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Introduction

Calls for language change to reflect a changing society are by no means a new phenomenon and
along with such calls there reliably comes resistance. This study sets out to investigate feminist
language changes in Russian, primarily feminitives, whose prevalence has evolved with the changing
role and status of women in Russian society and the workforce, which was most significant in Russia
in the period of women’s increased participation in the workforce following the 1917 Bolshevik
Revolution. There has always been a degree of resistance, but in the 21% century there has been
serious controversy on the subject of feminitives. To English-speakers, feminisation (the creation of
feminine forms) might sound like a backward step given the great effort being made in English to
expand the use of gender-neutral terms, particularly in professional titles, such as ‘flight attendant’ in
place of ‘steward’ and ‘stewardess’. Calls for feminisation in Russian face widespread resistance. A
large-scale survey conducted in 2021 by the Russian search engine Rambler of 164000 users, of
which only 11% expressed a positive attitude towards feminitives (news.rambler.ru 2021). Another
poll in 2020 showed only 7% of respondents had a positive view of feminitives versus 58% who had a
negative view.

Research aims

This thesis sets out to answer the question of whether non-linguistic factors such as age and gender
have a bearing on people’s attitudes towards feminitives and other feminist language reforms in
Russian, and also to ascertain the reasons why people might oppose these things. It will not
encompass other variables beyond age and gender that may also have an influence, such as
education level, belonging to the LGBTQ+ community, or sociopolitical views, but these would be
equally worthwhile variables to study.

Definitions

It is necessary to first clarify what exactly is meant by the term ‘feminitive’. As defined by Pulijana
and Stevens, a feminitive is ‘an expression, most commonly a noun, which is modified so as to
restrict its extension to women or girls’ (Pulijana and Stevens 2023). Feminitives are not limited to
professional titles, but this study will focus on that category as they represent the bulk of feminitives
and discourse about them. In English this would include words such as ‘actress’ or ‘policewoman’. As
will be discussed in due course, several feminitives have been in common use for a very long time
and cause no difficulty, such as ‘yuntenbHuua’ (female teacher), so the vast majority of the discourse
and responses to this study are instead about ‘neo-feminitives’. Some of these have, in fact, existed
for over a century, if not as long as the traditional feminitives, but did not gain the same widespread
usage, or fell out of use, and as such are treated by many in the same way as feminitives purposefully
created recently.

The second concept necessary to define is what is meant by ‘language attitudes’. These are
traditionally defined as ‘any affective, cognitive or behavioural index of evaluative reactions towards
different varieties and their speakers’(Ryan, Giles, and Sebastian 1982). This focuses on attitudes
towards languages or dialects as a whole, but there is an increasing research focus on attitudes
towards specific linguistic features, such as feminitives (as in this study); vocal fry; or code-switching.
These attitudes are not static, and can change over time as status and prestige of the language,
dialect, or linguistic feature or their users also change (Garrett 2010). There is a similar concept of
‘language ideology’, the study of which is based more so in qualitative research, whereas language
attitudes research is primarily based on quantitative research. What primarily differentiates
language ideologies and language attitudes is that ideologies operate at a community level, whereas
attitudes belong to individuals, based on various factors specific to that person.



Significance of the study

Feminitives and broader feminisation within languages, particularly those with grammatical gender,
has been a topic of fierce discussion for some time, but in light of more widespread discussions of
women’s rights and other matters of social justice, and an increased understanding of the
importance of language in reflecting and shaping our views, the subject of feminisation has come to
particular prominence. There are many examples of women coming under fire, even ridicule, online
and in the press for using non-traditional feminitives to describe themselves. The strong resistance is
remarkable in light of the fact that feminitives are increasing in their usage, as well as the fact that
they ‘comply with rules of word formation and are fit for their particular purpose’ (Scheller-Boltz
2017). Even where feminine versions of professions’ names, for example, have existed in the past
and obey the language’s morphological norms, the use of these words can still provoke strong
backlash. Even the Supreme Court in Russia, in 2023, included feminitives in a list of attributes and
activities of the ‘International LGBTQ movement’ which the Court condemned as an extremist
organization (Moscow Times 2024).

As will be discussed in the context and literature review sections, there has been relatively little
previous sociolinguistic research into feminitives, with most scholarship being based on studies of
corpora and investigating feminitives through a syntax or morphology lens, or looking at trends over
time. Although there has been a reasonable amount of research on this topic, there remain gaps for
further research and understanding.

My initial interest in this area stemmed from being exposed to these discussions during my
undergraduate degree in the context of the French language where there exists fierce opposition in
some quarters to efforts to tackle linguistic questions of gender fairness, with variation in progress
present across the francophone world. In the French context, feminisation of job titles (feminitives)
and the broader concept of ‘I'écriture inclusive’ (inclusive writing) are two main means by which
gender fairness is being promoted. This will be described in more detail in the following Context
chapter as an example of how discussions around feminist language change and feminitives have
played out in another context of a European language with grammatical gender. Since first coming
across it, this topic of language reforms and gender fairness has remained of deep interest, and
strongly appealed as a research topic for this thesis.

Structure

Following this introduction chapter, further background information necessary for the discussion of
feminitives and attitudes towards them will be laid out. This will cover the history and use of
feminitives in Russian, as well as other languages. There will also be a brief overview of feminist
linguistic theory and contemporary public discourse surrounding feminitives and broader feminist
linguistic reforms and developments. The next chapter will be a review of existing literature on the
subject of feminitives in Russian, which will cover the aims, methodologies and findings of previous
studies of feminitives in Russian. The gaps in the existing literature which prompted this study’s
research will also be highlighted.

The third chapter concerns the methodology in use for this study, namely a sociolinguistic
guestionnaire delivered online. The remaining parts of the thesis proceed as follows: a results
chapter laying out the quantitative and qualitative data collected in the survey and the results of
statistical tests, and a discussion chapter where the data collection will be analysed with reference to
the relevant academic literature and the research aims. Finally, a conclusion will summarise the
findings of the study and answers to the research question, and the limitations of the study and
potential areas for future research will be discussed.



Context

History of Russian feminitives pre-and post-Revolution

Feminitives are not a new addition to the Russian language, some feminine equivalents for masculine
professional terms have existed for centuries. However, following the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution and
the societal transformation that it entailed, the roles available to working women expanded greatly,
and, as a result, so did the terminology to match. Whereas in the pre-Revolutionary period, the vast
majority of professions were held only by men or only by women, so there were no feminine
equivalents for masculine professions and vice versa (Comrie and Stone 1978). One of the few
examples of pairs of masculine and feminine terms predating the Revolution is “Tkay’ and ‘Tkaumnxa’
meaning weaver, a profession that could equally be carried out by men and women. There were
traditional terms using the suffix ‘-wa’, such as ‘reHepanbwa’, which rather than being a feminine
equivalent of a general (a woman general), it refers to a general’s wife. There had been some
increase in women’s employment in the late 19'" Century and early 20" Century, due to
industrialisation and the mobilisation of men during the First World War, with the result that women
made up 40% of industrial workers by 1917 and more feminitives came into use (Comrie and Stone
1978).

It was also the case, although much less common, that professions previously reserved for women
opened up to men, causing the need to create a male term, such as ‘meguumHckuit 6pat’(male nurse)
after ‘megmumHckan cectpa’ ((female) nurse), or ‘goap’ which is a back-formation from ‘gosapka’ (milk
maid). In some cases, a masculine equivalent could not easily be created as the logical masculine
form already held a different meaning. For example, the masculine equivalent of the feminitive
‘MawnHKUCTKa’ (typist) could not be ‘mawmHMcT’ as one might expect since that was already used to
mean ‘engine-driver’ or ‘machine operator’. Instead, a circumlocution ‘nepenucunk Ha mawnHe’ (lit.
machine copyist or scribe) was required to fill the terminological gap for ‘male typist’.

In the early Revolutionary Period, feminine-suffixed forms (feminitives) tended to be used for the
large numbers of women taking their place in occupations from which they had been restricted, with
the most common suffix being ‘-ka’, added onto the masculine form, such as ‘aktusuctka’ from
‘akTmBMCT’ (activist), or ‘areHTka’ from ‘areHt’ (agent). According to Comrie and Stone (1978) this
option of adding the suffix ‘-ka’, or creating a feminine form altogether, was mainly limited to low
level occupations and would be considered inappropriate at their time of writing (1978) for
professions of higher prestige, the example they give being ‘cnasuct’ (slavist). Comrie and Stone
(1978) suggest that the two main factors that affect whether a feminitive form was used or not were
the social prestige of a profession, and the expectation that the profession is primarily male, such as
‘cTpouTtenb’ (construction worker), where both men and women were referred using the same term.

Several suffixes other than ‘-ka’ exist, including ‘-ecca’, -wa’, and ‘-uxa’. The latter was also used to
mean ‘wife of’, but primarily in relatively low status professions, such as ‘kynumxa’ (wife of a
merchant ‘kyneu). The suffix ‘-wa’ was even more restricted to its traditional use to mean ‘wife of’,
but not exclusively as it was used for some professions without this connotation. This suffix was
particularly productive in the 1920s with examples in use such as ‘pegaktopuwa’ (editorgm) (Comrie
and Stone 1978). In the later Soviet period, some of the feminitives that came into being in the
Revolutionary Period fell out of use, but some remained in colloquial use like ‘cekpeTapia’
(secretaryeem). This example is of particular interest as Comrie and Stone note that this feminitive
would be used to refer to a woman working as a secretary in an office setting, whereas ‘cekpeTtaps’
would be used for both men and women who were secretaries of, for example, Communist Party
committees.

Nesset et al. have tracked the frequency of some of these suffixes over time using the Russian
National Corpus (RNC), which produces some very interesting data on the relative distribution of



different suffixes (Nesset, Piperski, and Sokolova 2022). For example, the suffix ‘-ecca’, which made
up only 5% of feminitives in the RNC between 1901 and 1950, decreased to 3% between 1951 and
2000, but increased substantially to 15% between 2001 and 2015. As will be discussed in due course,
then, like now, there was and remains a degree of subjectivity and personal preference when it
comes to the use of feminitives and choice of suffix.

Current discourse in Russia

Feminitives are a perennial issue in public discourse in Russia, with social media and mainstream
media backlash a common occurrence when women in the public eye use new or uncommon
feminitives to refer to their profession. As an example, the theatre director Zhenya Berkovich, who in
2023 was charged with ‘justifying terrorism’ with a controversial play, but press headlines and social
media commentary seemed to been drawn most of all to Berkovich’s insistence that she be referred
to as a ‘pexkmnccépka’ (directoreem) (Gulyaeva 2023).

Feminist organisations in Russia have long argued for increased use of feminitives in pursuit of
gender equality. One group created an online tool which offers options of feminine variants for a
given masculine job title ("®emunnHunsatop" 2019). For example, when given the word ‘asTop’ (actor),
it supplies the following possible feminitives using the main suffixes found in feminitives: ‘aBTopka’,
‘aBTOpecca’, ‘aBTopuHs’, and ‘aBTopuua’. While just a very basic program, it offers to those
interested, suggestions, some more radical than others, of what terms someone could use.

In light of a wider conservative turn in Russia characterised by the reiteration of religious and
traditional values, the partial decriminalisation of domestic violence, and a turning away from
Europe, feminism has come to be seen in some quarters as a Western attack on Russian values. In
2019, several members of Eve’s Ribs (a St Petersburg feminist collective) were arrested on the way to
a demonstration and their posters confiscated, each with a feminitive on their placard (Sperling
2019).

Recently, feminitives have become acknowledged at an altogether higher level. In early 2024, the
media organisation «CBobogHble HoBocTM» published the Supreme Court’s decision which labelled
the so-called ‘MexayHapogHoe asuxkeHue JINBT’ (International LGBT Movement) as extremist.
Feminitives, along with a few examples, were listed as ‘specific language use’, which along with
certain habits, lifestyles, and interests ‘unite participants of the international LGBT movement’
(Moscow Times 2024).

‘cneyuguyeckuli A3bIK (UCMOb308AHUE MOMEHUYUAAbHBIX C/108-eMUHUMUBO8, MAKUX KAK
pyKosodumesibHUUA, OUPEKMOopKa, asmopka, ncuxosnoauHs)’ (Meduza 2024).

A Duma deputy, Vitaly Milonov, is quoted in the Moscow Times as declaring: ‘©emnHuTUBSI,
rOMOCEKCYa/IMTUBbI M MPoYMe CaTaHM3Mbl A0JIXKHbI 6bITb NPU3HAHbI SKCTPEMMUIMOM, KaK MUHUMYM, B
chepe rpamoTHOCTH (feminitives, homosexual job titles and other satanisms must be recognized as
extremism, at least in the sphere of literacy) (Moscow times 2024). The meaning of
‘romocekcyanutmebl’, which might be translated as ‘homosexual job titles’, is unclear.

Gender fairness in language

Language has long been the subject of calls for reform in the pursuit of gender equality across the
world and in many linguistic contexts. The two main strategies used in this aim are neutralisation
and feminisation, the choice of which depending on the particular language’s structure (Formanowicz
et al 2013). For languages with limited gendered forms such as English, neutralisation is the strategy
deployed. In this way, gendered forms are abandoned in favour of a neutral form, for example,
‘spokesman’ being replaced by ‘spokesperson’, or ‘policeman’ and ‘policewoman’ by “police officer’.
Feminisation, on the other hand, means that feminine forms are "used more frequently and
systemically to make female referents visible’ (Formanowicz 2013). This is deployed more often in



languages with grammatical gender. This manifests itself in feminine forms being used to refer to
female job holders over a masculine used to refer to both male and female job holders (the generic
masculine). For example, in French “écrivaine” (writergem)to refer to a female writer rather than the
generic masculine “écrivain’. These generic masculines are also used to ‘refer to both men and
women, to mixed-gender groups or persons whose gender is unknown or irrelevant in a given
context’ (Braun et al., 2005; Horvath et al., 2016).

Masculine generics have been ‘the central issue’ in feminist language critique and debates around
‘sexist’ and ‘non sexist’ language. It is often argued that using a generic masculine ‘emphasise a
person’s profession or position and not their gender’, but as Scheller-Boltz argues, ‘this view fails to
consider the fact that the alleged generic masculine does not only represent the professions or
positions of men’, but is also ‘used to represent the adequate masculine gender of men’ with no
consideration for the women, and furthermore ‘masculine forms are usually associated with men’,
and as a result ‘the masculine generic falls short of being the neutral all-inclusive default option some
would like it to be’ (Scheller-Boltz 2017).

Another means of inclusion other than neutralisation is ‘feminine-masculine word pairs’ where the
masculine and feminine are both used, such as ‘actors and actresses’ or German ‘Lehrerinnen und
Lehrer’ (‘teachersgem and teachersmasc’). Some might think that such reforms to language use may
hold purely symbolic power, but empirical studies have shown that gender-fair forms have impact on
mental representations, such as Horvath et al., who demonstrated that the use of male-female pairs
lead to a ‘higher cognitive inclusion of women’ (Horvath et al. 2016).

There is a wide consensus spread beyond just feminist communities that language is a reflection of
society, its norms and values, and in this way maintains societal power structures like patriarchy and
androcentrism (Scheller-Boltz 2017). Of course language alone has no power to discriminate or
oppress in itself, but the use or manipulation of language through ‘systematisation and application of
evaluative criteria.... for usage and language usage itself’ can turn language ‘into an instrument of
discrimination’. Looking at the generic masculine, the norm is that it is ‘gender neutral and gender
inclusive’ (Scheller-Boltz 2017). However, ‘norms are not natural phenomena’ and can instead be
‘viewed as a direct implementation of ideological beliefs’, ‘created by institutionalized authorities
within a society and according to the principle of representativeness’, but most importantly: they can
be altered (Scheller-Boltz 2017).

Feminisation and language debates in French

As an example from another language context, this section will give a brief overview of the situation
with respect to the French language, the discourse around feminitives, feminisation, and other
proposed means of promoting gender fairness through language. It will also cover governmental and
institutional responses, and the situation in francophone countries beyond mainland France, such as
Canada. As there is for Russian, there has also been effort to expand the use of feminitives as
professional titles (in French: ‘la féminisation des noms de métiers et de fonctions’) which has, like in
the Russian context, caused backlash in some parts of the general public and institutions such as the
Académie Frangaise, the primary official body acting on issues relating to the French language in
France.

As in Russian, some French feminitives are established and widely used, such as ‘actrice’ or
‘étudiante’, but several feminitives causing a stir today existed and were used widely in the Medieval
period, prior to the French Revolution and the beginnings of standardisation of the French language.
In French, typically female professionals are referred to using a generic masculine, such as ‘écrivain’
(writermasc), which can be feminised by adding ‘e’ to make ‘écrivaine’ (writeren), or ‘chercheur’
(researchermasc), which is feminised by altering the suffix to ‘chercheuse’ (researchergm). Sometimes,
a term can be feminised just by changing the article to feminine, rather than altering the suffix, for
example exchanging ‘le juge’(the judgewmasc) for ‘la juge’(the judgerem). So-called ‘écriture inclusive’



(inclusive writing) aims to produce non-sexist language by not relying on a generic masculine to refer
to all people, which can be done by means beyond just feminisation. Options include using both
masculine and feminine variants in a pair: ‘le candidat ou la candidate’ (the candidatemasc or the
candidaterem), or using the ‘point médian’ or ‘middle dot’ to include the masculine and feminine
suffixes, i.e. ‘le candidat-e’ or ‘électricien-ne’. The use of the middle dot and variations on it have
become widely used in job recruitment.

Recent official developments include action by the Académie Francaise, well known for its male
dominance, conservatism, and resistance to linguistic change. In February 2019, the Académie finally
voted in support of a report on feminisation of job titles and functions, presented by four members
(two of whom were women and made up two out of the three female members of the Académie)
(RFI12019). This advance was by no means the end as in 2021 the French government decided to ban
inclusive writing with the ‘point médian’ in schools, with a deputy education minister saying in a
Senate debate that inclusive writing ‘is a danger to [France]’ and will ‘sound the death knell for the
use of French in the world’(FRANCE24 2021). The reasons given were that the ‘point médian’
represents an ‘obstacle to access and learning’.

In Canada, however, the ‘Office québécois de la langue francaise’, the official body in Quebec for the
French language, has been decades ahead of French official policy on feminisation. In 1979, this body
put in place the first measures to promote gender fairness in job advertisements, through the use of
masculine and feminine word-pairs (Arbour and de Nayves 2014). There is some divergence between
Canadian formation of femintives and those in mainland France in terms of preferred suffixes, but
Quebec was undoubtedly the pioneer in this area. The situation in Francophone Belgium and
Switzerland also differ.



Literature Review

Introduction

In this chapter, the existing academic literature on the subject of feminitives in Russian will be
examined. This review has been limited to scholarship looking at feminitives in the context of the
Russian language, or Russian compared to another language. As discussed in the previous chapter,
there is much public discussion and scholarship in this area in other language contexts, particularly
for those languages with grammatical gender, but also for feminine professional terms in English.

The scholarship on the subject of Russian feminitives is relatively small, but it was still possible to
collect a range of relevant sources in English and Russian for this review. The collection and selection
of sources was done using the University Library catalogue as well as other search engines, followed
by gathering sources from the bibliographies of those papers. Some weeding of irrelevant and
inappropriate sources was necessary, such as student theses and papers focusing primarily on other
languages with only limited mention of Russian. Unfortunately, there were a couple of papers
referenced in other sources that were inaccessible, particularly those published in Russian journals.

There is still considerable scope for more research in this area, particularly because the Russian
language is constantly developing and changes in language usage and language attitudes are ongoing
and attracting comment and controversy in the public discourse. As an example, there is the case of
Zhenya Berkovich reported by Meduza, who was receiving heated social media attention on her
describing herself as a ‘directoress’ (Gulyaeva 2023). The development of language feminisation
seems to be slower in Russian than other Slavic languages such as Ukrainian (Shchedrina 2022), and
public debate on the subject is much less apparent and widespread than in other countries like
France (Uliantskaya 2020). There is little quantitative data on usage, but, as mentioned earlier, there
have been two large scale polls conducted in 2020 and 2021, one of over 164,000 Russian people,
with both showing that very few respondents have a positive view of feminitives, and at least a third
are neutral or indifferent.

In the first section of this review, the broad themes in research on Russian feminitives will be laid
out, followed by an overview of the methods used. Finally, there will be an examination of the
results from the literature so far, as well as their limitations, the research gaps remaining, and the
implications of this on this study.

Themes

The publications on the subject of Russian feminitives cover a broad range of methods and research
approaches. The specific methods will be discussed in the next section, but first it is necessary to
isolate general themes of the research involving Russian feminitives. Firstly, the majority of papers
are concerned with the linguistic factors which prompt the use of a feminine form (a feminitive) over
a generic masculine, and the morphological factors which prompt the use of a specific suffix for one
noun over another. There is also much work on the general prevalence and norms of the usage of
feminitives, such as in Comrie’s The Russian Language since the Revolution, which dedicates a whole
chapter to issues around gender in the Russian language, although it was written in the 1970s, and so
does not extend beyond the Soviet period. Some papers, particularly by Guzaenova focus on one
suffix e.g. ‘-nitsa’ and examine its prevalence in the chosen corpus (Regina R. Guzaerova 2019;
2019).

Comparative studies are also a common feature of the scholarship, where Russian usage of
feminitives and trends thereof are compared to other languages such as French, Ukrainian, and
Polish (Scheller-Boltz 2017; Martynyuk 1990; Dennis 2017; Shchedrina 2022). These are generally
corpus-based studies and provide interesting insights into the varying speed and reach of language



changes in these different contexts. Russian seems, compared to French and other Slavic languages,
to be changing in this aspect markedly slower. Shchedrina’s (2022) comparative study found that
feminitives in Ukrainian have become widely normalised, even appearing in dictionaries, while
Russian represents a juxtaposition where feminisation is ‘on hold’. A particularly interesting finding in
this paper was the significance and use of feminitives in Ukraine since the Russian invasion of
February 2022. Shchedrina notes that President Volodymyr Zelensky addresses the Ukrainian nation
using ‘fopori yKkpaiHui, gopori ykpaiHkn' (Dear Ukrainianswasc, Dear Ukrainiansgem), using the plural
forms of both the masculine and feminine, emphasising the inclusion of all citizens, rather than
relying on a generic masculine to incorporate both men and women (Shchedrina 2022). She also
notes the expansion of feminitives in Ukrainian military terminology as women take part in the
military in greater numbers than before, with new feminitives appearing that do not exist in Russian,
such as ‘BilicbkoBa napameaukuHa’ (military paramediceem), or ‘odiuepka’ (officersem).

There are relatively few sociolinguistic papers after Novikov and Priestly in 1999 examining questions
such as the interaction of feminitives and language attitudes, and the differences in feminitive use
based on non-linguistic factors, such as education level or country of birth (Uliantskaya 2020;
Novikov and Priestly 1999). This is surprising considering the public interest and strong reactions that
feminisation and other feminism-related language topics provoke in public discourse. There does
seem to be some change in this direction after 2019 with Ulianskaya in 2020, and Kirey-Sitnikova and
Korzh et al. in 2021. Pulijana and Stevens do, to a degree, fit into this category, but focus on English
feminitives and feminist philosophy on the subject, comparing the situation in English with that in
Russian (Pulijana and Stevens 2023).

Ulianskaya’s study compares feminisation in French and Russian, concluding that masculine forms
predominate in cases where use of the feminine would be ‘reasonable and logically sound’, and that
feminisation is a ‘logical process that meets civil, political and personal needs of 21 century people’,
which is resisted due to ‘psychological inertia’ (Uliantskaya 2020). She also notes the discrepancy
between conservative bodies and people who have the power to officially change linguistic norms,
and the society underneath them. Korzh et al. also compare French and Russian discourse around
feminitives, noting that there is not consensus, even among feminists, that feminisation is the right
approach, but drawing the conclusion that as feminitives become more widely used, particularly in
media, people will quickly become habituated to them.

Kirey-Sitnikova’s study of feminist and LGBTQ+ communities is an outlier, which she acknowledges,
and the first (and only one so far) of its kind in examining the attitudes and usage of feminitives and
other innovative linguistic elements among these communities. It expands beyond just feminitives
into gender-neutralisation and how transgender and non-binary Russian speakers are tackling
linguistically aligning with their respective identities in private and in public. As a result, it is a very
broad surface-level study, but nonetheless a welcome start leaving scope for a great deal more
research.

Methodologies

As discussed earlier, much of the scholarship in this area are on morphological and syntactical
aspects of feminitives and their use, rather than on sociolinguistics, and as a result there are
relatively few studies using sociolinguistic surveys as their method, as proposed for this thesis. In
contrast, most of the literature makes use of corpus-based studies and other experimental means,
such as directing participants in grammaticality rating or reading time studies (Magomedova and
Slioussar 2021).

Corpus studies are most common in the literature, including those based on the Russian National
Corpus (Guzaerova, 2019; Ulianskaya 2020; Novikov, 1999), Russian or Soviet press (Martynyuk
1990), and ‘web-as-corpus’ where Internet search results are used as the data source (Magomedova
and Slioussar 2021; Guzaerova 2019). The Russian National Corpus is a vital resource containing over
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2 billion ‘tokens’ with detailed linguistic annotations, which facilitates data collection for

analysis. Although it is possible to narrow down the corpus for a search, such as only including
newspaper sources, a larger corpus is necessary to obtain a usable body of data for feminitives. An
additional downside to using corpora is that much of the content is derived from edited text sources,
such as published literature and journalism, meaning that use of feminitives, especially less
conventional usage of feminitives would be unlikely to be present in sufficient quantities for
meaningful analysis or at all. Style guides for journalists, for example, may discourage their use. A
final disadvantage to using the Russian National Corpus, for example, is the lack of sufficient non-
linguistic data, which is required for fulfilling the research aim of this thesis. This non-linguistic data
would need to be present in the form of, for example, the ability to filter results by age and gender of
writers, which is only available on some but not all of the tokens.

Using the internet as a corpus has also been a useful tool for researchers, despite its complications
and the volume of data it generates. In their joint paper, Gurevich et al., despite it being a corpus-
based study on syntax, the authors managed to produce a very thorough examination on the use of
feminitives on the Internet (Gurevich et al. 2003). It lays a good level of groundwork for further
research. The use of the Internet as a corpus has of course its complications, especially today, in light
in the exponential growth of Internet use and the advent of social media since their publication in
2003. While a similar study, twenty years on, would be valuable, it would be a considerably larger
and more complex operation. A newer study using ‘web-as-corpus’ is brief, but does come to some
conclusions about the spread of feminism and feminitives on the Russian speaking internet versus
elsewhere (Chelak 2018).

This is ultimately the reasoning behind choosing a sociolinguistic survey method for this thesis
research. The Russian National Corpus, for example, lacks complete information on writers of texts in
the Corpus, not to mention the contextual information required for analysing non-linguistic factors
such as age and gender in feminitive use, as is my research aim. Novikov and Priestly’s study of
Russian immigrants to Canada has a methodology that corresponds most closely to my proposal.
Although they added additional variables to their study, namely different registers of language,
formal, colloquial, and neutral, it is an analysis of how usage of feminitives differs between
generations.

Results

The literature on feminitives has produced some interesting quantitative data, as well as sociological
and qualitative data. It has been shown that there is still a predominance of masculine forms over
feminine, ‘where using feminine grammatical gender would be reasonable and logically sound’
(Uliantskaya 2020). Feminitives can come in a range of suffixed forms, as well as, more rarely in the
form “*keHwmHa-X' or ‘X-*keHwuHa’ (Gurevich et al. 2003). In the production of suffixed feminitives,
morphological factors such as stem-final consonants and stress are significant in the choice of the
form the feminitive takes (Nesset et al. 2022). In more grammatical terms, Magomedova discovered
that oblique (non-nominative) feminine forms of feminitives are much less frequent than
nominatives and are judged as marginal in terms of grammaticality by Russian speakers. The
linguistic factors influencing the use of feminitives are shown to be mainly lexical (Gurevich et al
2003), but also morphological (Nesset, Piperski, and Sokolova 2022) as certain stress patterns and
stem endings dictate certain suffixes over others.

Changes over time have also been tracked, such as by Nesset, Tore et al., who found that different
suffixes have come in and out of use, such as the suffix ‘-ecca’, as well as the suffix ‘-wa’ which is
changing in meaning from ‘wife of a professional’ to denoting a female professional (Nesset, Piperski,
and Sokolova 2022). Interestingly, Martynuk considers the masculine and feminine forms practically
interchangeable, with generally the former having nonnegative connotations, which is disagreed on
by some such as Chelak (Chelak 2017). In comparative studies (Scheller-Boltz 2017; Martynyuk 1990)
it seems that the normalisation of feminitives in Russian is slow and limited in comparison to other
languages, such as Ukrainian or Polish.
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Looking at the sociolinguistic studies, it is clear that the changing role of women in society has an effect
on the use of feminitives. The past disuse of feminine forms reflects ‘the traditional social stratification
of men and women in the workplace and society’(Mozdzierz 1999; Gurevich et al. 2006 and
2003). There are also misconceptions over the feminist movement and its linguistic aims, suggests
Ulianskaya and feminisation is a logical process in order to meet the needs of the 21 century society
(Uliantskaya 2020). Novikov and Priestly’s study of Russian-speaking immigrants to Canada showed
some interesting features, namely that immigrants from Russia proper used the feminine form more
than those born in other republics. Their results also indicated that younger generations use fewer
feminitives than older generations, as do those educated beyond a secondary education.

Another significant paper for this study is that of Pulijana and Stevens, although it primarily discusses
feminitives in English, it provides more of a synopsis of sociolinguistic factors in feminitive use (Pulijana
and Stevens 2023). The reasons for resisting feminitives in Russian that they produce, along with others
taken from Rudyonok’s article, form the basis of the analysis of respondents’ views later on in this
thesis (Rudyonok 19.10.2021). These motivations for opposing feminitives in Russian include: negative
views of feminism, ‘an ideological resistance to reforming standard language’, and ‘linguistic
discomfort’.

Gaps in the research and implications for my own study

There is a noticeable lack of sociolinguistic studies in this area, although it seems to be picking up a
bit in recent years. Hopefully this will continue, with this thesis being part of it, especially considering
the pertinence of the topic in light of current affairs in Russia and public debate around feminism and
LGBTQ+ issues. Kirey-Sitnikova’s study was the first of its kind to examine feminisation and gender-
neutral language use and attitudes in feminist and LGBTQ+ communities, and so it is, as she
acknowledges, very broad and covers many different topics in a perfunctory way. This leaves a great
number of avenues for future research. It is perhaps surprising that there is not more research into
the real modern Russian usage of feminitives and attitudes towards them considering the volume of
journalistic and social media debate on the subject. There is also relatively little literature on non-
linguistic factors influencing usage of feminitives, my research topic, which is disappointing
considering its pertinence to contemporary discussions of the status of women, gender non-
conformity, and LGBTQl+ issues. Some papers have however fallen into a trap of allowing the
researchers’ personal dislike of feminisation in Russian to appear. Such views are not ubiquitous,
many other researchers see the inevitability of language change as women’s status and roles in
society also shift. It is important that research in this area maintains a degree of neutrality, rooting its
conclusions on data and previous studies, rather than prescriptivism.

As discussed previously, the study conducted by Novikov and Priestly in 1999 shows the closest
correlation to the research aims of this thesis. It is, however, over two decades old and is primarily
examining differences between generations of Russians immigrants to Canada, rather than a wider
population of Russian speakers, so there is space between that study and this as well as unanswered
guestions. The methodology of that study also differs in that, while their study was conducted by
way of in person interviews, prompting participants to read aloud sentences and supply the relevant
endings for each example. Whereas this survey will concentrate on attitudes and self-reported usage
of feminitives, conducted through an online questionnaire.

Conclusion

To draw together the findings in this review of the Anglophone and Russophone scholarly literature on
feminitives in the Russian language, there seems to be increasing research into the field, with some
impressive and informative studies published in the last 5 years, but there remains considerable
ground left to cover, and the linguistic landscape is still changing.

The subject of feminisation of language, such as feminine job titles, is a topic of debate for speakers
of many languages, particularly those with grammatical gender, such as French but also in English,
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which lacks grammatical gender, but where efforts are in the normalisation and spread of gender-
neutral job titles where the masculine has long been the default (e.g. firefighter instead of fireman).
For Russian, there has been research on the usage of feminitives from the early Soviet period, when
they rapidly expanded in frequency. Recently, the use of feminitives by some women in Russia has
been the subject of media attention and some backlash (Meduza 2023). However, much of the
research on this topic has been corpus-based, which does offer valuable data on the changes in
usage of feminitives vs the masculine form and of different suffixes, but it means that limited data
has been collected around non-linguistic factors and their relation to the usage of and attitudes
towards feminitives. Due to the political nature of the topic and the power of ideology in this part of
language, the usage or not of feminitives cannot be explained purely by linguistic factors.

With this political and social context, and the lack of research into non-linguistic factors influencing
the use of feminine job titles, it is clear that the research question of this study is worthwhile, and
will be a small start to filling the gap left in the research up to this point. As discussed, a
sociolinguistic survey seems to be the most appropriate means of reaching my research aims since a
corpus-based method would not have the non-linguistic metadata needed regarding the author of
any extracts from the corpus.
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Methodology

Choice of methodology

A sociolinguistic questionnaire was chosen as the best means of collecting data for this research. Itis
advantageous in that it allows for the rapid collection of large amounts of data quickly, which helps in
the case of the research question which seeks to produce a generalisable result. Using a
guestionnaire as a research method does have some disadvantages, which will be laid out, but, if not
treated uncritically and as ‘equivalent to data obtained from spontaneous speech’ it can be ‘a
powerful tool’ (Boberg 2013).

One disadvantage of the survey in sociolinguistic research is what Labov described as the ‘observer’s
paradox’ whereby the aim of research is to reveal how people use language when unobserved, but
such data must be collected by observing (Labov 1972). Another potential confounding factor is
‘desirability bias’, which Baker defines as ‘respondents’ conscious or unconscious desire to put
themselves in the best possible light by responding in a manner that is socially desirable, or at least
acceptable’ (Baker 1992). This has would mean that respondents may respond differently in the
presence of the researcher (or other third party) based on ideas of socially acceptable or desirable
language. This is avoided through the use of a web-based questionnaire rather than an in-person
interview, for example. With these disadvantages in mind, it is important to mitigate such effects as
much as possible through the design of the questionnaire in order to produce results relevant to the
research question.

Using corpus research was also considered as a method for this research, however, the presence of
the non-linguistic factors that are being investigated, such as age and gender of the samples’ authors,
were not, in the case of the Russian National Corpus, available. In addition, the research aim of
assessing attitudes towards feminitives would not be possible in a corpus-based study. As seen in
the literature review chapter, corpus-based research has made up the majority of research on
feminitives in the Russian language.

Questionnaire design

In this section, the design of the questionnaire for this study will be explained with reference to the
academic literature informing aspects of its form and structure. This questionnaire was created using
the online platform Qualtrics and was shared using a link to the survey. In order to gain respondents,
the questionnaire was shared via the author’s personal Russian-speaking contacts, as well through
Russian-speaking social media communities in the Netherlands and further afield.

Using a web-based survey means that the survey is not limited by time or location of the respondent
or researcher, particularly with the ability to access the survey on mobile telephones, for which
Qualtrics offers tailored survey formats. By choosing a data collection method which can be done
anonymously and remotely, like a web-based questionnaire, it eliminates the effect a researcher
might have upon the respondent, such as via a social desirability bias (Kircher and Zipp 2022).

The survey was broken up into 3 main sections: biographical data, use of feminitives, and attitudes
towards feminitives. Participants were first asked for their home country, age, and gender. A short
explanation of feminitives in their new and traditional forms was given before the main body of the
survey to ensure that participants understood the subject matter. It is important in order to avoid
making assumptions of participants’ existing background knowledge, so terminology should always
be explained (Kircher and Zipp 2022).
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Despite the data from Rambler reporting that 28% of their survey respondents had never heard of
feminitives, it seemed through the written answers later in the questionnaire that many of the
respondents already had a understanding of feminitives, and had formed opinions and arguments for
and against feminitives.

The first question of the main body was only shown to those respondents who had indicated that
they were women earlier in the survey. For this question, the female respondents were asked
whether they used a feminitives when describing themselves and their profession. They were given
the choice of possible responses: Yes, Sometimes, Never. As a follow-up question, these respondents
were asked to supply the job title, whether a feminitive or not, that they used when referring to their
own work. In the remaining survey items, all 198 participants were offered the same.

First, the participants were supplied with 3 Statements:

Statement 1: ‘GemuHumussl Heobxodumel obwecmsy’ (Feminitives are necessary for society).

Statement 2: ‘©OemuHumussl asnaromcs cpedcmesom 6opebei ¢ 2eHOepHol ducKpumuHayuel’
(Feminitives are a means of combatting gender discrimination).

Statement 3: ‘OemMUHUTUBLI AeNatOT BKAAA, KeHWMH BUAUMbIM' (Feminitives make women's work
visible).

These statements were adapted from feminist discussions of feminitives where arguments for and
against were offered (Prorokova 2016). Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement
with each statement on 5-point Likert scale ranging from “CosepleHHO He cornaceH/-Ha” (strongly
disagree) to ‘CoBeplieHHo cornaceH/-Ha’ (strongly agree). Some advocate varying the poles for
maintaining focus of participants (e.g. Schleef 2014), but when items with a scale are used to a
limited degree, such as in this questionnaire, it is unnecessary.

After giving their ratings on this scale, participants were asked to reflect on their choices in an
optional text box. Next, participants were given a broader question to assess their attitudes towards
feminist language reforms in general. They were again allowed use a text box, if desired, to elaborate
on their views. Open-ended items such as this allow respondents to freely express their views about
the topic in question while avoiding potential bias arising from suggesting options (Kircher and Zipp
2022). In addition, these items are also useful as they are less likely to produce non-attitudes
(opinions formed in the moment), as people will not give answers if they have nothing to add
(Kircher and Zipp 2022).

For the data produced in response to all four prompts, a statistical test was deemed necessary in
order to assess their statistical significance, and whether correlations between gender and attitudes
towards feminitives were by chance or might be predicted to occur beyond the survey sample.
Inferential statistics were required to ascertain the existence of a relation between age or gender
and attitudes towards feminitives. The chi-square test of independence was chosen as a test
designed for categorical variables (in this case age and gender), rather than numerical variables.

The chi-square test of independence was conducted on the results of the 5-point Likert scale
guestions in order to test the hypothesis of a link existing between the gender of survey participants
and their agreement or disagreement with the arguments in favour of feminitives (statements 1-3) or
support for general feminist language reforms.

The chi-square test of independence uses the actual, ‘observed’ values (e.g. the number of male
respondents with a positive attitude towards a statement), the expected values (e.g. the number of
male respondents with a positive attitude expected if men in each category were in proportion with
the gender ratio overall), and the totals of men, women, and total responses in each category.

The chi-square test of independence requires two possible hypotheses, which are defined below:
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Null Hypothesis (Ho): The two variables are not related. The gender of the respondent and
agreement with the statement are not related in the population; The difference between the
expected value and observed value is not statistically significant and the proportion of both genders
are the same for the different levels of agreement.

Alternative Hypothesis (H.): The two variables are related. Gender of a respondent and agreement
with the statement are related in the study population; The proportions of participants of each
gender are not the same for different levels of agreement with the statement. The difference
between observed and expected values is statistically significant. In this study, the alternative
hypothesis would mean that gender and agreement with the statements were related, and it was not
a matter of chance.

In the formula seen below, X? represents the chi-square statistic, £ represents the sum, O the
observed value, and E the expected value.

X? = %((0-E)*/ E)

The expected value is calculated by multiplying the total number of respondents of one gender by
the total number of respondents choosing one answer, then dividing it by the total number of
respondents.

i.e. the expected number of men choosing ‘strongly agree’=

(the total number of male respondents x the total number of respondents choosing ‘Strongly
agree’)/total male and female respondents

Using a contingency table to lay out the data, the formula for the test was used to produce the chi-
square statistic (X2). The resulting chi-square test statistic (X;) produced enables the null hypothesis
to be supported or rejected. If the chi-square value is greater than the critical value, the null
hypothesis can be rejected and therefore the alternative hypothesis (that the variables are related) is
supported. The critical value is calculated using a chi-square critical value table, for which it is
necessary to know the significance level (a), which conventionally 0.05, and the degrees of freedom
(df). The latter value is calculated as the number of groups for variable 1 minus 1, multiplied by the
number of groups for variable 2 minus 1. In this study this was (2-1)* (3-1), therefore the degrees of
freedom was 2. Using a chi-square critical value table, the critical value for all four of the tests was
5.99, therefore in order to reject the null hypothesis (that the variables are unrelated), the chi-square
statistic must be greater than 5.99.

In the next section, respondents are given open-ended items, i.e. a text box, where they are free to
express themselves and elaborate on the responses they have given. The written responses were
analysed, with each being graded ‘negative’, ‘positive’, or ‘neutral’ towards the statement they were
addressing. As well as this initial grading, the proportions of each category were calculated, and
recurring themes within the responses were picked out, as well as illustrative quotes which would be
useful to analyse on their own. The breakdown of respondents, the quantitative and qualitative
results of the survey, and statistical analyses will be discussed in the following chapter, and the
limitations and potential for improvement will be discussed later in the conclusion chapter.
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Results

In this chapter, the data collected in the survey will be laid out in the following order: firstly, the
biographical data of the survey respondents, secondly the results of the main questions gauging
attitudes towards feminitives and the results of the statistical tests on those results, and lastly, the
written responses to optional open-ended questions.

Gender

By the end of the survey period, there were 203

individuals who completed the survey, of which 125 Gender of survey participants
(62%) were women, 73 (36%) were men, and 5 (2%)
indicated ‘Other’ when asked for their gender. This oth

data can be seen in the pie chart Figure 1 and in 2%
more detail in Appendix 1.1. For the sake of the

accuracy of data analysis, and due to the small

number (5 participants), those who indicated a

gender identity other than male or female were Women
excluded from further analysis. As such, the data in 62%
this chapter will be based on the responses of the

198 participants who indicated a binary (male or

female) gender identity. The relationship between

those with non-binary or other gender Figure 1: Pie chart showing gender breakdown of the 203 survey

nonconforming identities and feminitives or and participants.
other linguistic features in Russian has been the

subject of some preliminary investigation, such as

that by Kirey-Sitnikova (2021), and this still

represents a worthwhile area for further research;

It is unfortunately beyond the scope of this survey.

Age of survey participants

Age

Figure 2 presents the age breakdown of survey
participants. The majority of the participants (62%)
were aged between 25 and 44 years old, with the
most common group being those aged from 35 to
44, making up 33% of participants. Around half of
participants were under 35, whereas around 20%
were aged 45 or over, of which only one
respondent over 65. A full data table can be seen in
Appendix 1.2.

participants.

Nationality

The survey targeted native speakers of Russian, but respondents did not exclusively originate in the
Russian Federation. In response to the question ‘KaKylo cTpaHy Bbl cuMTaeTe poaHoii?’ (What do you
consider your home country?), 77% of respondents answered with the Russian Federation, 16% with
other countries of the Former Soviet Union, and 7% countries outside the former Soviet Union.
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Figure 2: Pie chart showing the breakdown by age of survey



Within the category of ‘Other Former Soviet
countries’, the most common countries were
Ukraine and Belarus, but people from Central

Respondents' home country

Asia and the Baltic states also participated in = Russian Federation
the survey. This data can also be seen in the
Appendix. 3% Belarus
Following the section gathering respondents’ 4%

Ukraine

demographic information, the questionnaire
moved onto questions to rate their attitudes
and use of feminitives. First of all, a brief
explanation of the concept of feminitives was

Other Former
Soviet Republics

given along with a few examples. It was noted Other

that some feminitives, such as yuutenbHuua

‘female teacher’ and nucatenbHmua ‘female

writer’ have been in common use for a long

time, but more modern, so-called ‘neo - Figure 3: Pie chart showing the home country of survey participants

feminitives have recently become more
visible.

Women and feminitives

The female survey respondents were asked about their use of feminitives when describing their
profession. Of the women respondents, when asked, 75.2% reported that they did not use
feminitives to describe themselves and their profession, 10.4% said they did, and 14.4% said they did
so only sometimes.

Of those who answered that they did use a feminitives to refer to their own profession, the
feminitives they used for describing themselves included: nccnegosatenbHuua ‘female researcher’,
yunTenbHuua ‘female teacher’, skoHomucTKa ‘female economist’, puHaHcoBas meHeaKepKa ‘female
financial manager’, nosapka ‘female chef’.

A preliminary search of the Russian National Corpus confirmed that yuntensHuua and
nccneposatenbHuuUa are established feminitives, with yuntenbHuua appearing almost 9000 times
from the earliest examples in 1717 and in frequent use from the mid-19*" century.
NccnepoBaTtenbHuua appeared less frequently with 165 instances, with its earliest example in the
RNCin 1895, but it increased markedly in use in the 1980s and 2010s. The other examples produced
very few examples in the corpus, with puHaHcoBaa meHeakepka not appearing at all. SkoHomucTKa
appears four times in the corpus, of which three were in samples from the 1980s and the last in the
2000s. MNosapka appears twice in 19" century text samples and once in a text from the 1970s. This
shows that even some rare feminitives have historical precedence for their use today.

Arguments in favour of feminitives and responses

In the next section, respondents were given three statements:
Statement 1: ‘PemmHuTUBbLI HeoBX0aMMbI 06LLecTBY’ (Feminitives are necessary for society).

Statement 2: ‘DemMUHUTUBBI ABAAIOTCA CPeACcTBOM 6OpbObI C reHAepPHOM AUCKPUMUHALMEN'
(Feminitives are a means of combatting gender discrimination).

Statement 3: ‘OemMUHUTUBBI AeNalOT BKAAA, KeHWMH BUAMMbIM' (Feminitives make women's work
visible).
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As discussed previously, these statements were adapted from feminist discussions of feminitives
where arguments for and against were discussed. Respondents were asked to rate their level of
agreement with each statement on 5-point Likert scale ranging from “CoBeplueHHo He cornaceH/-
Ha"(strongly disagree) to ‘CoseplueHHo cornaceH/-Ha’ (Strongly agree). The responses to these
statements are shown in Figures 4-6 and the raw data can be seen in the Appendix.

Overall trends

The results shown in the three charts (Figures 4-6) show a very small proportion of respondents in
strong agreement with the three statements with 10% or less of respondents. Support in some form
was most apparent for Statement 1, although primarily in the category ‘somewhat agree’ rather than
‘strongly agree’. As can been seen in Figures 5 and 6, the results for Statements 2 and 3 mirror one
another, where 40-50% of all participants expressed strong disagreement with the statements, and
the rest of the options were chosen by 10 to 20% of participants. On the whole, female respondents
agreed with the statements more than their male counterparts.

Responses to each statement

Statement 1

As shown in Figure 4, there was not an overall majority firmly in agreement or disagreement with the
statement, but 34.5% said that they agreed to a degree. In total, 19% expressed a neutral position,
around 36% disagreed strongly or somewhat, and around 45% agreed strongly or to an extent.
Female participants chose ‘B Kakoin-To mepe cornaceH/-Ha’ (agree somewhat) more than any other
option; this exceeded all the other choices by 20%. The male participants are shown to have
disagreed with Statement 1 in greater proportion than the female participants and very few (2.7%)
reported being in strong agreement.

Statement 2

In response to the statement ‘DemuHUTUBLI ABAAIOTCA cpeacTBOM 6opbbbI € reHaepHOM
anckpummHaumeir’ (Feminitivies are a means of fighting gender discrimination), around half of those
surveyed indicated that they strongly disagreed. AlImost 60% men strongly disagreed, compared to
45% of women. All the other options were chosen by less than 15% of participants with proportions
between men and women relatively similar. Women were, however, marginally more in agreement
with the statement than men. For example, 16.8% of women indicated that they agreed somewhat
with the statement, compared to 8.2% of men, and 12.8% of women reported strongly agreeing,
compared to 2.7% of men.

Statement 3

The responses to Statement 3, as seen in Figure 6, broadly follow the proportions present in the
responses to Statement 2. Around 45% of participants reported strongly disagreeing with the
statement ‘©eMMHUTMBDI AeNatoT BKAAL XKeHWMH Buammbim’ (feminitives make women’s
contributions visible), with male participants slightly more likely to do so than female participants
(52% men vs 52.4% women).
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Statement 1 : PeMUHUTMBbLI HEOOXOAMMBbI 06LLLECTBY

COBepUJeHHO COI'/'IaCEH/-Ha

B Kakoi-To mepe cornaceH/-Ha

Hwu cornaceH/-Ha , HU He

H Overall
cornaceH/-Ha
o Men
B KaKoW-To Mmepe He cornaceH/-Ha
m Women

COBepLIJEHHO He COI'/]aCGH/-Ha

o
=

0 20 30 40 50
Percentage of respondents

Figure 4 — A chart showing respondents’ responses to Statement 1.

Statement 2 - DeMUHUTMBbI ABNAIOTCA CPEACTBOM
60pbbbI C reHAepPHOM AUCKPUMUHALMEN.

CoBepLieHHO cornaceH/-Ha

B KaKoi-To Mepe cornaceH/-H

Hwu cornaceH/-Ha , HU He cornaceH W Overall
B KaKoI-To mepe He cornaceH/-Ha Men
m Women

CoBepLueHHOo He COFI'IaCGH/-Ha

o

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Percentage of respondents

Figure 5 - A chart showing respondents’ responses to Statement 2.

Statement 3 - ®eMUHUTUBbI 4ENAIOT BKNAA, KEHLMH

BUANMbIM.
—
COBepLUeHHO cornaceH/—Ha
—
; —
B kKakon-To mepe cornaceH/-H
E——
Hu cornaceH/-Ha , HU He cornaceH M Overall
—
; — Men
B Kakon-TO mepe He COFI'IaCEH/-Ha
—
® Women
S
COBepLLleHHO He COl'l'IaCGH/-Ha
I —
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Percentage of respondents

Figure 6 - A chart showing respondents’ responses to Statement 3.
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Statistical analysis: the chi-square test of independence

At this point, the chi-square test of independence was applied to the response data for each of these
statements. For simplification purposes, the five responses to each statement were divided into
three categories: ‘agree’, ‘neutral’, and ‘disagree’ i.e. the responses of ‘CoBepLieHHO He cornaceH/-
Ha’ (strongly disagree) and ‘B Kakoit-To mepe He cornaceH/-Ha’ (to some extent disagree) were
combined into the category: ‘disagree’, and so on. The actual (observed) values were used, along
with the ‘expected’ values calculated as described in the methodology chapter, to produce a X; (chi-
square value) for each set of data.

The results from Statement 1 produced a X, (chi-square value) of 12.36, which is greater than the
critical value (5.99), and the p value (0.002) is less than the significance level (a) of 0.05. This means
that the difference between the observed and expected results was statistically significant, and
therefore that the null hypothesis (Ho) (that the variables of gender and response to the statements
are unrelated) can be rejected. As a result, the alternative hypothesis (H.) is supported, so the gender
of the participants is related to agreement with Statement 1.

Statement 2 produced a chi-square value of 9.95, and Statement 3 produced a chi-square value of
7.57, so the null hypothesis can be rejected for all 3 statements. This means that for all three
statements, the gender of the respondents was related to their attitude to these statements around
feminitives, namely that female participants were more likely to report that they agree with the
statements.

It had been initially planned to disaggregate this data by age as well as gender, and have the test
performed to assess the relation between agreement with the statements and age. This was first
done for the results of the final statement (Statement 4), but the data was in appropriate for the
test. This will be laid out in more detail later on in this chapter, but it was decided that it would be
sufficient to discuss gender alone as a variable and not age as well. This would, however, be a
worthwhile area for further investigation beyond this study.

Written responses to Statements 1-3

After rating their agreement with the three statements, participants were given the opportunity to
elaborate on their choices. Around 80 of the participants chose to give a written answer explaining
their reasoning to their previous answers. Many of the written responses to this question were
thoughtful and nuanced, though mostly expressing opposition to feminitives beyond the traditional
uses such as ‘aktpuca’ (actress), ‘yuntenbHuua’ (teachergem). Many respondents seemed to have an
understanding of feminitives beyond the surface level, understood that there are more common
traditional forms, as well as modern so-called ‘neo-feminitives’, and could see arguments for and
against. The written responses were not in proportion to the overall trends in agreement and
disagreement as seen in the quantitative data previously laid out. Those expressing opposition were
overrepresented at around 75% of written answers compared to, for example, the 36% of
participants who disagreed (strongly or to an extent) with Statement 1 on the necessity of
feminitives.

While a range of different reasoning was given for their disapproval of feminitives and disagreement
with Statements 1,2 and 3, there were common themes in the written answers those participants
gave. These included references to feminitives sounding bad, being ‘Newspeak’, being a Western
imposition, being ‘artificial’ or a ‘distortion’ of the language, and references to historical women who
rejected feminitives. The responses, themes, and particular quotes will be analysed in more detail in
the Discussion chapter, but a brief overview will be given here.
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One of the most recurring reactions expressed was that feminitives sound bad, which was explicitly
referenced by 15 respondents, who reported that feminitives are ‘hard on the ears’ (oueHb pexkuT
cnyx), sound ‘HenoBko’ (awkward) or ‘BbimyyeHHO' (tortured).

3gyyum 8 6osbuwuHcMae c8oém 2ayno u ybo2o’ ([Femintives] mostly sound stupid and pathetic)

Another recurrent theme was respondents regarding feminitives as a Western imposition (with 5
explicit references and several more implicit (see quote below)) or referring to them as ‘Hosos3’
Newspeak (5 mentions). The latter is a reference to the controlled language in the dystopic setting of
George Orwell’s 1984, which is also used to describe Soviet language with its contractions, acronyms,
excessive simplification, but simultaneous incomprehensibility (citation needed).

‘Pyku npoub om pycckozo A3bika’ (Hands off the Russian language)

Others referred to feminitives as a ‘distortion’ of the Russian language, using terms such as
‘nspesatenbcTBo’ (abuse, mockery) or ‘uckpmBneHune pycckoro asbika’ (distortion of the Russian
language). In milder terms, some others commented that feminitives are artificial and do not follow
the rules of Russian. Lastly, another notable argument made in opposition to feminitives was the
evocation of historical figures such as Anna Akhmatova and Valentina Tereshkova. Anna Akhmatova
and Marina Tsvetaeva famously rejected the title of ‘noatecca’ (poetess) in favour of the generic
masculine ‘noat’ (poet).

‘BaneHmuHa TepewKosa 8owiaid 8 UCMOPUIO KOK KOCMOHA8M U omcymcmaue cygguKca ee 3acsyau
He ymansaem.’ (Valentina Tereshkova went down in history as a cosmonaut and the absence of a
suffix does not diminish her merit)

Very few of the written responses can be assessed as totally in support of feminitives, which
corresponds with the data shown in Figures 4-6. Those that are in support note the positive
contribution feminitives can make to progress in gender fairness, but acknowledge that they are not
a primary driver of improvements, or the most important matter to attend to within women’s rights.
Slightly more respondents show a neutral or more pragmatic standpoint reporting that they do not
use feminitives themselves (the implication here is neo-feminitives), but do not oppose their use by
others. Another common theme among those who had no opposition to feminitives in themselves
was strong disagreement with any perceived ‘forced’ or ‘top-down’ imposition of feminitives, or any
other linguistic innovation. The latter argument also appeared in written responses to Statement 4,
which will be discussed in due course.

This echoed the views of several participants who said they were not opposed to feminitives in and
of themselves, and several respondents acknowledged the evolving nature of language, but said that
it was the perceived effort by feminists to introduce or popularise them that provoke resistance:

ConpomueneHue 803HUKaem u3-3a ycunul. (Resistance [to feminitives] comes from the effort [by
feminists to expand them])

There was no mention of feminitives in reference to LGBTQ issues, and no mention of the Supreme
Court’s association of the use of feminitives with the ‘international LGBTQ movement’, but this is
perhaps not surprising that such declarations, although reported on by Western press, does not
trickle down into everyday people’s awareness.

Statement 4 — feminist language reforms

In the final part of the survey, respondents were asked a final broader question:

‘Kak Bbl B LLenNOM OTHOCUTECH K GEMMHUCTCKUM pedopmam pycckoro asbika?’ (What is your general
attitude towards feminist reforms to the Russian language?).
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The choice of five responses ranged from ‘lNMonHocTbio Nnogaepxusato’ (I am strongly in support) to
‘Pesko He nogaepxkmueato’ (I strongly disapprove). The overall results, show over half of participants
responding in the negative, either saying that they strongly disapprove, or they disapprove more
than they support the statement. Around a quarter express indifference to feminist linguistic
reforms, and just under 20% of participants support them totally, or to an extent. Men were more
likely to report that they strongly disapprove (35.6%), compared to 20.8% of women. At the other
extreme, only 1 male participant (1.4%) expressed strong support for feminist language reforms,
compared to 12.8% of women participants.

KaK Bbl B LLe/1IoOM OTHOCUTECb K GEMUHUCTCKUM
pedopmam pyccKoro AsblKa?

Pe3Ko He noaAep>K1Bato

Ckopee He noaaepkneato, 4em

noAfepnsato
bespasnunuHo W Overall
CKopee noaaepskusato, 4em He Men
noAAepKuBato Women

MonHocTbO nogaepxuearo

o

10 20 30 40
Percentage of respondents

This set of data was also put through the chi-square test of independence. Again simplifying by
reducing the five options to positive, negative, and neither positive nor negative, the chi-square
value for the responses to this question was 8.8 (greater than the critical value of 5.99). This again
means this was statistically significant and allows for the rejection of the null hypothesis, meaning
that gender, once again, was related to support of feminist reforms to the Russian language.

The results for this questions were also disaggregated by age, but the chi-square test for
independence was unsuitable was this dataset since the test cannot be used when there are
categories with less than 5 observations i.e. a small number of participants in an age category. This
would have been exacerbated if then also disaggregated by gender within each age category. With a
larger survey population, this would be a possible and worthwhile investigation to see where how
the two factors of age and gender both relate to support or opposition to feminitives or broader
debates on feminist language reform.

As with the previous three statements, after this final more general question, respondents were able,
if they wished, to explain their choice, whereupon 41 participants contributed their opinion.

Written responses to Statement 4

Participants were asked to explain their choices in a text box. This was not compulsory, 41
respondents (20%) chose to elaborate. Comments were broadly consistent with the previous set of
comments, with the overwhelming majority expressing their opposition to feminist language
reforms.

Out of the written responses, common themes among the written responses included opposition to
any political intervention in language matters, belief in the evolving nature of language, the
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unimportance of linguistic debates in gender equality discussion, and the risk of backlash to these
discussions.

Several participants commented to express their opposition to political intervention into the
language of any kind as shown in the following extracts:

‘1 nbomue nonbIMoK 8HeOpPUMb 8 A3bIK YMO-Mmo C8epxy, He3a8UCUMO OM MOo20, KAKUM MOMUBOM
amo npukpseisaemca.’ (I am against attempts to introduce something from above into language, no
matter what the motive behind it.)

‘Moyemy onpedensmo KakK A0O0AM 2080pUMb OOAXCHA MOAUMUKA, HO He CaMu Hocumesu A3bIKa?’
(Why should politics, but not native speakers themselves, determine how people should speak?)

Several acknowledged that language change is natural and that languages are ‘self-regulating’, and so
expressed hesitancy towards perceived ‘forced’ or ‘aggressive’ changes.

‘S13bIK camopeaynupyem, HeHyHCHble NMPAaKmMuUKU co spemeHem ommnadarom camu.” (Language is self-
regulating; unnecessary practices fall away on their own over time.)

Some felt that this understanding of language as evolving and self-regulating means that feminist
changes to language, such as the expansion in use of feminitives would happen gradually over
generations, while others came to the conclusion that linguistic forms, such as feminitives, would
already be in place if they were necessary and superfluous forms would have become obsolete.

A3bIK - 3mo Husoli op2aHU3M, KOMopPbIli TOCMOSHHO MPAHCHOPMUPYEMCA U 8 3IMOM HEM HUYe20
naoxoeo. ‘Language is a living organism that is constantly transforming and there is nothing wrong
with that’.

Lastly, several respondents commented that linguistic questions are unimportant in comparison to
other aspects of gender equality, and represent a distraction from more basic issues. These
respondents, along with others bring up the backlash that feminist linguistic developments can and
do cause, which alienates potential supporters of feminist ideas.

‘Vx HassA3bIBAHUE MPUBEOEM MO/LKO K UX OMMOPH(EHUIO U npecnedos8aHuro ux nocaedosamernel.’
(Their imposition will only lead to their rejection and persecution of their followers.)

Chapter summary

In summary, the majority of the around 200 respondents to the survey were largely against
feminitives beyond established forms, though more nuanced perspectives were represented through
the optional written answers. Women who participated in the survey for the most part reported that
they did not use feminitives when describing themselves and their profession. 10.4% do use a
feminitive, 14.4% do so sometimes, and 75.2% never use feminitives when describing themselves.

Level of agreement with Statements 1 — 3 was next assessed with a 5-point Likert scale with
responses ranging from ‘Strongly agree’ to ‘Strongly disagree’. The results of the chi-square test on
the data produced allowed for the null hypothesis to be rejected for all 3 sets of results and for
Statement 4. This means that the difference between the actual and expected values is statistically
significant, not by chance. Therefore it is shown that the gender of survey participants and their
agreement with the statements are related. In this case, it is shown that female respondents, while
still broadly unfavourable towards the statements, tended to agree more with the statement than
male respondents.

In the following chapter, these results will be discussed further and analysed with reference to
relevant scholarly literature and context included in earlier chapters
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Discussion

This study was designed to determine the attitudes of Russian-speaking survey participants towards
feminitives and broader feminist language reforms in the Russian language, assessing the importance
of participants’ age and gender in these attitudes, and discovering people’s reasons for opposition to
feminitives and feminist language reforms. In this chapter, the results described in the previous
chapter will be discussed with reference to the academic literature covered in the first half of this
thesis and research aims and questions.

Summary of key findings

The results of this study show that overall support for feminitives and feminist language reform
generally is low, although it was proven that women were more likely to approve than men. Women
who participated in the survey for the most part (75.2%) reported that they did not use feminitives
when describing themselves and their own profession, with only 10.4% saying that they do use one,
and 14.4% that they do so sometimes. The main part of the questionnaire, which gauged support for
Statements 1-4 using a scale from ‘Strongly agree’ to ‘Strongly disagree’ showed, by means of the
chi-square test of independence, that the difference between the actual and expected values was
statistically significant, not by chance. Therefore, it was possible to prove that there exists a relation,
in this dataset, between respondents’ gender and their level of agreement with each of the
statements. In all four cases women were more likely than men to agree with the statements,
although support was low even among women. Following these items, respondents were given the
opportunity to express their opinions and the reasoning behind their choices in open-ended text-box
items, which revealed several themes among those opposing feminist language reform and
feminitives, such as believing that these are Western impositions, or are ‘ruining the Russian
language’, or sound ‘artificial’ or ‘tortured’.

Analysis of quantitative results

Before proceeding to examine the themes found in written responses to the open-ended items in the
survey, it is necessary to analyse the quantitative data gathered in the survey in light of the research
guestion and previous scholarship. While these polls did not pose quite the same questions as this
survey, in comparison to the polling data from Rambler and O6wecmeeHHoe MHeHue, it is reassuring
that the general proportion of opinions seems to be similar in this survey’s 198 respondents as in the
much larger sample population from the polls. The finding in this study that only 9.9% of respondents
strongly agreed with the statement ‘Feminitives are necessary for society’ and that only 8.9%
strongly support feminist language reform seems to be consistent with the data from the two polls
from 2020 and 2021. The two polls showed 7% and 11% of their respondents had a positive view of
feminitives, which does seem to correspond to the 9.9% and 8.9% figures from this survey.
Unfortunately this poll data was not disaggregated by sex, so a closer comparison with the data from
this survey cannot be done.

There was also no data from the two polls about women using feminitives for themselves and their
professions, but the 2021 Rambler poll did find that 37% of their 164,000 respondents try to use
feminitives in speech, despite only 11% reporting a positive view of feminitives. Given the level of
resistance and noisy public discourse on feminitives in Russian, it is understandable that someone
would be unwilling to insist upon referring to themselves in that way unless they have a profession
with an accepted and established feminitive.

Returning to the research question, the quantitative results of this study demonstrate that the
gender of respondents does relate to their attitude towards feminitives and agreement with
arguments in favour of feminitives. It is however, at this point, not possible to prove a causal link
between a respondent being a woman and therefore having a more positive view of feminist
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language change. It could conceivably be hypothesised that the greater degree of support for
feminitives (as shown in this study by agreement with Statements 1-3) and feminist language reform
(as shown by support for Statement 4) among women respondents might be due to a greater
awareness and acknowledgment of issues around gender inequality and women’s place in the
professional world, which would in turn suggest support for measures that could address this. On the
other side of this, the greater degree of negative views of male respondents could be attributed to a
general antipathy towards modern feminism and a belief, as explicitly mentioned by at least one
participant, that society is now skewed in favour of women. This could be broadly defined as anti-
feminist backlash, conceptualised by Ana Jordan as being ‘explicitly hostile to feminism either
because they believe that ‘(1) gender equality is not a desirable goal or (2) although gender equality
is a worthy aim, feminism actually works against equality by privileging women over men’(Jordan
2016). In this case, the latter seems to be more prevalent among respondents than the former.

Having discussed the quantitative results and possible causes of overall dislike and resistance
towards feminist language change in terms of reflecting an antifeminist backlash, particularly acute
among men, the next section will discuss the written samples from respondents with reference to
academic literature specific to resistance to feminitives.

Causes of resistance

Turning now to consider the written contributions of participants, which offer a rich and varied
sample of expanded opinions of feminitives and feminist language reforms. There were several
common themes of these written statements, particularly those opposed to feminitives and feminist
linguistic reform more generally. These themes included: disliking the way feminitives sound, calling
feminitives ‘Newspeak’ or a Western imposition, and calling feminitives a ‘distortion’ or 'abuse’ of
Russian language. In this section, these themes and some illustrative comments given by survey
participants will be compared to the reasons for opposing feminitives as described by Rudyonok
(Rudyonok 2021) in her article and by Pulijana and Stevens in their work . Rudyonok’s narrows down
the reasons for disliking or opposing feminitives to the following: linguistic discomfort, standard
language ideology, a negative view of feminism, and a fear of the new. Stevens and Pulijana add to
those four reasons with: not wanting to draw unnecessary attention towards the gender of a
professional; the belief that thought influences language not vice versa; and the perception that the
suffix ‘-ka’ in some feminitives adds a diminutive and therefore condescending tone.

Before covering the presence, or absence of these reasons, it is necessary to mention
that respondents’ written contributions were often nuanced and multi-layered, and there were often
several of these factors for opposition in combination and not clearly delineated.

Linguistic discomfort

The theme most commonly found in the written responses to the two open-ended items in the
survey was participants expressing dislike or opposition to feminitives on the grounds that they are
‘hard on the ears’ or sound ‘stupid’. This finding can be interpreted as in line with that which
Rudyonok defines as ‘linguistic discomfort’, a feeling that may be caused by the unfamiliarity of a
word or linguistic feature and a cognitive resistance to acquiring new habits.

‘8 2apMOHUIO A3bIKA He yKaadblieaemcs’.
([feminitives do] not fit into the harmony of the language.)

The vast majority of feminitives follow the morphological norms of Russian, and therefore would not
feature any new or unusual phonology for the Russian language. Is it probable, therefore, that
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complaints about the sound, 'harmony’(rapmoHus), or ‘euphony’ (6narossyuune) of a feminitive is
likely based in a subjective view, can be ascribed to a respondent's linguistic ‘discomfort', and could
resolve upon habituation. Another extract from one respondent’s written contribution further
illustrates the phenomenon:

‘©emuHUMUBbLI - 3MO UCKPUB/IEHUE PYCCKOR20 A3bIKA U He bosee....Tak#e 606U UHCMB0
hemeHUMUB08 38y4UM YHACHO C MOYKU 3peHUs MPOU3HOWEHUSA U 8bl2AA0UM KaK U30esamesnscmao
HAO HaWuUm A3bIKOM.’

(Feminitives are a distortion of the Russian language and nothing more... Also, most feminitives sound
terrible in terms of pronunciation and look like a mockery of our language.)

This extract demonstrates the respondent’s linguistic discomfort caused by the sound and look of
feminitives. The first part of the quotation also suggests the influence of standard language ideology,
which will be discussed in the following section. In contrast, One respondent reported using
feminitives and masculine generics ‘randomly’, depending on what sounds best in the specific
context.

‘BblbOp cnyyaeH, MOXKET, B 3aBUCMMOCTU OT TOro, KaKk byaeT yaobHee (6naro3syyHee) ckasaTtb B
KOHKPETHbI MOMEHT.’

(The choice is random, maybe depending on how it's more convenient (euphonious) to say at a
particular moment.)

In hand with linguistic discomfort, a large proportion of the negative opinions of feminitives display
resistance to changes to so-called standard language.

Standard language ideology

A considerable proportion of the negative views of feminitives expressed in both open-ended items
in the survey can be attributed to what Pulijana and Stevens (2023) describe as ‘an ideological
resistance to reforming standard language’, which is also mentioned by Rudyonok as a cause of
opposition to feminitives. This has a certain amount of overlap with the previous section’s ‘linguistic
discomfort’. Standard language ideology is defined by Cushing (2021) as ‘the belief that a language
has fixed, easily identifiable forms with a clear delineation between ‘standard’ and ‘non-standard’ or
by Oliva Walsh (2021) as "the belief that one particular form of language is the ‘most correct’ or the
‘best’ form and that all other forms of language are ‘incorrect’ or somehow less valid.” This concept
links to the discussion of linguistic norms and power from the Context chapter, where it was noted
that norms or ‘standard’ language are not natural phenomena and not capable of oppression in and
of themselves, but rather a ‘direct implementation of ideological beliefs’ capable of manipulating
language into an ‘instrument of discrimination’ through systematisation (or standardisation) and the
application of value judgements (Scheller-Boltz 2017). This ideology, and the strength of feeling with
which it is often expressed, is by no means limited to feminitives or other discussions of language and
gender, but can manifest itself in response to any number of perceived changes, trends, or ‘non-
standard’ linguistic features in language around us.

‘Asnaromca omepamumersibHbIM HAcusaUueM HA0 A3bIKOM U 38y4am HeecmecmeeHHo’
(They are a disgusting violence against the language and sound artificial)

The extract above and those quoted in the previous section hinted at a perceived breaking of
‘standard’ Russian language, but the following respondent does so explicitly:

‘Ecmb crioxcuswiuecs npasusa pyccKkoz2o A3bIKa 8 OMHOWEHUU HAUMEHOBAHUSA npogecculi u ecau
UcCmopu4ecKu Ha3s8aHue rnpogeccuu He umeem gheMuHUMUBA, Mo rPUOYMbl8aHUe e20 8 Y200y M0oObl
A cyumaro owuboYHeIM.”
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(There are established rules of the Russian language with regard to the naming of professions, and if
historically the name of a profession does not have a feminitive, then | think it is wrong to invent one
for the sake of fashion.)

This respondent can be seen as a expressing standard language ideology, referring to the established
rules or standard language of Russian and criticising new feminitives as ‘wrong’. This is in opposition
to the idea that linguistic norms or ‘standard’ language are not natural phenomena, and are instead

manufactured in the way that new terms are, at times, also manufactured.

Negative view of modern feminism

The next factor contributing to resistance towards feminitives is people’s negative view towards
feminism. This reason was mentioned by several respondents and is in line with generalised anti-
feminist backlash amid a conservation and religious turn in Russia, reinforcement of traditional
gender roles, and the partial decriminalisation of domestic violence, all of which is underlaid with an
opposition to so-called Western values, under which feminism is categorised. Some respondents
drew attention in their written comments to substantial progress in gender equality and women's
rights in the Soviet Union (contrasting it to other countries), and concluded that feminism is
unnecessary these days, or has even gone too far, as shown in the extract below:

B Pycckom obujecmee umak ecmo repeKkoc 8 CMopoHy #eHWUH, Ha Koli e2o desameb ewe cusbHee?
Russian society is already skewed towards women, why make it more so?

This reasoning around negative perception of feminism even appeared in the answers of some
respondents who expressed a neutral or even positive view of feminitives, where they suggested that
the broad negative view of feminist politics in Russian society means that the present and potential
backlash against feminitives is significant enough that progress for women and acceptance of
feminist values in general would be at risk. Finally, in light of the negative views of feminism, a
related factor in resistance towards feminitives is that use of non-traditional feminitives may betray
the user’s political opinions in public, causing unwanted social friction or potential public backlash,
making them all the more uncomfortable to use.

Unwanted attention to a professional’s gender

The next factor in opposing feminitives is the desire not to draw unwanted attention to the gender of
a person or professional, making gender the primary factor in their identity, which, as some would
see it, deprives a woman of the status as a person and professional when their gender is highlighted.
In the following extract, a respondent expresses this disinterest in the gender of a professional. This
idea corresponds to initiatives in English-speaking countries, for example, to find gender neutral
terms for professions, such as firefighter in place of fireman or firewoman, or police officer in place
of policeman or policewoman (or the much more old-fashioned ‘lady policeman’).

‘Koeda A 06pawyarocs K npodheccuoHany, MeHs UHMepecyrom mosbKo Mpo@deccuoHanbHbIE HABbIKU
yesl08eKa, d He e20 Mos108as NPUHAGAEHHOCMS.”

When | refer to a professional, | am only interested in the professional skills of the person, not their
gender identity.

This quote encapsulates this idea well in describing the resistance to feminitives due to not wanting
to emphasise a woman’s gender ahead of her professional position. This could be seen as echoing
the arguments in English-speaking societies regarding gender-neutral terms, so that a professional’s
gender is not highlighted before other factors of their identity. This is of course difficult with a
language with grammatical gender, where a person’s gender can be revealed otherwise, such as
through a verb ending or adjectival agreement. As mentioned in the results chapter, one respondent
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made reference to Valentina Tereshkova who ‘went down in history as a cosmonaut’ (‘sowna B
WUCTOPUIO Kak KOCMOHaBT’), arguing that her being referred to as ‘kocmoHaBT’ (cosmonautuasc) did not
diminish her remarkability as the first woman in space. This is of course true and the use of as
‘kocmoHaBTKa“ (cosmonautrem) Would likely have put her in a separate category to her male
colleagues. It might equally be argued that as the first female cosmonaut and with the attention
which that fact produced, she was, already differentiated from her male counterparts.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the argument against feminitives for drawing attention to a
professional’s gender can be undermined somewhat by its lack of acknowledgment of the potential
cognitive bias caused by the use of a generic masculine, which has been proven to create, among
many, the expectation of a man in the role (Horvath 2016).

Thought influences language

One of the most interesting and nuanced factors in the dislike of feminitives, as conceptualised by
Pulijana and Stevens (2023)is the dislike stemming from the belief that thought influences language,
not the other way around, and so inequality of gender remains in the language because it reflects the
equality in society beyond just language. Adding to this is the idea that if feminitives or other feminist
language changes became mainstream or were enforced, there would be an illusion of equality and
one would be less able to truthfully analyse the disparities that exist. One respondent dismisses any
possible improvement that language change might produce:

GeMUHUMUBLI HUKAK He MOoB8/UAM HA «8UOUMOCMb» HeHWUH, MAK KaK A3bIK, 80MpeKu
pacnpocmpaHEHHoOMYy 3a6ayHoeHUr0, HUKAK He 8ausem Ha mMblllaeHue.

Feminitives will have no effect on women's "visibility" because language, contrary to popular
misconception, has no effect on thinking.

The following extract from another respondent who is not against feminitives in principle, but
emphasises their being just a ‘band-aid’, masking large inequalities which remain to be dealt with.
They cite the need for material issues to change before consciousness to be changed, and then
language, rather than the other way around.

‘Pazbupameocs ¢ 2zeHOEpPHbIM HEPABEHCMBOM HYHCHO, HAYUHASA € 6a3uca, a He cyrnepcmpyKkmypsi
8pode A3bIKaA....A He 3aWULWar0 KAKYH-mo MHUMYIO Ues0CmHOCMb A3bIKa, HO UMEHHO KaK
UHCMPYMEHM COUUAbHOR0 MPOo2Pecca MHe OHU Kaxcymcsa abconomHo 6ecrionesHsiMu, nomomy
4mo 0719 mo2o, Ymobbl U3MEHUSICA A3bIK, HY¥HO MeHAMb CO3HAHUE, d 0418 Mo2o, Ymobbl MeHIMb
CO3HAHUE, HY¥HO MeHAMb MamepuanbHoe bbimue.’

Gender inequality must be tackled starting from the base, not a superstructure like language....| am
not defending some imaginary integrity of language; but as an instrument of social progress they
seem to me absolutely useless, because in order for language to change, consciousness has to
change, and in order to change consciousness, material existence has to change.

This respondent emphasises that they are not aligned with standard language ideology (‘some
imaginary integrity of language’), and so one can infer that they are not be opposed to language
change in principle. Nevertheless, they concur with the idea that changing thoughts and real-life
inequalities must be the priority before linguistic matters.

Other factors

There were several other factors in the resistance towards feminitives mentioned in the literature,
some of which did not seem to be significant to the survey respondents. These included a ‘fear of the
new’ and the diminutive character of the suffix ‘-ka’. The relation of feminitives with the suffix -ka’
with diminutives with the same suffix did not come up in the comments, but there was a sense in
several comments that feminitives had a derogatory or condescending connotation, which may be
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linked to this. The final factor, ‘fear of the new’ is not explicitly referenced in either set of written
responses, but could be inferred in resistant views explained earlier in the sections on standard
language ideology and linguistic discomfort as these three overlap considerably. It is worth noting, as
mentioned earlier in this thesis, that many, if not the vast majority, of feminitives are not newly
arrived in the Russian language, except, of course, for professions that have only recently come into
existence, but have been around since at least the early Soviet Union, if not before.

Some findings from the survey results did not appear in Rudyonok or Stevens’ writing on resistance
towards feminitives. One factor in particular not mentioned in the literature, but which did appear
several times in the written responses, was opposition to any kind of top-down reform, regulation or
insistence on changes to the language. It came across that this view was not be specific to feminitives
for those respondents, since several reported that they were neutral or in favour of feminitives in
and of themselves. Some suggested that feminitives would likely become more widely used naturally
over time, but others said that their lack of popularity (besides established forms) meant that they
were obsolete.

Complications

Before giving a summary of this discussion, it is worth noting the complications of such an analysis,
namely the inconsistencies, overlap, and other nuances of participants’ views, which do not neatly fit
the different labels. Not only do respondents have differing views of traditional and non-traditional
(neo-)feminitives, but there is also individuals’ caveats for certain suffixes, or even specific examples,
as in the quote below:

“3mo 38y4um He MOosbLKO Heseno, HO U NPe3pumesbHO M0 OMHOWEHUI K 0C06aM, Ha0enEHHbIM
maxkumu doxHocmamu. [pyaue e heMuHUMUBbI, K MPUMepY Mcuxon02uHs, HaMHo2o bosee
puAMHsI ¢ 3cmemuy4eckoli cmopoHel’

(It sounds not only ridiculous, but also contemptuous of the persons who are endowed with such
positions. Other feminitives, for example, ‘pschologinja’ [psychologisteen], are much more
aesthetically pleasing).

This respondent’s comment could be assessed as displaying signs several of the factors discussed
previously, while also expressing a degree of exception for some in particular. There might be
potential for future research into resistance to feminitives that might take these factors, and assess
each of their commonness or degree of importance in a more systematic way, perhaps by having
them inform the design of the survey, rather than used as a framework for analysis as was the case
here.

Chapter summary

To conclude this chapter, the results of the survey conducted showed that this study supports
evidence from previous observations in large-scale surveys from Rambler and Obwecmee+HHoe
mHeHue, which showed a small minority of respondents reporting a positive view of feminitives.

While this study echoes the results of those previous studies, through the open-ended items, it was
possible to gain a great deal more information on the reasoning behind the negative views. The
themes drawn out of the written samples as seen in the previous chapter are broadly consistent with
the pre-existing literature. The four reasons for resisting feminitives as laid out in Rudyonok’s online
article are all expressed in the survey responses, but there is some doubt as to whether some of the
additional factors listed by Pulijana and Stevens were represented in the dataset.

One aspect not previously mentioned was a view expressed by several respondents largely neutral
towards feminitives, such that they believe that such things are likely to provoke backlash and
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alienate wider society from broader progress in gender equality and women’s rights, and therefore
should not be insisted upon for fear of limiting public progress in gender equality beyond language
guestions. Secondly, and related to the previous standpoint is the belief that linguistic discussions are
not useful nor a significant issue compared to more basic issues that ought to be the priority in
moves towards social progress, such as violence against women, or economic inequality between the
genders.

Returning to the objectives of this study, it was possible to prove a link between gender of
participants and their views on feminitives and feminist language reform, but unfortunately it was
not possible to do so with the age of the participants. For the second research objective, to assess
the reasons for resistance to feminitives, the written responses to open-ended items were analysed
using those reasons defined by Rudyonok and Pulijana and Stevens. Some of which were shown to be
present in large proportions, others very little or not at all. In addition, some key reasoning expressed
in the dataset had not been mentioned in the literature at all.
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Conclusion

The aim of this study was to gain a snapshot of attitudes and usage of feminitives, particularly the
newer, non-traditional examples, and to answer the question of whether age and gender have any
relationship with people’s view of feminitives and feminist linguistic reform, and why people are
opposed to these.

Key findings

This study has found that there is a general negative view of feminitives and feminist language
changes with only small numbers of respondents expressing strong support, which echoes data from
large-scale surveys which reported that only 7% and 11 % of the respondents had a positive view of
feminitives. Gauging the level of agreement with the four specific statements, it shows that very
small proportion were in support, with only 9.9% strongly agreeing that feminitives are necessary.
Along these lines 75.2% of the women taking part in the survey said that they used a feminitive when
referring to themselves and their job title.

Through the chi-square test of independence, it was shown that the variables of gender and attitude
towards the statements provided were related. Testing of the results from the four 5-point Likert
scale items disaggregated by gender produced, each time, a chi square value greater than the critical
value, meaning that the difference between the actual (observed) values and the expected values
were statistically significant. This allowed for the null hypothesis, which stated that there was no
relation between gender and agreement with the statements, to be rejected in favour of the
alternative hypothesis that there is a relation. This means that women in the survey population were
more likely to express more support for the statements. Unfortunately, it was not possible to
demonstrate a relation using the variable of age instead of gender since the test requires a value of
over 5 in each category.

The other significant set of data was the comments offered by respondents in response to optional
open-ended items where they could express their views. The respondents’ written contributions
were broadly thoughtful and nuanced, though strong, in some cases angry reactions were evident.
The negative responses tended to follow themes of describing feminitives as unnecessary, ugly
sounding, or a Western imposition on the Russian language. These were compared with reasons for
opposing feminitives outlined in academic literature, which the respondents’ contributions matched
on several points. Some themes of the comments, such as an opposition to any non-organic language
change, were not previously mentioned as possible reasons for opposition.

Research questions

Returning to the primary research aims of this study, to understand whether gender and age has a
relation on people’s attitudes towards feminitives in Russian, the results have given evidence for the
former, though the dataset for the latter was unsuitable for the test, and so a conclusion on that
variable’s impact will have to answered in a future study. It was proven that gender does affect an
individual’s support for feminisation and other feminist language reform, with the result that women
who completed the questionnaire were, on the whole, in agreement with the four statements more
so than the men participating. With regard to language attitudes around feminisation, it was shown
that the respondents opposed to feminitives and feminist language reform did so due to several factors,
which often overlapped. These included: being subscribed to ‘standard language ideology’; having a
negative view of feminism, and not wanting to draw unnecessary attention to a person’s gender,
among other reasons.
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Implications and significance of the results

In light of the controversy that feminitives and other feminist attempts at language change provokes
in Russian society, this study contributes to the existing body of research on feminitives and offers a
more detailed look at ordinary people’s views. This study has gone some way towards enhancing our
understanding of reasons people reject feminisation, which corresponds to previous academic work
on the subject, but also adds a degree of nuance that is missed from simple polling data on the
proportions of positive, negative, and neutral views of feminitives.

The findings of this study suggest that there is a strong argument for campaigners to concentrate on
more material issues rather than linguistic change with the risk of alienation of potential supporters
that comes with it. It might in turn be argued that backlash and discomfort ought not to get in the
way of advocating for improvement in women’s standing in society. This is supported by the 71% of
the Rambler survey participants who said they were ‘sure that feminitives will be used everywhere in
the Russian language in the near future’.This study has raised important questions about the nature
of actively calling for linguistic changes and the almost inevitable backlash against it. The
guantitative results show the level of acceptance of arguments in favour of feminitives and the
qualitative data in the form of written contributions give a detailed overview at the range of opinions
and reasons of opposition to feminitives, which might represent an interesting starting point for
future research.

Limitations

As laid out in the previous chapters, notwithstanding the relatively limited sample, this work offers
valuable insights into attitudes towards feminitives in Russian. However, with a relatively small
sample size, caution must be applied, as the findings might not be representative of wider Russian or
Russian-speaking population, though the big-picture findings do resemble the large-scale survey data
gathered in 2020 and 2021 (news.rambler.ru 2021; O6wectBeHHoe MHeHMe 2020).

This current study is limited by the fact that it received only 203 complete responses, of that mainly
Russian-speaking expats living abroad and other online communities. While being a large enough
sample to produce statistically significant results, the relatively small pool of respondents does pose
issues. As a result of the distribution of the survey online, particularly strong or aggressive reactions
(as seen in the written answers to open-ended items) may have been overrepresented in these
Russian-speaking online communities compared to wider Russian or Russian-speaking society. In the
two sets of large-scale polling data previously cited in this study, 41% and 33% respectively expressed
a neutral stance on feminitives. This cannot be directly compared to the results of this study, since
different questions were posed to participants, but nevertheless, this study did show a smaller
proportion of respondents choosing to express an indifferent or neutral opinion. It is also worth
considering the self-selection that may have taken place as, when this survey was being distributed,
the potential participants were informed of the subject (feminitives). As a result, it is possible that
those with strong views on either side of the debate (though more likely those opposing) were
motivated to take part in greater proportion than those who had neutral or less strong opinions, or
were unsure of the meaning of feminitives.

On the latter point, although an explanation of feminitives and several examples were given and
there seemed to be a high level of awareness and developed opinions among those who contributed
a written response to the open-ended items, it might have been useful to include a question like in
the Rambler survey to assess the level of awareness and understanding of feminitives, and other
debates around gender and language among all the participants. One issue that came up with
conducting the survey and discussing the results was the need for clarity and differentiation between
established feminitives and non-traditional (neo-)feminitives. Many respondents explicitly made a
distinction in their opinions for well established, commonly used feminitives versus what they
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considered modern feminitives (even though some had been in use in the past). A decision was made
to use the term ‘feminitive’ for the vast majority of the discussion as the respondents did so and
because almost all of the discussion was around neo-feminitives except when explicitly mentioned.

It is unfortunate that the study did not include those who reported a gender identity beyond the
binary, but due to the very small proportion of respondents belonging to that category (5
respondents out of 203), it would have been disruptive to include this small sample in the analysis. In
addition, the chi-square test of independence would not have been able to be applied since it
requires a value of at least 5 in each category.

It was disappointing that it was not possible with the relatively small sample size to find out the
relation of age and attitudes to feminitives , and gender breakdown within age ranges. It would be of
great interest to ascertain which groups (i.e. women aged 25-35; men aged 65+) expressed the most
opposition or most support for feminitives. This was planned as part of this survey initially, but
number of respondents in each age range was too low, so it would require a larger set of
respondents in order to make the results statistically significant. Survey participants were ultimately
self-selecting, so a future survey would also benefit from effort to produce more representative
distribution, such that it reached respondents of all age ranges.

With regard to the survey design, one major aspect worth reflecting on is the number of unfinished
guestionnaires which had to be eliminated from the dataset, although 203 completed was not a bad
result. A future study might benefit from changes such as further testing and feedback before
publication; better explanation of the survey before participation so that potential respondents
might have a clearer idea of what was involved; a progress tracker so participants knew how much of
the questionnaire remained; and removal of items or questions superfluous to answering the
research objectives. Due to the self-reported nature of the first question regarding use of feminitives
among women, further research is required to ascertain whether these results represent real-world
usage. This is difficult to do due in part to the observer’s paradox and desirability bias, but might be
done via other methods than a sociolinguistic questionnaire.

Finally, it would have been of interest to have a greater representation of those in favour of
feminitives in the written samples, which instead had negative views in greater proportion than the
guantitative data implied in the survey population. In that way, it might have been possible to gain a
deeper understanding of why people use or believe in the expansion of feminitives in the face of
considerable, often vocal opposition, although this was not a research aim of this study. It might be
possible that a certain level of self-selection took place, with those actively hostile towards
feminitives more motivated to take part in a survey on the subject than those who are neutral or
somewhat in favour.

Future research

Considering the limited amount of sociolinguistic research on feminitives in Russian, there is a great
deal of scope for future research. Subsequent studies could chose other aspects of participants’
demographic information to analyse, such as level of education, country of birth or other languages
spoken. The latter would be of particular interest given the variation in success of feminitives in other
Slavic languages, such as Ukrainian, which might influence the usage and attitudes towards
feminitives in Russian-speaking respondents from former Soviet republics outside the Russian
Federation.

Research questions might include: To what extent does level of education influence use of and/or
attitudes towards feminitives? How have attitudes towards feminism and feminitives in Russian
changed in the Post-Soviet period?
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As mentioned previously, a worthwhile study could be done to assess the significance of a range of
factors causing opposition to feminitives, which could be done in a more direct manner, rather than
by analysis of open-ended questions.

Further corpus-based studies would also be a fruitful area for further work. Subject to selecting an
appropriate corpus, this method would represent a better means of gathering data on the real-life
usage of feminitives, rather than self-reported usage or attitudes towards them. This would rely on
the presence of detail on the authors of corpus samples, including but not limited to age and gender.
This would be limited by the nature of the corpus, as many are based on media publications, which
would often be subject to editing and style guidelines, and thus not completely representative of
real-world language use, and likely to use ‘standard’ terms such as generic masculine professional
titles.

As started by Kirey-Sitnikova in her questionnaire-based study (Kirey-Sitnikova 2021), there is also
considerable scope to investigate questions around non-binary, transgender, or other LGBTQ+
individuals’ use of and attitudes towards feminitives and other aspect of feminist language
development. There would, of course, need to be a lot of care taken in such an investigation that any
survey was conducted with care and discretion, bearing in mind the worsening situation for LGBTQ+
people in Russia.

This study has been a preliminary snapshot of opposition to feminist language change in the Russian
language, particularly feminitives, concluding that men are more resistant than women, and
demonstrating the multi-layered and varied reasons people hold these views. As discussed, there is
plenty of research remaining to be done in this area and it continues to be of significance, in light of
active public discourse and controversy on the subject, and the socio-political context in Russia.
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Appendix

1.1 Gender of respondents

Gender Number of respondents Percentage
Male 73 36.0%
Female 125 61.5%
Other 5 2.5%
1.2 Age of respondents

Age range Number of respondents Percentage
<18 8 3.9%

18-24 30 14.8%
25-34 59 29.1%
35-44 66 32.5%
45-54 26 12.8%
55-64 13 6.4%

65+ 1 0.5%

1.3 Frequency table of respondents’ home country

Country Number of respondents Percentage
Russian Federation 156 77%
Belarus 7 4%
Ukraine 6 3%

Other (former USSR) 19 9%

Other (non USSR) 14 7%

2 Women respondents’ use of feminitives

Response to:

Actual Value

Percentage of women

‘Ucnonb3yeTte nu Boli respondents
cdheMUHUTUB ANA onucaHus

Bawewn gonmxHoctn?’

No 94 75.2%

Yes 13 10.4%
Sometimes 18 14.4%

Total 125 100%
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3.1 Agreement with Statement 1 — Raw data

Response to Statement 1: Overall Overall Women Respondents Men- Men
‘©eMUHNUTMBbI He06X04UMDI respondents (Men (Women) Values -%
obwectey’ (Men and and -%
Women) Women)
-%
CoBeplueHHO He cornaceH/-Ha 45 22.2 25 20 20 27.4
B KaKoii-To mepe He cornaceH/-Ha 29 14.3 14 11.2 14 19.2
Hu cornaceH/-Ha , HW He cornaceH/- 39 19.2 18 14.4 18 24.7
Ha
B KaKoii-To mepe cornaceH/-Ha 70 345 51 40.8 19 26.0
CoBepLieHHO cornaceH/-Ha 20 9.9 17 13.6 2 2.7
Total 203 100 125 100 73 100
Agreement with Statement 2
Response to Statement 2: Overall Overall Women Respondents Men- Men
‘DeMUHUTUBDI ABNAIOTCA cpeacTBOM  respondents  (Men (Women) Values -%
60pb6bl C reHaEpHOI (Men and and -%
OUCKpUMUHauueid’ Women) Women)
-%
CoBeplueHHO He cornaceH/-Ha 101 49.8 57 45.6 43 58.9
B KaKoil-To mepe He cornaceH/-Ha 26 12.8 17 13.6 8 11
Hu cornaceH/-Ha , HU He cornaceH/- 29 14.3 14 11.2 14 19.2
Ha
B KaKoii-To mepe cornaceH/-Ha 29 14.3 21 16.8 6 8.2
CoBeplLueHHO cornaceH/-Ha 18 8.9 16 12.8 2 2.7
Total 203 100 125 100 73 100
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Agreement with Statement 3

Response to Statement 3: Overall Overall Women Respondents Men- Men
‘DeMUHUTUBDI AeNalOT BKAAA, respondents (Men (Women) Values -%
JKEHLUH BUaMmbIm.’ (Men and and -%

Women) Women)

-%

CoBeplueHHO He cornaceH/-Ha 91 44.8 53 42.4 38 52.1
B KaKoM-TO mepe He cornaceH/-Ha 20 9.9 12 9.6 7 9.6
Hu cornaceH/-Ha , HU He cornaceH/- 30 14.8 14 11.2 14 19.2
Ha
B KaKoii-To mepe cornaceH/-Ha 35 17.2 24 19.2 11 15.1
CoBepuieHHO cornaceH/-Ha 27 13.3 22 17.6 4 4.1
Total 203 100 125 100 73 100

Agreement with Statement 4

Response to Statement 4: ‘Kak BbiB  Overall Overall Women Respondents Men- Men
Luenom oTHocutecb K pemuHUcTCKUM  respondents (Men (Women) Values -%
pedopmam pyccKoro a3bika?’ (Men and and -%

Women) Women)

-%

MonHoOCTbIO NOAAEPKUBALD 18 8.9 16 12.8 1 1.4
CKopee noaaepusalo, Yem He 23 11.3 15 12.0 7 9.6
noaaepxusato
be3pasnnuyHo 51 25.1 34 27.2 15 20.5
CKopee He noaaepKuBalo, 4yem 58 28.6 34 27.2 24 32.9
noaAepKuBato
Pe3Ko He nogaepuBaro 53 26.1 26 20.8 26 35.6
Total 203 100 125 100 73 100
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