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Russian evaluative nominalizing suffixes and change in
gender

This is a study of Russian evaluative nominalizing suffixes with the ability to produce a change
in syntactic category and category features of the base, such as animacy, declension class, and
gender. The majority of these suffixes consistently form animate evaluative derivations of de-
clension class II (-a—declension). However, when it comes to grammatical gender, there ap-
pears to be no consistency in gender of evaluative derivations. Thus, non-kinship bases are
subject to change in gender and consistently produce evaluative derivations of common gen-
der (masculine or feminine). Kinship bases, in comparison, do not change their gender at all.
I propose an analysis of this phenomenon within the framework of Distributed Morphology. This
work will be of interest to theoretical linguists, language typologists, Russian linguists and educa-
tors, as well as anybody interested in grammatical gender.

1. Introduction

This is a study of Russian nominalizing evaluative suffixes, such as —an, —jash,
—jon, —ul, —un, —ur, -us, —ush, —ag, —jak, —al, —jar, —akh, —il, —in, —ob, —ot, —okh, —jug,
—uk, and —ukh. Suffixes of this kind can attach to various syntactic categories, e.g.,
adjectives, verbs, nouns, and always form nouns of the second declension (-a-de-
clension or classII). Interestingly, these suffixes can change syntactic category, ani-
macy, declension class, and the gender of the base. This, however, is not the case for
kinship nouns, as their gender does not change.

For example, in (1), the evaluative affectionate suffix —ul attaches to an in-
animate feminine noun krasota ‘beauty’. The resulting evaluative noun krasotulja
‘pretty person (affect)’ is an animate noun of common gender, as it can trigger ei-
ther masculine or feminine gender agreements. Thus, in this example, we observe a
change in animacy and gender of the base.

(1) a. kras—ot-a b. kras—-ot-ul-ja
pretty/red-NOM-NOM.SG pretty/red-NOM—EVAL-NOM.SG
(INANIM; FEM) (ANIM; COMMON GENDER)
‘beauty’ ‘pretty person (affect)’
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However, in (2), when the suffix —ul attaches to the masculine kinship noun
syn ‘sont’, there is no change in the gender of the base and the resulting noun is also
masculine. We do observe, however, a change in declension class: syn ‘son’ belongs
to the declension class I (-g—ending in nom.sg), while synulja belongs to the declen-
sion class II (-a—ending in nom.sg).

(2) a.syn b. syn-ul-ja
SON.NOM.SG (ANIM; MASC; CLASSI)  SON—EVAL-NOM.SG (ANIM; MASC; CLASS II)
‘son’ ‘son (affect)’

The data above prompt the following questions: (i) How can we account for a
change in syntactic category and category features of the base (animacy, declension
class and gender) when the evaluative suffixes attach? And (ii) why do kinship nouns
behave differently from non—kinship nounsin terms of the absence of gender change?

This research is conducted within the framework of Distributed Morphology
(DM) (Halle and Marantz 1993; Halle 1997; Marantz 1997, among many others),
which distinguishes between word formation from vroots and from syntactic cat-
egories. The central claim of DM is that there is no division between syntax and
morphology. DM differs from descriptivist frameworks, which view categorization
in terms of inflection vs. derivation as something that has been proved problematic
with respect to the behavior of evaluative derivations (Brown and Hippisley 2012;
Dressler and Barbaresi 1994; Manova 2004; Scalise 1984, 1988; Stump 1991,
2001; Vinogradov 1972; among others). It has been shown in the literature that
the behavior of evaluative derivations is not wholly inflectional or derivational. In
contrast, DM regards inflection and derivation not as primitives, but as derived no-
tions, thus allowing this framework to better account for the behavior of nominal-
izing evaluative suffixes in Russian.

This work is organized as follows. In §2, I present Russian data with nominal-
izing evaluative suffixes. In §3, [ propose an analysis of the data. In §4, I present the
conclusions.

2. Datal and Questions

The Russian nominalizing evaluative suffixes under investigation are listed in
table1.

Affectionate suffixes | —an, —jash, —jon, —ul, —un, —ur, —us, —ush

Vulgar suffixes —ag, —jak, —al, —jar, —akh, —il, —in, —ob, —ot, —okh, —jug, —uk, —ukh

Table 1: Russian evaluative suffixes (from Steriopolo 2008: 62)

1 The data, unless otherwise specified, are taken from Steriopolo (2008), where they are cited from Stankie-
wicz (1968) and a number of academy grammars.
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These suffixes have the following common properties. First, they all carry eval-
uative meanings expressing the speaker’s attitude (affectionate or vulgar) and are
productively used in colloquial Russian, as shown in (3) and (4).

(3) a.pap-a b. pap—ul-ja
dad-NoM.sG (MASC; CLASS I1) dad-EvAL-NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS II)
‘dad’ ‘dad (affect)’
(4) a.vor b. vor-jug-a
thief. NOM.SG (MASC; CLASSI) thief-EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘thief’ ‘thief (vulg)’

Second, they can attach to various syntactic categories and always form nouns,
asin (5) and (6).

(5) ADJECTIVE = NOUN

a. grjaz—n-yj b. grjaz—n-ukh-a

dirty-ADJ-MASC.NOM.SG dirty-ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG
(MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘dirty’ ‘dirty person (vulg)’
(6) VERB = NOUN

a.raster—ja—t’ b. raster—jash—a
lose—TH-INF lose—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘tolose’ ‘person who loses things (affect)’

Third, they always form nouns of the —a—declension (or classII), asin (7) and (8).

(7) cLASSI = CLASSII

a.syn b. syn—ul-ja
SON.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS I) SON—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS II)
‘son’ ‘son (affect)

(8) cLassII= cLASSII

a. mam-a b. mam-ul-ja
mother—-NoM.sG (FEM; cLASSII)  mother—-EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS II)
‘mother’ ‘mother (affect)’
2.1. Animacy

The majority of these suffixes consistently form animate nouns. They typi-
cally refer to humans - as in (9b) and (10b) — but can also be used in reference to
anthropomorphic animals, such as pets. Two vulgar suffixes, —ob and -ot, are the
exception to this rule: they can only attach to inanimate bases and form inanimate
nouns, asin (11b), (12b).
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(9) INANIM = ANIM

a. slast’ b. slast-jon-a
sweet.NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS III) sweet—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS IT)
‘sweet’ ‘person with sweet tooth (affect)’
(10) a. kras—ot-a b. kras-ot-ul-ja
pretty/red-NOM-NOM.SG pretty/red-NOM-EVAL-NOM.SG
(FEM; CLASS II) (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘beauty’ ‘pretty person (affect)’
(11) INANIM = INANIM
a. styd b. styd-ob-a
shame.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASSI) shame—EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS II)
‘shame’ ‘shame (vulg)’
(12) a.sram b. sram-ot-a
shame.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASSI)  shame—EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS II)
‘shame’ ‘shame (vulg)’

This is summarized in table 2.

Affectionate suffixes: Animate |-an, —jash, —jon, —ul, —un, —ur, —us, —ush

Vulgar suffixes:
i. Animate —ag, —jak, —al, —jar, —akh, —il, —in, —okh, —jug, ~uk, —ukh
ii. Inanimate —ob, —ot

Table 2: Russian evaluative suffixes and animacy

2.2. Grammatical gender

In§2.2.1, 1 discuss animate suffixes, and in §2.2.2 I deal with inanimate suffixes.

2.2.1. Animate suffixes

The same suffix can form nouns of different grammatical genders: masculine,
asin (13b); feminine, asin (14b); and common gender (Masc or FEM), asin (15b) and
(16b). As noted before, when animate suffixes attach to kinship nouns, the gender
of the base is always preserved, asin (13), (14).

(13) masc=MAsc

a.ded b. ded-ul-ja
grandfather.NoM.sG grandfather-evaL-Nom.sG
(MASC; CLASSI) (MASC; CLASS II)
‘grandfather’ ‘grandfather (affect)’
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(14) FEM =FEM

a.bab-a b. bab-ul-ja
grandmother-NoMm.sG grandmother—EVAL-NOM.SG
(FEM; CLASS II) (FEM; CLASS II)
‘grandmother’ ‘grandmother (affect)’

(15) MASC = COMMON GENDER (MASC OR FEM)

a.chort b. chert-jak-a
devil.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASSI) devil-EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘devil’ ‘devious person (vulg)’

(16) FEM = COMMON GENDER (MASC OR FEM)

a.pravd-a b. pravd-okh-a
truth-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS11) truth—-EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS IT)
‘truth’ ‘truth telling person (vulg)’

Nouns of common gender can trigger either masculine or feminine gender
agreement depending on the biological gender of the referent. Such nouns are not
uncommon across languages, e.g., Spanish el/la estudiante ‘the (masc/fem) stu-
dent’; Garifuna muitulé/t6 ‘this (masc/fem) person’ (meaning ‘aman’ or ‘awoman’)
(Munro 2015: 7); Halkomelem #°2/02 dlex ‘the (unmarked/fem) sibling’ (meaning
‘abrother orasister’) (Steriopolo and Wiltschko 2010: 163).

Common gender nouns (Masc or FEM) formed from animate evaluative suffixes
can trigger feminine (17a), masculine (17b), or mixed (feminine and masculine;
17¢)2 gender agreements.

(17) a. Eht-a griaz—n-ul-ja vsjo

this—FEM  dirty.person—ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG everything

tut  zapachk-al-a.

here make.dirty-pAasT-FEM

“This (rEM) dirty person (affect) has made (FEM) everything dirty.

b. Eht-ot grjaz—n-ul-ja vsjo
this—-masc  dirty.person-ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG  everything
tut  zapachk-al.
here make.dirty—pasT.masC
“This (masc) dirty person (affect) has made (masc) everything dirty’

c. ?Eht-a griaz—n-ul-ja vsjo
this—FEM  dirty.person—ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG everything
tut  zapachk-al.
here make.dirty—past.Masc
“This (reM) dirty person (affect) has made (Masc) everything dirty.

2 Mixed gender agreement is subject to speaker variation and is unaccepted by some native speakers. Exam-
ples of mixed gender agreement in Russian can be found in the Russian National Corpus, available at http://
ruscorpora.ru/.
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2.2.2. Inanimate suffixes
Inanimate suffixes only form nouns of feminine gender, asin (18).3

(18) FEM = FEM

a.smekh b. smekh—ot-a
laughter.NoM.sG (MASC; cLASST)  laughter—-EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASSIT)
‘laughter’ ‘laughter (vulg)’

2.3. Summary

The properties of the nominalizing evaluative suffixes under investigation are
summarized in table 3. They all form nouns of the —a-declension. The majority
of the suffixes (excluding —ob, —ot) form animate nouns which belong to different
grammatical genders (Masc, FEM, or cOMMON). Two vulgar suffixes (-ob, —ot) never
change the animacy of the base, as they only attach to inanimate bases and form
inanimate nouns; they consistently form feminine nouns.

Affectionate suffixes: Animate —an, —jash, —jon, —ul, —un, —ur, -us,
(fem/masc/common) |-ush

Vulgar suffixes:

i. Animate (fem/masc/common) -ag, —jak, —al, —jar, —akh, —il, —in, —

ii. Inanimate (fem) okh, —jug, —uk, —ukh —ob, —ot

Table 3: Russian evaluative suffixes, animacy, and gender

3. Analysis

§3.1., I analyze the manner of syntactic attachment of the evaluative suffixes.
I cover the question as to whether they attach as syntactic heads or modifiers in
the syntactic tree. In §3.2., [ analyze their place of syntactic attachment. In §3.3,,
I discuss morphosyntactic features of the evaluative suffixes. In §3.4., I consider
two different syntactic approaches to account for evaluative derivations. Finally, in
§3.5., I argue against the interpretable gender features analysis.

3.1. Manner of syntactic attachment

I propose that the evaluative suffixes under investigation are nominalizing
heads, asin (19).

(19) n
/\
n X
[EvAL]

3 See also examples (11) and (12).
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The evidence comes from the fact that they can attach to various syntactic cat-
egories (adjectives, verbs, nouns) and always form nouns, as shown in (20)-(22).

(20) ADJECTIVE = NOUN

a.grjaz-n-yj b. grjaz—n-ul-ja
dirty—ADJ-MASC.NOM.SG dirty—ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG
(MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘dirty’ ‘dirty person (affect)’
(21) VERB = NOUN
a.vypiv-a—-t’ b. vypiv-okh-a
drink-TH-INF drink-EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘to drinkup’ ‘boozer (vulg)’
(22) NOUN = NOUN
a.kot b. kot-jar-a
cat.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASSI) cat—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS II)
‘cat’ ‘cat (vulg)’

3.2. Place of syntactic attachment

The data in (22) above raise the question as to where in the syntactic tree the
evaluative suffixes attach. Do they attach to roots, as in (23a), or to syntactic cat-
egories, asin (23b)?

(23) a. n b. n
/\
n \root n v/a/n
[EvAL] [EvAL]

v/a/n  +root

There are strong indications that they attach above syntactic categories, as in
the structure (23b) above. One piece of evidence stems from the fact that category-
forming morphology is inside the evaluative suffix, as shown in (24)-(25).

(24) ADJECTIVAL SUFFIX

a.grjaz—n-yj b. grjaz—n-ul-ja

dirty-ADJ-MASC.NOM.SG  dirty—ADJ—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)

‘dirty’ ‘dirty person (affect)’
c n

n a
—ul
a V) grjaz—
_n_
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(25) NOMINAL SUFFIX

a. kras-ot-a b. kras-ot-ul-ja
pretty/red-NOM-NOM.SG pretty/red-NOM-EVAL-NOM.SG
(FEM; CLASS II) (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)

‘beauty’ ‘pretty person (affect)’

d n

B
=}

-ul
n Vkras—

Aside from containing category-forming morphology, evaluative suffixes are
also able to attach to compounds, as in (26).

(26) a. kos—o-lap-yj b. kos—o-lap—in-a
CroOk—TH—paw—ADJ.MASC.SG Crook—TH—paw—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM)
‘awkward’ ‘awkward person (vulg)’

3.3. Morphosyntactic features

In §3.3.1, I discuss the feature [animate]; in §3.3.2, I discuss the feature [class].

3.1.1. The feature [ANIMATE]

I propose that — with the exception of —ob and -ot, — the evaluative suffixes are
specified for the feature [ANIMATE], as in (27).

@7 n

N

n v/a/n

[antM][EVAL] PN

v/a/n  +Jroot

This is evidenced by the fact that they consistently form animate nouns from
inanimate bases, asin (28), (29).

(28) a.slast’ b. slast—jon-a
sweet.NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS III) sweet—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS IT)
‘sweet’ ‘person with sweet tooth (affect)’
(29) a.grjaz-n-yj b. grjaz—n-ukh-a
dirty—ADJ-MASC.NOM.SG dirty—ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG
(MASC/FEM; CLASS I1)
‘dirty’ ‘dirty person (vulg)’
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Note in passing that the structure proposed in (27) above is similar to the pro-
posalsin Panagiotidis (forthcoming, 9) and Wiltschko (2012), asin (30a) and (30b),
respectively, in which animacy islocated immediately above nP.

(30) a. AnimP b. NumP
RN PN
Anim nP [-AspP [animate]
n Vroot nP
(simplified from Panagiotidis, forthcoming: 9) PN

(simplified from Wiltschko 2012)

3.3.2. The feature [cLASS]

I propose that the evaluative suffixes are specified for the feature declension
[cLass 1], but have no gender feature,4as shown in (31).

(31) n

SN

n v/a/n

[cLass11][EVAL] /\

v/a/n  +root

The reason for this proposal is that the evaluative suffixes consistently form
nouns of the —a-declension (cLass11), asin (32)-(34).

(32) cLASSI= CLASSII

a. vor b. vor-jug-a
thief.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS 1) thief~EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘thief’ ‘thief (vulg)’
(33) cLASSII=CLASSII
a. mam-a b. mam-an—ja
mother—-NoOM.sG (FEM; cLASSII)  mother—EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS I1)
‘mother’ ‘mother (affect)’

(34) cLASSIII= CLASSII

a.doch’ b. doch-ur-a
daughter.NOM.sG daughter-EvVAL-NOM.SG
(FEM; CLASS III) (FEM; CLASSII)
‘daughter’ ‘daughter (affect)’

4 This is contrary to Embick (2010), Alexiadou and Miiller (2008), and Kramer (2015), among others, who
consider [cLAss] a post-syntactic phenomenon (but see Steriopolo 2018 for arguments in favor of [cLAss]
being a syntactic feature).
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The evaluative suffixes are not specified for the feature [GENDER], because they
can form nouns of different genders, as in (35)-(37). Nevertheless, it is important
to note that they can change the gender of the base to which they attach. Thus, in
(35), a masculine noun becomes a common gender noun when the evaluative suf-
fix-inisattached. In (36), a masculine noun becomes feminine when the evaluative

suffix —ob is attached.

(35) MASC = COMMON GENDER (MASC OR FEM)

a.durak b. durach-in-a
fool.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS I) fool-EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘fool’ ‘fool (vulg)’
(36) MASC = FEM
a.styd b. styd—ob-a
shame.NOM.SG (MASC; CLASSI) shame—EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS II)
‘shame’ ‘shame (vulg)’

(37) MASC =MASC

a.brat b. brat-ukh-a
brother.noMm.sG (MaSc; cLASsT)  brather—EvAL-NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS I1)
‘brother’ ‘brother (vulg)’

3.4. Syntactic approaches to account for evaluative derivations

Here, I discuss which syntactic approach best accounts for evaluative deriva-
tions in Russian: a hierarchical structure approach (Chomsky 2000, 2001) or a cy-
clicity approach (Marantz 2001; Embick 2010; Marvin 2013). To answer this ques-
tion, I investigate Russian data in which an evaluative suffix attaches to a gendered
nominal, asin (38).

(38) D

[cLass 1I][EVAL]
n \/root
[GENDER]

The two approaches make completely different predictions. Consider first the
hierarchical structure approach. The probe searches downward into its c-command
domain for a goal and entersinto an Agreerelation with the first goal it encounters. In
the structure (38), D [GeN_] would agree in gender with the lower n [GENDER] because
thehighern [cLass11][ EvAL] has no gender feature. Hence it is not a suitable goal.
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Consider now the cyclicity approach. n is a phase head that triggers spell-out
of its complement. The spelled—out material is not accessible to later operations
(Phase Impenetrability Condition, as in Chomsky 1999, 2000). Thus, in the structure
(38), the higher n [EvaL] triggers spell-out of the lower n [GENDER], meaning that
D [GeN_] has no access to the lower n [GENDER]. The Russian data in (39) and (40)
below show that the cyclicity approach is best suited to account for the data. First,
consider the datain (39).

(39) a. kras—ot-a b. kras-ot-ul-ja

pretty/red-NOM-NOM.SG pretty/red—-NOM—EVAL-NOM.SG
(FEM; CLASS II) (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)

‘beauty’ ‘pretty person (affect)’

d D
D n
[eEn_] /\
n n

[EVAL] n Vkras—
_Ot_
[FEM]

In the structure (39c), the hierarchical structure approach predicts that D
[eN_] would agree with the lower n [FEM], because the higher n [EvAL] is not a suit-
able goal (it has no gender feature). Thus, the resulting evaluative derivation should
be feminine. The cyclicity approach makes a different prediction: gender of D [GeEN_]
has no access to the lower n [FEm]. Thus, the gender of the resulting evaluative der-
ivation would be unknown (it could be either masculine or feminine, since it de-
notesahuman). The datain (39b) substantiates this assumption. Now consider the
datain (40).

(40) a. vor b. vor-jug-a
thief.noM.SG thief-EvAL-NOM.SG
(MASC; CLASST) (MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘thief’ ‘thief (vulg)’

C D
/\
D n
[eEn_] /\
n n
Jug N
[EvAL] n \vor—
[Masc]
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In the structure (40c), the hierarchical structure approach predicts that the
evaluative derivation should be masculine, while the cyclicity approach again pre-
dicts unknown gender, as in (40b).

Based on this evidence, I conclude that the Russian data support the cyclicity
approach (see Kramer 2014: 222-25, who reaches the same conclusions for Am-
haric and Somali).

It was noted above (§2.2.1) that kinship nouns behave differently—they do
not change the gender of the base when an evaluative suffix attaches to them, as
in (41), (42) below. Thus, we must now investigate the essence of the differences
between kinship and non-kinship nouns.

(41) mAaSc =MASC

a.brat b. brat-ukh-a
brother.NoMm.sG (Masc; cLassT)  brother—EVAL-NOM.SG (MASC; CLASS II)
‘brother’ ‘brother (vulg)’
C D
D n

[een_] "N
n n
—ukh /\

[EvaL] n Vbrat—

[Masc]
(42) FEM = FEM
a.sestr-a b. sestr-ukh-a
sister—NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS II) sister—EVAL-NOM.SG (FEM; CLASS II)
‘sister’ ‘sister (vulg)’
c D
D n
[Gen_] L
n n

-uh N
[EvaL] n Vsestr—
[FEM]

Bobaljik and Zocca (2011) investigate the behavior of nominal predicates un-
der ellipsis and show that there are semantic classes of nominals that differ with
respect to whether or not the underived masculine forms carry a presupposition
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of maleness. The data in (43i) show that Russian kinship terms like brat ‘brother’
carry a presupposition of maleness, while non-kinship terms like vor ‘thief’ do not.
The data in (43ii) show that when an evaluative suffix is attached, it produces no
change in the presupposition of maleness. The question arises as to whether kin-
ship nouns may have a special morphosyntactic feature compared to non-kinship
nouns. Thisissue is discussed in the following subsection §3.5.

(43) APPLYING BOBALJIK AND ZOCCA (2011) TO RUSSIAN KINSHIP NOMINALS
(1) UNDERIVED MASCULINE FORMS
a. *Petja - brat i Marija tozhe.
Peter brother.NoMm.sG and Maria also
‘Peter is a brother and Maria, too.

b. Petja- vor i Marija tozhe.
Peter thief.NOM.SG and Maria too
‘Peter is a thief and Maria, too.

(ii) DERIVED FORMS WITH EVAL SUFFIX

a. *Petja - brat-ukh—-a i Marija tozhe.
Peter brother-gvaL-nom.sG¢  and Maria also
‘Peteris a brother (eval) and Maria, too.

b. Petja- vor-jug—a i Marija tozhe.
Peter thief-EvAL-NOM.SG and Maria too
‘Peter is a thief (eval) and Maria, too.’

3.5. Aninterpretable gender features approach

Kramer (2015) proposes that gender features are located on n and come in two
different types: interpretable, for natural gender, and uninterpretable, for arbi-
trary gender, as in (44). The “plain” n has no gender feature and the result is gender
by morphological default.

(44) POSSIBLE INVENTORY OF FEATURES

a. n i[+rEM] Femalenatural gender

b. n i[-rEM] Malenatural gender

c.n No natural gender (oritisirrelevant/unknown)

d.n  u[-reEM] Malearbitrary gender

e.n u[+rEM] Femalearbitrary gender (Kramer 2015:50,170)

According to Kramer (2015), interpretable features are legible at LF and can
change the interpretation of a linguistic structure (e.g., they can insert a denota-
tion, see Zamparelli 2008: 170). Uninterpretable features are illegible at LF; they
do not affect interpretation. Thus, there are no inherent male/female meanings on
roots like Vmother, Vfather. As Kramer (2015: 52) states, “Licensing a root in a par-
ticular nominal context is what makes it interpreted as male or female”.

363



O. Steriopolo, Russian evaluative nominalizing suffixes and change in gender - SL 86, 351-369 (2018)

(45) SEMANTIC LICENSING CONDITIONS: ‘mother’ (modified from Kramer 2015:51)
[ni[+FEM] [mother]] = ‘female parent’

This approach becomes potentially problematic when it comes to non-nomi-
nal derivations with a kinship meaning. The analysis in (45) predicts that such deri-
vations (i) either cannot have a male/female interpretation at all (the Russian data
in (46) contradict this), or (ii) they must be universally derived from a nominal that
always has an interpretable gender feature, as structured in (46d). Further research
will be able to show whether (46d) is a correct structure.

(46) a. RUSSIAN VERBS: u-syn—ov—it’ ‘to adopta son’
u-doch—er-it’ ‘to adopt a daughter’
zhen—it’-sja ‘to get married to awoman’
vyjti za-muzh ‘to get married to aman’

b. RUSSIAN ADJECTIVES: mat—erinskaja ljubov’ ‘mother’s love’
c. RUSSIAN ADVERBS: razdelit’ po-brat-ski ‘to divide equally
(It.:like among brothers)’

d. v/a
v/a n
/\
n vV
i[+/-FEM]

Furthermore, if Kramer’s (2015) approach is correct, we expect that in lan-
guages with no grammatical gender, there is either (i) no male/female interpre-
tation at all, or (ii) if there is such an interpretation, the interpretable gender
features must be present in the syntax. This leads to the question if there is any
need to assume syntactic gender features in languages with no syntactic gender
agreement.

If we apply Kramer’s (2015) analysis to the Russian data in question, the kin-
ship noun brat ‘brother’ would have the interpretable gender feature i[-FEMm] (47a),
whilevor ‘thief’ would not have this feature (47b); these nouns would differ in pres-
ence or absence of the syntactic feature [GENDER].

47) a. n b. n
/\ /\
n \brat n \vor
i[-rEM] ‘brother’ ‘thief’

In this case, EVAL suffixes would be realizations of different syntactic feature
bundles, asin (48).
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(48) a. n, [EVAL], i[+FEM] Female natural gender
b. n, [EVAL],i[-FEM]  Male natural gender
c. n, [EVAL] No natural gender (or itisirrelevant/unknown)

All feature bundles in (48) contain the category feature n and the semantic fea-
ture [EVAL]. However, they differ in terms of their gender features: (48a) hasi[+FEM];
(48b) has i[-FEM], and (48c¢) has no gender feature (morphological default).> How-
ever, there are three problems which might arise with the approach taken in (48).

First, there is the problem of potential over-generation. Every evar suffix, as
in (49b), would have three homophonous counterparts (n i[+FEM], n i[-FEM], and
“plain” n), asin (50a, b, ¢).

(49) a.grjaz—n-yj b. grjaz—n-ul-ja
dirty—ADJ-MASC.NOM.SG dirty—ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG
(MASC/FEM; CLASS II)
‘dirty’ ‘dirty person (affect)’
(50) a. n b. n c. n
n a n a n a
—ul N —ul N —ul N
[EvAL] a Vgrjaz— [EvaL] a Vgrjaz— [evaL]la  +grjaz-
i[+FEM] —n— i[-FEM] —n- -n-

Second, the feature [cLass] is not in Kramer’s system. Thus, gender as a default,
asin (50c), would be unclear in Russian, as default gender can be feminine (for cLass
nnouns) or masculine (for cLass Inouns) in Russian. For example, in Russian crLass
11 nouns, when the gender of the referent is unknown or unimportant, feminine
gender agreement is most likely to be used, (51).

(51) n, [cLass11] = [FEM]

- Tam grjaz—-n-ul-ja sid-it.
there dirty-ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG (CLASS II) Sit—PRES
‘Adirty person (affect) is sitting there

- Kak-aja griaz—n-ul-ja?
what-rEM  dirty—ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG (CLASS IT)

‘What (rEm) dirty person (affect)?’

In Russian cLass 1nouns, however, when the gender of the referent is unknown
(or unimportant), masculine gender agreement is most likely to be used, asin (52).

5  Thankyouvery much to Ruth Kramer for granting a personal discussion of this phenomenon in Russian.
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(52) n, [cLass 1] = [MASC]

—Tam vrach sid-it.
there doctor.NOM.SG (CLASSIT) Sit—PRES
‘Adoctorissitting there

- Kak-oj vrach?
what-mMasc  doctor.NOM.SG (CLASSI)
‘What (Mmasc) doctor?’

The third potential problem with this approach is under—generation. Although
Kramer’s (2015) system fully accounts for feminine and masculine gender agree-
ments, it cannot account for mixed gender agreement, as the author herself states,
see (53), repeated from (17¢) above.

(53) ?Eht-a grjaz—-n-ul-ja vsjo
this-rEM dirty.person—-ADJ-EVAL-NOM.SG  everything
tut  zapachk-al.
here make.dirty—pasT.masc
“This (rEM) dirty person (affect) has made (masc) everything dirty.

To summarize, if we apply Kramer’s (2015) system to Russian evaluative
derivations, the system seems to either over—generate, as in (50), with three ho-
mophonous suffixes, or under—generate, as in (53), with mixed gender agreement.
Therefore, I assume instead that natural gender ‘male’/’female’ is not a morho-
syntactic feature, but rather a part of the root meaning (Steriopolo and Wiltschko
2010; Kucerova 2018). In other words, I assume no syntactic differences between
the nouns ‘brother’ and ‘thief,’ as diagramed in (54) below. The difference between
them is of semantic nature: the root Vbrat ‘brother’ has a presupposition of male-
ness as part of its root meaning (see Bobaljik and Zocca 2011, discussed above),
while the root vvor ‘thief’ does not.

(54) a. n b. n
/\ /\
n \/brat n \/vor
[Masc]  ‘brother (male)’ [masc] ‘thief’

4. Conclusions

[ have presented a morphosyntactic analysis of evaluative nominalizing suf-
fixes in Russian within the framework of Distributed Morphology.

I have argued that the evaluative suffixes under investigation are nominal
heads which are specified for the morphosyntactic features [ANIMATE] and [cLASs 11],
but they have no grammatical gender features, as diagrammed in (55).
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(55) n[anm][cLass11]
N
n[anmm][cLassi] n/v/a
(EvAL)
n/v/a \Vroot

I have proposed that kinship nouns, such as syn ‘son’/brat ‘brother’, retain the
gender of the base not because the morphosyntactic feature [GENDER] is present in
the derivation (I have argued that it is not), but rather because a presupposition of
malenessis an inherent part of the root meaning.
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Ruski evaluacijski nominalizirajudi sufiksi i promjene u rodu

Ovaj rad donosi istrazivanje ruskih evaluacijskih nominaliziraju¢ih sufikasa koji dovode do promjene
sintakti¢ke kategorije i kategorijskih obiljeZja osnove poput Zivosti, sklonidbene vrste i roda. Ve¢ina tih
sufikasa sustavno tvori evaluacijske izvedenice druge sklonidbene vrste (a-sklonidba) s obiljezjem Zivosti.
No kada se radi o gramatickome rodu, ¢ini se da nema dosljednosti u rodu evaluacijskih izvedenica pa
kod osnova imenica koje oznacavaju rodbinske odnose dolazi do promjene u rodu te sustavno nastaju
evaluacijske izvedenice zajedni¢koga roda (muskoga ili Zenskoga). Kod osnova koje ozna¢avaju rodbinski
odnos pak ne dolazi do promjene roda.

U radu se analizira ta pojava unutar teorijskoga okvira distribuirane morfologije pa ¢e rad biti zanimljiv
teorijskim lingvistima, jezi¢nim tipolozima, ruskim lingvistima i edukatorima te svakomu koga zanima
gramatic¢ki rod.

Keywords: evaluative suffixes, nominalizer, grammatical gender, declension class, kinship nouns,
Russian

Kljuéne rijeéi: evaluacijski sufiksi, nominalizator, gramaticki rod, sklonidbena vrsta, rodbinski nazivi,
ruski jezik

Acknowledgments: Grateful thanks go to the anonymous reviewers for use-
ful comments and suggestions. This work is an elaboration of my 2017 study
“Nominalizing evaluative suffixes in Russian: The interaction of declension class,
gender, and animacy’. This research was supported by a DEG (German Research
Foundation) research grant to Olga Steriopolo (4/2016 — 3/2019).

369




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


