the predicate and the subject. In
the second case, these rules do not work; here is grammatical, in form, and
semantic, or referential, agreement (Khomitsevich, 2018)°. Sentences with
nouns in indirect cases marking syntactic positions of the object, locus, instru-
ment, etc., semantic concordance is forbidden, but it is often used in colloquial
speech.

The most common model of agreement is the model where the adjectival
components are of the masculine gender and the predicate (verb) is feminine.
However, feminine gender agreement is sometimes possible for adjectives. In
this regard, A.A. Gerasimova (Gerasimova, 2018) suggests distinguishing four
types of adjectives, low, high, pronominal, and quantifying; they have different
“potential” for agreement with nouns naming persons by profession, etc.

Low adjectives have limited combinability with a noun; feminine gender
agreement is impossible for such adjectives. This is due to the fact that they are
attached to a noun at an earlier stage of noun group formation (3yénoit spau
‘dentist’; ¢punancoewviii ananumux ‘financial analyst’, etc.) and their meaning
1s idiomatic.

High adjectives, on the contrary, are characterized by free compatibility
with a noun since they are added to it after the addition of low adjectives, i.e.
they stand before low adjectives. Here we mention ameliorative adjectives,
or adjectives with the meaning of “social approval” (tamanTaussii /
TanaHTuBas (TnaBHBIN) pempakTop ‘talented (chief) editor’; coBpemennsiii /
coBpeMeHHas (MCTIOJIHUTENbHBIN) AupekTop ‘modern (executive) director’).

Pronominal adjectives (TBoii / TBos Bpau ‘your doctor’) and quantifiers
(Bcsikmit / Besikast Bpau ‘every doctor’) are added after high adjectives and can
have agreement by the feminine gender (mosi (BHUMaTenpHas 3yOHOW) Bpau
‘my (attentive dental) doctor)’.

¢ Scientists also mention disagreement in gender.
" The necessity of this distinction is also due to the fact that some adjectives tend to agree with the
dictionary gender of the noun, and marking feminine subjectivity in the adjective is not always possible.
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Many lexicographic sources give the only acceptable option, the grammat-
ical agreement of all components in the masculine gender, and the agreement of
feminine nouns with masculine attributes®, which is widespread in the media, is
non-normative. At the same time, journalistic discursive practices and modern
artistic texts demonstrate deviations from the norm and a tendency for gender
marking. It is no coincidence that academic grammar states that “it is precisely
the requirement for designation, i.e. the need to communicate the gender of the
person named, that ensures the usability of such combinations in modern speech”
(Russian Grammar, 1980: 466). This generally confirms A.A. Gerasimova’s
theory of four adjective types. It seems that the distinguishing feature in this
case is the form of the nominative or indirect case; if semantic agreement in the
feminine gender in the nominative case is acceptable, then expressions with
attributed nouns in indirect cases violate Russian grammar system (c Hamei
moOumoit BpadoM ‘with our beloved doctor’; Buepa BcTpeTHII TBOIO JIFOOUMYHO
kocMmerosiora ‘yesterday I met your favourite cosmetologist’).

This thesis was tested empirically; fragments of sentences transformed
according to the task (noun + components of the word-combination / sentence
subject to agreement’) are presented below. Each text fragment is followed by
the students’ answers (their version of the noun, feminitive / original masculine
form, and the form of the agreed adjective / verb) in their percentage ratio
rounded off. The groups of respondents are designated by corresponding ab-
breviations: RS (Russian students — native speakers), CS (Chinese students),
SS (Slovak students). An asterisk marks feminitive variants which can be inter-
preted as an error (insufficient Russian language proficiency) or special forms
which are not recorded in dictionaries, despite the frequency of everyday use!’.

8 In some of cases, agreement with feminine nouns is pragmatically conditioned; this concerns attri-
butes which can semantically be associated exclusively with female persons whereas the use of masculine
forms in such contexts form illogical constructions (6epemennuiii gooumens ‘pregnant driver’).

° The syntactic position and characteristics of the adjective type are indicated in brackets.

19 The volume of the present article does not allow us to provide all the respondents’ answers.
Therefore, the tables 2—5 present transformed constructions with nouns of the third group and partial-
ly the second group which clearly demonstrate the linguistic-cognitive strategies of the respondents.
At the same time, we note some interesting positions in the use of nouns of the first (1) and second
(2) groups, which were taken into account in the general conclusions. (1) in the RS group, preserva-
tion of the masculine form (u3BecTHsbIi akTep ‘famous actor’ (4%), 3HaMeHUTHIH nesen ‘famous sin-
ger’ (4%); in the CS group, cases of semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender (u3BecTHas
akrep ‘famous actor’ (4.5%); 3Hamenutas nesen ‘famous singer’ (9%), grammatical agreement in the
feminine gender with a colloquial/incorrect feminitive (u3BecTHas akrepka ‘famous actress’ (9%);
n3BecTHast akrepma ‘famous actress’ (4.5%); u3BectHas akrepa® ‘famous actress’ (4.5%) and preser-
vation of the masculine form (u3BecTHpIlf akTep ‘famous actor’ (4.5%); 3HamMeHuUTHIH TeBer ‘famous
singer’ (5%); (2) in the RS group, preservation of the masculine form (ctynenr ‘student’ (4%); nupexTop
‘director’ (44%); Mol BHYTpeHHUI MOAT ‘my inner poet’ (24%); moero HauanpHHKa ‘my boss’ (4%);
crenquanucta ‘specialist’ (24%), semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender (Most BHyTpeHHsIs
modT ‘my inner poet’ (4%) and the formation of colloquial/incorrect feminitives (aupextpuca ‘head-
mistress’ (24%), mupekrtopma ‘director’ (4%); nupextpucca* ‘headmistress’ (28%); crnenuamucTku
‘specialists’ (68%); sxenumHbI-criennanucrta ‘female specialists’ (4%); cnenuanucHusr* ‘female spe-
cialists’ (4%); In the CS group, the preservation of the masculine form (aupexrop ‘director’ (45%);
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Table 2

Second group of nouns: nominative case

«OCTAHOBUJ1 OXPaHHUK — HOBbIN COTPYAHUK»
(predicate; noun from the second group as a subject; high adjective from the second group as an attribute;
noun from the second group as an attribute)

OCTaHOBWIA OXpaHHMLA — HOBas! Grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
coTpyaHuua (80%)
OGTAHOBIN OXDAHHUK — HOBAS Grammatical agreement in the masculine gender +
po grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
coTpyarnua (8%) (mixed agreement)
OCTaHOBWJ1 OXPAHHUK — HOBBIIA ) . .
nder
RS: |corpyanuk (4%) Grammatical agreement in the masculine gende
OCTAHOBINA KEHLLMHA-OXDAHHUK — Semantic verbal agreement with the auxiliary noun
HOBAS COT HM”‘; (4%) P JKeHwwmHa ‘woman’ + grammatical agreement
PyAHNL ° in the feminine gender (mixed agreement)
OCTAHOBMNA OXDAHHUK — HOBAS Semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender +
f grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
COTPyAHMLA (4%) (mixed agreement)
ocTaHoBuMna OXp?HHM”'a — Hosas grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
coTpyaHuua (68%)
OCTaHOB OXPaHHIK — HOBBIN grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
COTPYOHUK (18%)
CS: OCTAHOBI OXDAHHMK — HOBAS! grammatical agreement in the masculine gender +
po grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
cotpyaruua (9%) (mixed agreement)
OCTAHOBM OXDAHHUK — HOBAS! grammatical agreement in the masculine gender +
COTOVIHUK (55) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
PyA ° (mixed agreement)
ocTaHoBuna OXD?HHM”'a — Hosas grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
coTpyaHuua (90%)
SC: OCTAHOBINA OXDAHHUK — HOBAS semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender +
po grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
cotpyarmua (10%) (mixed agreement)
«MOMOT BeXJIMBbIV NpoaaBeL,»
(predicate; high adjective as an attribute; noun from the second group as a subject)
['7"2“’;/‘:;“3 BEXNBan NpoAasLMLI grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
RS: (”20"1"(')2; BEXMBLM NPOAABEL, grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
*
(n;);(/)l;)rna BEXNBas Npoaasihxa grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

BHYTPEHHUI 03T ‘my inner poet’ (23%); Moero HauanbHKUKa ‘my boss’ (9%); criennanucra ‘specialist’
(45%), the formation of feminitives (aupekropka ‘female director’ (27%); mupekrpuca ‘headmistress’
(18%); nupexropiua ‘female director’ (10%); cneunanuctku ‘female specialists’ (55%), semantic adjec-
tival agreement in the feminine gender (Most BHyTpeHHss T02T ‘my inner poet’ (18%) and grammatical
agreement in the feminine gender with a colloquial/incorrect feminitive (Most BHyTpeHHsIsSI TO9TKA * ‘my
inner poet’ (14%); in the SS group, semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender (Most BHyTpeHHsIs
nodT ‘my inner poet’ (10%) and feminine variants in a different percentage ratio (nupekropma ‘female
director’ (40%); nupektpuca ‘headmistress’ (35%); mupekropka female director’ (15%); cenuaaucTku
‘female specialists’ (85%); sxeHmunbI-crienanucta ‘female specialists’ (15%).
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Ending of Table 2

nomMorna BexnmBeas npoaasLumLa
(73%)
nomMorna Bexnueas npoaasuua*

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

CS: | (22%)
(n;;:;)r BEXNNBLIM NPOAABeL grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
SS: floMorna Bexnneast NnpoaasLumua grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

(100%)

Note. RS (Russian students — native speakers), CS (Chinese students), SS (Slovak students); an asterisk —

feminitive variants which can be interpreted as an error (insufficient Russian language proficiency) or special forms
which are not recorded in dictionaries, despite the frequency of everyday use.

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

Table 3

Second group of nouns: indirect cases

«C Xapu3MaTUiHbIM reHepasibHbiM AUPEKTOPOM»
(high adjective as an attribute; low adjective as an attribute; noun from the second group as an object)

C Xapu3maTU4yHOW reHepanbHOMN
oupekTpucon (52%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

C Xapu3maTUyiHbIM reHepasibHbIM
LMpeKkTopoM (28%)

grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

RS:
C Xapu3MaTUYHOW reHepasibHbIM . . N ) -
P o P partial semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
anpekTopom (16%)
C Xapu3maTnyHOWN reHepanbHon . . -
“x a0 grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
avpekTopLuen™ (4%)
C Xapu3maTn4HbIM FreHepasibHbIM ) ) .
o grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
nunpektopom (50%)
C Xapn3MaTU4HOW reHepanbHOn
npexkTopkomn* (18% . . -
CSs: Anp P ( o ) . grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
C Xapu3maTUYHOWN reHepanbHon
oupekTpucon (18%)
C Xapu3mMaTUYHOWN reHepanbHoOm . - . -
P o P semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
ampekTopom (14%)
C Xapn3MaTU4HOW reHepanbHOn
avpekTopluen (40%)
C Xapu3maTUYHOWN reHepanbHon . . -
. o grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
oupekTpucon (35%)
SS: | ¢ xapuamaTiHoii reHepanbHoV
nupekTopkoii* (15%)
C Xapu3MaTUYHOW reHepasibHbIM . . N ) -
P o P partial semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
ampekTopom (10%)
«CO CTapbiM 3HaKOMbIM — MpenopjaBaTesieM yHMBepcuteTa»
(noun from the second group as an attribute)
CO CTapoW 3HaKOMON — ) ) -
o o grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
npenogasatesibHuLen (96%)
RS:
CO CTapbIM 3HAKOMbIM — ) ) .
o grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
npenogasatenem (4%)
CO CTapomn 3HaKOMOM — . . .
CS: P . o grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
npenopasatensHuuel (100%)
CO CTapoW 3HaKOMON — ) . -
SS: p grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

npenogasatensHuLel (100%)
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Ending of Table 3

«paccka3san 00 ycnexax CBoero acnmpaHTa, KoTopblii»
(pronominal adjective as an attribute, noun from the second group as an object, conjunctive word

as a subject)

CBOel acnmpaHTkn, kotopas (88%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

RS:
CBOEro acnupaHTa, kotopbii (12%) | grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
cs cBoeli acnupaHTky, kotopas (91%) | grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
) CBOEro acnmpaHTa, KoTopbili (9%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
SS: | cBoei acnupaHTky, kotopas (100%) | grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
«paboTaeT MONOAbLIM yYUTeNIEM»
(high adjective as an attribute; noun from the second group as a nominative part of the predicate)
s MOJIOAO0M yunTenbHuuen (96%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
RS:
MonoabiM yyutenem (4%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
CS: | monopow yuntensHuuel (100%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
SS: | monopon yuntenoHuuen (100%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
«OblJ1 aKTUBHBIM CMIOPTCMEHOM»
(predicate; high adjective as an attribute; noun from the second group as a nominative
part of a predicate)
RS: Gbina akTUBHOM CMIOPTCMEHKOT grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
(100%)
Oblnia akTUBHOM CNOPTCMEHKOM ) . -
grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
(72,8%)
CS: (61%”;)ZT)MBHHM CMOPTEMEHOM grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
%é“g;';mwom choprcmerom semantic adjective-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
SS: Gbina akTUBHO CMIOPTCMEHKOY grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

(100%)

Note. RS (Russian students — native speakers), CS (Chinese students), SS (Slovak students); an asterisk —

feminitive variants which can be interpreted as an error (insufficient Russian language proficiency) or special forms
which are not recorded in dictionaries, despite the frequency of everyday use.

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

Table 4

Third group of nouns: nominative case

«Kaan JINYHbI BOAUTENb»

(predicate; low adjective as an

attribute; noun from the third group as a subject)

Xaana fivyHas soamtesibHiua®
(36%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

RS: |XOana nuyHeli BoamTens (36%) partial semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender
XOan nnyHbli BoanTens (24%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
xpana nuyHasa sogutens (4%) semantic adjective-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
?;D;;? /MHHas BOAUTENEHILA grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

0

CSs:

XAan NnyHbln BoauTens (5%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
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Continuation of Table 4

SS:

Xpana nnvHasa BoauTenbHuLa®
(80%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

xgana nuyHbli Bogmtens (20%)

partial semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender

>

«CTPOrnii rnaBHbIA peaakTop»
igh adjective as an attribute; low adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as a subject)

CTpOruii raBHbI pegakTop (32%)

grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

cTporas rnasHas pefaktopLua
(24%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

cTporasa rNaBHbIN penakTop

RS: (20%) partial semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
cTporas rnaBHasa pegaktop (16%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
(szrg/(;)raﬂ rnasHas pefakropka grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
gg;:’)mm FnasHel peaakTop grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
CcTporasi rnaBHas pegakropka ™
(27,2%) . : .

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

CS: | cTporas rnaeHas peaakTopLua
(22,7%)
cTporas rnaBHas pegaktop (13,6%) | semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

_ semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
c;p(;ﬁ% ”}iBE;H) KEHLMHA with the auxiliary noun
PEAAKTOp (4,57 XeHLmHa ‘woman’
CTporas rnaBHas pegakropka™
(50%)
CTporas rnaBHas pegakropLia grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

SS: [ (30%)
cTporas rnasHas pepaktpuca (10%)
cTporas rnaeHbli peaaktop (10%) partial semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

«3HEepPrn4yHbIN Npe3naeHT»

(high adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as a subject)
aHepruyHas npesuaeHT (40%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
9HEepPruyHbIN NpesnaeHT (32%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

RS:

SHepruHas npeauaenTka” (16%) rammatical agreement in the feminine gender

aHeprunyHasg npesnaeHTwa (12%) 9 g 9

QHEPrnYHbIN Npe3naeHT (50%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

3HepruyHasa npesngeHTka™* (22,8%) | grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

3HepruyHas npeanaeHT (13,6%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
cs: aHepruyHas npeavaeHTwa (9,1%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

SHEPIMYHAs XEHILMHA-NPE3UAEHT sen_1_ant|c adjectival agreement in the feminine gender with the

0, auxiliary noun
(4,5%) , s
XeHLmMHa ‘woman

aHepruyHas npeauaeHTka* (70%) . . .

ss: |oHepruunas npesunerTiia (20%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

3HepruyHasa npesngeHT (10%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
«KpPeaTMBHbIN KOHOUTEP>
(high adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as an attribute)
KpeaTuBHbIA kKoHauTep (32%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
RS: KpeaTuBHasa koHauTep (28%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

KpeaTnBHasa koHautepLua (28%)
KpeaTuBHas koHauTepka* (12%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
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Ending of Table 4

KpeaTuBHbI KoHauTep (36%)

grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

KpeaTmBHas koHautepLua (32%)

CS: KpeaTVBHas! KoHAMTepKa* (23%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
KpeaTmBHasa koHauTep (9%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
* 0,
ES:I:E::: Eg:imggﬁa ((1755(2)) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
SS:
kpeatmBHas koHautep (10%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
«paboTan ynbiOuYMBbIi Kaccup»
(predicate; high qualitative adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as a subject)
{);g;);ana y/eiGumBas kaconpuia grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
RS: paboTan ynbibumBklii kaccup (16%) | grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
paboTana ynbi6unBas kaccup (4%) | semantic adjectival-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
E)Sagot/?)ana yneiGuneas kacoupuia grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
- paboTan ynblibumBklin kKaccup (27%) | grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
) paboTana ynbibumnBas kaccup (9%) | semantic adjectival-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
*
?;)Z?Tana y/eiGumBas kaconpka grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
?;56()21)'8”8 yneiG4MBas kacoupuia grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
SS:
paboTana ynbibunsas kaccup (15%) | semantic adjectival-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
«IOPUCT»
(noun from the third group as a subject)
topucTka* (64%) —
RS:
topucT (36%) —
topucTka* (64%) —
CSs:
topucT (36%) —
topuctka™ (90%) —
SS:
topucT (10%) —
«MUNoT»
(noun from the third group as a subject)
nunoT (72%) —
nunotecca* (20%)
RS: | nunoteca* (4%)
nunotuua™ (4%)
aBumatpucca (4%) —
nunotecca* (50%) —
CS: | nunot (45%) —
nmnotka* (5%) —
nunotecca* (75%) —
SS:

nunot (25%)

602

Note. RS (Russian students — native speakers), CS (Chinese students), SS (Slovak students); an asterisk —
feminitive variants which can be interpreted as an error (insufficient Russian language proficiency) or special forms
which are not recorded in dictionaries, despite the frequency of everyday use.

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.
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Table 5

Third group of nouns: indirect cases

«C OMbITHBIM IOPUCTOM>
(high adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as an object)

C OMNbITHOW LOPUCTKOM * (68%)

grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

RS: | c onbITHbIM tOpUCTOM (28%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

C OMNbITHOW IOPUCTOM (4%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

C OMbITHOW IOPUCTKO* (77%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
CS: | € onbiTHOM topuctom (14%) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

C ONbITHLIM IopUCTOM (9%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

C OMbITHOWM LOPUCTKOM * (75%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

o o semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender with the

SS: | C OMBITHOM XEHLLMHOA-10pUCTOM auxiliary noun

(15%)

XeHWwmHa ‘woman’

C onbITHOM topuctom (10%)

semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

=

«C paccyguTesibHbIM aHAJIMTUKOM, NOArOTOBUBLUUM»

igh adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as an object; Past Participle as an attribute)

C paccyguTeNbHOM aHaNUTUKOM,
rnogrotoBmBLUNM (44%)

semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

C paccyauTenbHbIM aHaNIUTUKOM,
noaroroBmBLLNM (36%)

grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

C paccyanTesnbHbIM aHaIUTUKOM,

partial semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender

RS: | nogroroBuBLueii (12%)
C paccyamnTenbHom
aHanuTMKeccon™, nogroToemeLLer | grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
(4%)
C paccyamTenbHOM aHannTUKOM . - . -
n(?gror{)ﬂémswem (4%) ! semantic adjectival-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
0
C pacCcyanTenbHbIM aHaIUTUKOM, ) ) .
noarotosuBLM (36%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
0
C paccyamTenbHOM aHannTUKOM ™,
nogroroBmBLLNM (23%) . ) . L
C PACCYMUTENLHON AHANMTIYKOM partial grammatic agreement in the feminine gender
nogrotosmBLnM (14%)
C PacCyANTENILHON BHANNTIKOM, semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
CS: |nogroroBuBLumm (14%) ! 9 9
. 0
C paccyamTenbHOM aHannTuKen ™,
noarotoBuBLLUNM (9% . ) . L
c pﬁaccy,umeano(Vl a:)anvleu,on* partial grammatic agreement in the feminine gender
s
noaroroBuBLUNM (9%)
C DACCYAUTENLHOM KEHLLAHOM- semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
paceyA w o with the auxiliary noun
aHanMTMKoM, nogrotosmBeLlen (9%) . s
XeHLmHa ‘woman
C paccyamnTenbHOM aHaNIMTUYKON ™, ) ) -
nggrox)ﬂémswem (75%) ’ grammatic agreement in the feminine gender
(o]
C paccyamnTenbHOM XEHLLMHOM- semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender with the
! | aHanuTUKOM, NoAroToOBUBLLVM auxiliary noun
SS liary

(15%)

XeHLuHa ‘woman’

C paccyauTeNbHOM aHaNIUTUKOM,
nogrorosBuBLuen (10%)

semantic adjectival-verbal agreement in the feminine gender
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Continuation of Table 5

«C BPa4OM, KOTOPbI»
(noun from the third group as an object; conjunctive word as a subject)

C BpayoMm, koTopas (36%)

semantic agreement in the feminine gender

C BpayoMm, KoTopsbiii (36%)

grammatical agreement in the masculine gender

RS:
o o grammatical agreement in the masculine gender with the
C XEHLUMNHOWN-BPAYOM, KOTOPbLIN .
auxiliary noun
(8%) . )
XEeHLUMHa ‘woman
C Bpaunxom, kotopas (8%)
C JoKTOpLLUEN, koTopas (8%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
C BpadnHen*, kotopas (4%)
C Bpa4yoMm, KoTopblin (77%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
CS: o o
¢ Bpaquomv,*Koropaﬂ (1 80@ grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
C Bpaunuen®, koropasa (5%)
C Bpauunxoi, kotopas (60%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender

o o grammatical agreement in the masculine gender with the

C XXEHLLNHOWN-BPAY0OM, KOTOPbIN -
SS: o auxiliary noun
(25%) . ,
XeHLmHa ‘woman
C Bpayom, kotopasa (15%) semantic agreement in the feminine gender
«nop PyKOBOACTBOM aBTOPUTETHOIO A0KTOPa MEAULIMHCKUX HayK»

(high adjective as an attribute; noun from the third group as an object)
aBTOPUTETHOrO AokTopa M.H.(40%) | grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
aBTOPUTETHOWM JOKTOPa M.H. (24%) | semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender

RS: aBTOPUTETHOM JOKTOPLUM M.H.
(24%) ) . -
. " grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
aBTOPUTETHOM JOKTOPKN™* M.H.
(12%)
azz‘:cl))z;/wemoro AOKTOPA M.H. grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
aBTOPUTETHOWM AOKTOPLUM M.H.
(22,7%) ) . -
. . grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
aBTOPUTETHOM JOKTOPKN* M.H.
cs: (18,2%)
?ngGFZZ;eTHOM AOKTOPA M.H. semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
. semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender with the
aBTOPUTETHOM XEHLLMHbI-0OKTOPa -
auxiliary noun
M.H. (4,5%) ‘ ,
XeHLMHa ‘woman
aBTOPUTETHOWM AOKTOPLUM M.H.
(50%) ) ) -
o N grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
aBTOPUTETHOM OOKTOPKN ™ M.H.
ss: | (35%)
. semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender with the
aBTOPUTETHOM XEHLLMHbI-0OKTOPA -
auxiliary noun
M.H. (15%) . ,
XEeHLLMHa ‘woman
«XOTesn cTaTb NUIOTOM»
(predicate; noun from the third group as an object)
RS: | xoTen ctatb nunoTom (44%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
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Ending of Table 5
xoTena crtatb NUIoToM (28%) semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender
xoTena crtaTb NMa0Teccomn™
(20%)
xoTena ctatb aBnaTpuccom* grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
(4%)
xoTena crtatb nunoTuuen™ (4%)

XxoTen cratb NMNoTom (45%) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender
CS:
xoTena crtatb nunoteccon* (41%) . . .
o o grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
xoTena crtatb NMAoTkon* (14%)
xoTena ctaTb nunoTeccoi* (75%) grammatical agreement in the feminine gender
SS:

xoTena crtatb NUIoToM (25%) semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender

Note. RS (Russian students — native speakers), CS (Chinese students), SS (Slovak students); an asterisk —
feminitive variants which can be interpreted as an error (insufficient Russian language proficiency) or special forms
which are not recorded in dictionaries, despite the frequency of everyday use.

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

The qualitative analysis of the answers identified 14 types of agreement,
which the respondents used in their answers: (1) grammatical agreement
in the feminine gender (79%); (2) grammatical agreement in the masculine
gender (11%); (3) semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender (fem-
inine adjective + masculine noun + masculine verb (if there is a verb) (4%);
(4) semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender (feminine verb + mascu-
line adjective (if there is an adjective) + masculine noun) (1.6%); (5) semantic
adjectival-verbal agreement in the feminine gender (feminine verb + feminine
adjective + masculine noun) (0.6%); (6) semantic agreement in the feminine
gender (masculine noun + feminine agreeable words except verbs and adjec-
tives) (0.5%); (7) partial semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender
(high feminine adjective + low masculine adjective + masculine noun)
(0.6%); (8) partial semantic verbal agreement in the feminine gender (mascu-
line adjective + masculine noun + feminine verb) (0.6%); (9) partial gram-
matical agreement in the feminine gender (feminine adjective + feminine
noun + masculine verb) (0.6%); (10) semantic adjectival agreement in the
feminine gender with the auxiliary noun swcenwuna ‘woman’ (feminine ad-
jective + woman — masculine noun + masculine verb) (0.6%); (11) semantic
verbal agreement with the auxiliary noun orcenwyuna ‘woman’ (feminine verb
+ woman- masculine noun) in mixed agreement only; (12) semantic adjecti-
val-verbal agreement in the feminine gender with the auxiliary noun orcenwyuna
‘woman’ (feminine adjective + woman- masculine noun + feminine verb)
(0.1%); (13) grammatical agreement in the masculine gender with the auxil-
lary noun srcenwuna ‘woman’ (woman- masculine noun + agreeable mascu-
line words except for verbs and adjectives) (0.3%); (14) mixed agreement,
a combination of the listed options (0.5%).
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The experimental study indicated a dominance of grammatical agreement
in the feminine gender when using all three groups of nouns, including among
native Russian speakers and even in the cases when there is no normative fem-
initive. Grammatical agreement in the masculine gender, preservation of the
original form of the noun, is second in frequency. The third in frequency is
semantic adjectival agreement in the feminine gender. The rest of the identified
types of agreement are unique statements of respondents since their frequency
is not higher than 2%.

The following affixes are the most productive in feminine gender forma-
tion'": -k(a) (24%), -m(a) (14%) and -ecc(a) (8%), which is predictable'?.
However, there were also derivatives with the suffixes -uu(a) (nuromuya,
sooumenvHuya), -uH(A) (epavuns), -ux(a) (npooasuuxa, spauuxa) and a com-
pound noun with the marker of feminine subjectivity (keHIIMHa-OXpaHHHUK,
KEHILMHA-T0KTOP, JKeHIITMHA-Bpay, )KCHIIUHA-FOPUCT).

A comparative analysis of the responses of Russian/Chinese/Slovak stu-
dents specializing in Russian language shows that the nouns of the first group
were used in the feminine gender in accordance with the rules of Russian
speech (Fig. 1); Slovak philologists consistently used the normative feminine
form; native speakers chose the feminitive in 96% of cases, and the masculine
form was used only in 4% of cases. Chinese philologists used the correct fem-
inine form in 79.5% of responses, while the masculine form was preferred by
11.5% of respondents; in 9% of cases, incorrect or colloquial lexemes marking
female subjectivity were used.

100%
50%
0% .
RS CS SS
® incorrect / colloquial form masculine gender B feminine gender

Figure 1. Nouns of the first group

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

The answers recording the “transformation” of nouns from the second
group show (Fig. 2) that (1) native speakers preferred to use the standard

"' We mean feminitive formation outside the first and the second groups, which have normative
feminitives.

12 However, given the neutral stylistic register of the text, forms qokropiia, perakropiia, IMpeKTopIna
used by Russian philology students surprised the authors. Here we also include authorial new words such
as cIeLUaICHUIA, aBUaTucca.
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feminine form in 77.85%, while the masculine gender was used in 17.54%;
mixed use of forms was also observed, when one of the nouns was in the
feminine gender, and the other, in the masculine gender (1.23%), which made
it difficult to determine the dominant gender; incorrect or colloquial
feminitives were recorded in 3.38% of cases; (2) Chinese students used the
feminine form in 67.45% of cases, and the masculine form in 23.4%; the
proportion of fragments with mixed gender forms coincided with the indicator
of native speakers (1.23%); however, the frequency of non-standard /
colloquial variants is significantly higher (7.92%); (3) Slovak philologists
used the corresponding feminitive in 86.54% of cases, while the masculine
form was found in 4.23% of responses; there was also a discrepancy in the
use of feminine/masculine forms (0.77%), while new, non-standard, forms of
feminitives accounted for 8.46%, which is the highest figure among all three
groups of participants. The latter conclusion is of particular interest taking
into account the inflectionality of the Russian and Slovak languages.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20% -
0% peen SR - 3 RS || SR
RS CS SS

B incorrect / colloquial form
¥ masculine gender

B feminine gender

B mixed use of gender forms

Figure 2. Nouns from the second group

Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

When using nouns of the third group, native speakers preferred the
standard masculine form in 61% of cases; in 39% of cases, colloquial/
authorial variants of feminitives were suggested. In the responses of Chinese
philologists, the proportion of deviations is higher; only 45.7% used the
correct masculine form; in 54.3% of cases, incorrect or colloquial feminine
forms were recorded. Slovak philologists used incorrect feminitives in 81%,
and only 19% of responses contained the correct option, the masculine form
(Fig. 3).

However, the very fact of using the corresponding form or creating
a “new” version of a feminitive does not provide a complete answer to the
question about the methods of explication a female person in a linguistic sign
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since female subjectivity can be represented by other lexemes. However, as for
nouns from the third group, especially when they are used in indirect cases, the
correct answer is full grammatical agreement in the masculine gender, which
was demonstrated by a minority of respondents: RS — 35%, CS — 41%,
SS — 0% (Fig. 4).

100% T,

" mll Em I

l I e
mincorrect / colloquial form ® masculine gender
Figure 3. Nouns from the third group
Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

100% ‘ ‘ ;

s0% | : DI DN 5 |

RS CS SS

B full grammatical agreement in masculine gender for the nouns from the third group

Figure 4. Frequency of correct answers when using nouns from the third group
Source: compiled by N.A. Bozhenkova, N. Sadivova.

It is worth noting that the percentage of correct answers among Chinese
philologists was higher than among native Russian speakers, and Slovak
philologists used different types of grammatical/semantic, adjectival, verbal,
or adjectival-verbal, agreement in the feminine gender. In other words,
regardless of whether it is a native or non-native Russian speaker and regardless
of their native language, most respondents make mistakes when using nouns
from the third group, and the number of answers objectifying the normative
version of using nouns from the first two groups exceeds 67%. This indicates
not only significant difficulties in mastering agreement with these linguistic
signs but also demonstrates new linguistic-cognitive processes in understanding
the phenomenon of female subjectivity.

Conclusion

The conducted study indicated the stable need for an explicit expression
of the feminine gender when naming female persons by profession. This re-
flects both current socio-cultural demands and the desire for linguistic designa-
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tion of gender identity. At the same time, the perception of the axio-semantic
components of feminitive forms has changed in the linguistic-cultural con-
sciousness of Russian speakers. It is obvious that suffixes which previously
had a completely different meaning and were considered inapplicable to de-
signate women in the professional sphere, e.g. nouns with the formant -m(a)
used to designate the wives of men holding a specific position cyneitia ‘the
judge's wife’, renepanbina ‘the general’s wife’, mpodeccopma ‘the profes-
sors wife’, today are perceived as neutral markers (see the answers
KOHJUTEpIa, MPE3UAEHTINa, JOKTOPIIA, pelakTopina, Jupekrtopiia). At the
same time, the colloquial nature of the suffixes -ux (a) (mponasurxa, Bpaunxa,
noBapuxa, because there is Tkauuxa) or the “high” register of the suffix -un(s)
(BpauuHs, XUPYpTUHs, THHEKOJIOTHHSA as in repouns) is “lost”; the derivation-
al potential of the suffixes -um(a) (munoruma, BogutenbHUIa) and -ecc(a)
(ananmutHukecca, mutorecca) is expanded. On the one hand, this does not solve
the problem of the correct formation of feminitives for nouns from the third
group; on the other, it shows that the “coordinative possibilities” of the Rus-
sian language provide the actor of communicative practice with a wide range
of possible forms, and this choice reflects the axiological preferences of mo-
dern society.

Further research with the increased number of respondents and/or repre-
sentatives of other language systems may confirm our conclusions. At the same
time, we consider it interesting to conduct a similar experiment in a group of
Russian language teachers, native Russian speakers, belonging to the older age
stratum. Its representatives might be less influenced by gender or teenager dis-
course in social networks. The materials of these studies can determine both
the vector of scientific research in the field of Russian grammar and provide
lexicographic description of new units which are being formed in the modern
Russian language.
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AHHOTanMsl. AKTYalnbHOCTh PaOOTHI OOYCIIOBIMBACTCS CaMUM OOBEKTOM HCCIEIO0Ba-
HUS: OMHCAaHUE U OOBICHEHNE TPAMMATHUCCKH HEOTHO3HAYHBIX MO3UIMH YIIOTPEOICHHS 361
KOBBIX €AWHHUII, K YHACITYy KOTOPBIX OTHOCUTCS M (PeMUHHUTUBBI, — OIHA M3 BAKHEHINHX 3a7aq
oOyueHus Oyaymux (DUIIOIOrOB-PYCHCTOB. B CHITy MpEenMyIIeCTBEHHOTO OTCYTCTBHUS B pycC-
ckoM s3bike (PS) hopm sxeHcKoro pona, SKBUBaJICHTHBIX (JOpME MYKCKOTO pojia IIPH HUMEHOBA-
HUH JIUI] 10 npodeccun (WK UX CTUIUCTUYECKOW OKPAILIEHHOCTH), IPUHIIMIIBI TpaMMaTHue-
CKOTO ¥ (WJIM) CEMaHTHYECKOTO COTIACOBAHMS TAKUX SIUHHMII C APYTHMH YICHAMH ITPEIIOKCHHSI
OKAa3bIBAIOTCSI HE BIIOJHE (hOPMAIM30BAHHBIMH, UTO BBI3BIBACT CIOKHOCTH B KOMMYHHKATHB-
HOM MTPaKTHKE HE TOJBKO Y MHO(MOHOB, HO B 'y Hocutener PA. 1lenp nccienoBanmsi — BhIsIBIIC-
HUE W CHCTEMHAas XapaKTePH3alus CII0CO00B IKCIUIMKAIIMY TeHICPHONW CEMaHTHKH JIMIA B pe-
YeBOHU JEATeNbHOCTH HOCHUTENel u HeHocuTeneil PS npu ynorpebieHnu cyiiecTBUTENIbHBIX,
o0o03HauaroIMx npodeccuro, 3BaHue, JOIKHOCTb. B KauecTBe OCHOBHOTO METO/a HCCIIEA0BA-
HUsI BBIOPaH KOHCTaTUPYIOLIHN MeIarOTHUYSCKUI SKCIIEPUMEHT, JUTsl OIICHKH PE3yJIbTaToB KOTOPO-
O MCHOJIB30BAJI METO/BI AHAJTUTHIESCKOTO ONMCAHUS, KOMITOHCHTHBIH aHaJH3, KBATN(HUKATHB-
HBII aHaJ M3 M CTaTUCTHUCCKYIO0 00pabOTKy MaHHBIX. MarepHanioM HCCICIOBAHUS TOCITY KA
noarorosneHHbI aBropoM H. CanuBoBO# TeKCT-HappaTUB Ha PYCCKOM sI3bIKE, Ii€ Bce JeH-
CTBYIOILIHE JINIIA OTHOCATCS K MY>KCKOMY IOJIy M IIPEJICTABICHBI JIEKCEMAMH MYKCKOTO POAa,
TOrJa KaK PEeCIOHJIEHTaM NpeAiarajJoch TpaHC(OPMHUPOBATh HACTOSIIIUI TEKCT C BO3MOXKHOM
3aMEHOM psiJla KOMIIOHEHTOB TEKCTa Ha OCHOBAHWUHM 33JJaHHOM 3KCIIEPUMEHTATOPOM OTHECEHHO-
CTH T€POEB K JIMIIaM KEHCKOTO 1osa. JlokazaHo, 4To TeHiepHas aCHMMETPHSI B HANMEHOBAHUN
JKEHCKUX Tipodeccuii Ha PS mpUBOAMT K BOSHUKHOBEHUIO HECOOTBETCTBUN MEXKITY Y3yaIbHBIMHU
1 HOPMATHBHBIMH BapHaHTaMH KaK IIPH 00pa30BaHUN (PEMHUHUTHBHBIX (OPM, TaK U IIPH OMICPH-
pOBaHUM MU B KOHTEKCTE. BBISBICHBI €IMHBIE ISl HOCUTENEH U HeHocuTenen PA nponykTus-
HBIE CIIOBOOOPA30BaTEIbHBIM MOJIENH, UCIIOJIb3yeMble TIPU CO31aHUU (DEMUHUTHBOB, KOTOpPbIE
MOXKHO paccMaTpHBaTh KakK y3yaslbHble MHHOBAIIUW. YCTAHOBJEHBI 14 THUIOB cOIVIacOBaHUs
YICHOB IMPEAJIOKCHUA C CYyIIECTBUTCIIBHBIMHU, peq)epeHuHanLHo OTHOCSIIUMUCA K JIMLIaM KCH-
CKOTO II0Ja, CBHIIETEIHCTBYIOIINE O HOBOM OCMBICICHUH JKCHCKOH CyOBEKTHOCTH W TpaM-
MaTHUYECKUX BO3MOKHOCTSX ee aKcimkaiuu Ha PSI. OmpeneneHo, 4To B JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPHOM
cozHanuu Hocurenedl PSl m MHO(OHOB-PYCHCTOB OUEBUIHO (PHKCHUPYETCS] TCHIACHIUS K HC-
MOJIb30BaHHUIO (HOPM JKEHCKOTO Pojia KaKk MapKepa IeHAepHON HASHTUYHOCTH (JaXKe B CIydasx,
Koraa AepuBar HE MPEACTABIACTCA HOPMATUBHO OHpaBI[aHHI)IM), TOoraa KakK JJMHIT'BOKOIHUTHB-
HbBIC CTPATCIrUU COITIaCOBAHUA YJICHOB MPCIJIONKCHUA C TaAKUMU CYHICCTBUTCIBHBIMU OKa3bI-
BAIOTCS KOMIIEHCATOPHBIMU MEXaHU3MaMU COXPaHEHUs T€HAEPHON CEeMaHTHUKHU JIuLa, JUCKyp-
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CHBHO-IIParMaTH4eCcKy 3aMEIIAOINMH JIEKCHUCCKUEe U MopQosornueckue nakyHsl P, uto
CBHUJICTEIHCTBYET HE TOJBKO O HOBOM JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOH MOTHBAIMHU SI3BIKOBOTO BBEIOOpaA, HO
1 00 aKCHOJIOTHYECKUX JETePMUHAHTAX COIIyMa.

KiroueBble cji0Ba: KaTeropus poja, rpaMMaTHYECKOE COTIACOBAHHE, CEMAaHTHIECKOE
COITIacOBaHME, TCHIEPHAs aCCUMETpPHs, BepOaibHAs IKCIUIMKAIHS KCHCKOM CyOBEKTHOCTH,
y3yaJbHble MHHOBALIUU

Bxuaan aBropos: CagusoBa H. — ananu3 nureparypsl 1o Teme UCCiel0BaHus, pa3pa-
00TKa MaTepHana Ui SKCIICPUMEHTa U ero IMPOBEACHIE, aHAIN3 PE3YJIFTaTOB NCCIICIOBAHMS,
HaICaHWe TeKCTa cTaThi; boxkeHkoBa H.A. — pa3paboTka METOIOIOTHH HCCICIOBAHUS H 00-
el KOHLIETLUU CTaThH, ONpeesieHue IPUHIIUIIOB, 1IN U 3aJa4 KCIIEPUMEHTa, CUCTeMaTH-
3alus pe3yabTaToB UCCIIEI0BaHUA, PEAAKTUPOBAHUE PYKOIIUCH CTAThH.
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