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Abstract

This paper analyses the attitudes of Serbian Language, English Language, and
Sociology students of the Faculty of Philosophy, University of Nis, towards the use of
morphological and morphosyntactic means in marking that a woman is a performer of a
profession. The aim is to present how Serbian native speakers value the acceptability of the
three groups of examples: (1) the ones where it is marked that a profession is performed by
a woman on the morphosyntactic level by a subject-verb agreement (Nacelnik Ana
Anti¢ odrZala je sednicu ‘The chief Ana Anti¢ heldrsg a meeting’), (2) the ones where
it is established by morphological means (Nacelnica Ana Anti¢ odrzace sednicu ‘The
chiefrsg. Ana Anti¢ will hold a meeting”), and (3) the ones where it is established by
combining morphological and morphosyntactic means (Nacelnica Ana Antié odrzala
je sednicu ‘The chiefrsg. Ana Anti¢ heldrsg a meeting’). Firstly, the research indicates
that English Language students are not sensitive to the analysed means. Secondly,
Serbian Language students do not indicate any differences when valuing the acceptability
of the examples from the second and the third condition, but they rate the examples from
the first condition significantly higher. In other words, morphosyntactic means are more
acceptable to Serbian Language students than morphological means. Finally, the
combination of morphological and morphosyntactic means is more acceptable to
Sociology students than the use of just one mean, and morphological means are more
acceptable to them than morphosyntactic ones. When the acceptability of the combination
of morphological and morphosyntactic means in the group of Sociology students is
considered, the language economy principle is not activated.
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AHAJIN3A HUBOA NPUXBAT/BUBOCTHU COLHUJATHUX
OEMUHUHATHUBA Y CPIICKOM JE3UKY
Y KOHTEKCTY CJIATAIbA: CTABOBU CTYJAEHATA
CPBUCTUKE, AHI'VIMCTUKE 1 COHUOJIOI'MJE
OUJIO30PDPCKOI' PAKYJITETA Y HUIITY

Arncrpakr

IIpenmer pana je aHanmsa craBoBa cryaeHara CpOuctuke, Anriucruke u Comm-
onoruje dunozodekor dakynrera y Humry npema ynmorpedu MOp(OJIOMKUX H MOP-
(hocHHTAaKCHYKKX CpeAcTaBa KojuMa ce yryhyje Ha 3aHIMamba U TUTYJIE )KEHCKHAX 0CO-
6a. [{wb je na ce mpoBepH Ha KOjU HAYMH M3BOPHU TOBOPHUIIM CPIICKOT je3UKa BPEII-
Hyjy npuxBatispuBocT cienehe Tpu rpyne npumepa: (1) oHux y xojuma ce Ha Mopdo-
CHHTaKCHYKOM TLIaHy Kpo3 oOpasall ciarama mpeaukara ca cyojekrom ymyhyje na je
HOCHJIAIl 3aHAMAamba/TUTYJIe 0co0a keHcKor nofa (Hauernux Ana Anmuh odpacana je
ceoHuyy), (2) OHUX y KOjUMa Ce TO YHHH MOP(QOIOMKUM cpencTBuma (Hauennuya
Ana Aumuh odpowcahe ceonuyy), Te (3) OHUX y KOjUMa c€ TO YHHUA MOP(OJIOMIKAM H
MopQOCHHTaKCHYKUM cpencTBuma (Hauennuya Ana Awmuhi odporcana je ceomuyy).
HcTpaxxuBame je ykasao Ha TO Ja aHIJIMCTH HE MOKa3yjy OCETJPHBOCT HH Ha jeJHO
o[ cpencraBa. Y Ipyny cpOHCTa HEMa pa3NvKe y MPUXBATJBUBOCTH IIPUMeEpa U3 JPy-
TOor W Tpeher ycioBa, ZOK Cy NpHMEpH M3 IPBOT YCIIOBA OLEHEHHM 3HAYajHO BHIIMM
OLleHaMa NPUXBAT/BUBOCTH. Jlakie, cpOucTiMa cy MOp(OCHHTAKCHYKA CPEACTBA IIPH-
XBaTJbUBH]ja Hero Mopdoomika. Connoao3uma je mak IpuxBaTJbUBHja yrmoTpeda KoM-
OuHanmje MOPQOIOMKUX U MOP(HOCHHTAKCHUKHUX CpPENCTaBa HEro camo MOpP(OIomI-
KAX Wi MOP(QOCHHTAKCHYKUX CpEICTaBa, a ymoTpeba MOPQOIOUIKHX CpeacTaBa
MPUXBAT/BHBHjA O yIIOTpeOe MOPPOCHHTAKCHUKUX cpencTaBa. Kama ce kox commomno-
ra mocMarpa IMpUXBaT/FHBOCT KOMOHMHAIHje MOP(OIOMIKIX H MOP(OCHHTAKCHYKHX
cpencrasa, npumehyje ce 1a MPUHIMI je3nYKe €eKOHOMUjE KO/l FbHX HHje aKTHBUPAH.

KibyuHe peun:  CpIICKH je3UK, POJTHO OCET/HUB j€3UK, COLUjATHH (DEMUHUHATHBH,
MopoJoIIKa cpeicTBa, MOPHOCHHTAKCHYKa CPEJICTBA.

INTRODUCTION

There are two opposing views about the use of social feminatives
in Serbian. The first one is that the masculine gender is generic and that
social feminatives should not be necessarily derived and used (e.g. Ivi¢,
1995, p. 155; Piper & Klajn, 2013, pp. 54-55; Piper, 2016; Dragiéevi¢ &
Utvi¢, 2019, Purovié, 2021), and the second view entails the necessity of
regular derivation and the use of social feminatives (e.g. Filipovié, 2009;
Filipovi¢, 2011; Cvetincanin Knezevi¢ & Lalatovi¢, 2019; Boskovié
Markovié, 2019).

Studies on frequency, acceptability, and the use of social femina-
tives in Serbian independently of the sentence context are frequent (see
Piper, 2016; Dragicevi¢ & Utvi¢, 2019; Buri¢, 2021; Aleksi¢, 2023).
Nevertheless, we will analyse the social feminatives in context, more pre-
cisely, next to a female name and surname and from the point of view of
the (non-)existence of the subject-predicate gender agreement. Our aim is
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to analyse how much the type of context influences the level of accepta-
bility, as well as to show the differences in the acceptability of sentences
containing social feminatives from the point of view of Serbian Lan-
guage, English Language, and Sociology students.

The structure of this paper is the following: the theoretical back-
ground and methodology of the experiment are given in the second and
the third section respectively. The quantitative results and the results of
the t-test are presented and analysed in the fourth section. The last two
sections include discussion and conclusion.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Cori¢ (1982, p. 19) links the origin of gender-marking derivational
suffixes in Serbian to the Proto-Slavic language. The most common gen-
der-marking derivational suffixes in Serbian today are -ica, -ka, and -
(k)inja. The derivational suffix -ica is used for deriving two types of so-
cial feminatives considering their derivational bases (entire or reduced),
such as plesacica ‘female player’ and umetnica ‘female artist’ (see Klajn,
2003, p. 116). Regarding the derivational suffix -ka, Klajn (2003, p. 133)
concludes that it is used with Slavic and foreign derivational bases that
end in 7 and n: bolnicarka, kurirka, muslimanka, kleptomanka, etc., and
Klajn (2003, p. 105) illustrates the use of the derivational suffix -inja with
examples with a derivational base that ends in k (e.g. pesnikinja, sve-
dokinja). Nevertheless, in that case, it is ambiguous whether the deriva-
tional suffix is -inja or -kinja. On the other hand, the cases in which a der-
ivational base ends in / or g (e.g. monahinja, kneginja) indicate the exist-
ence of -inja in a derivational process of deriving a social feminative.
Klajn (2003, p. 106) also notices that -kinja is used with a foreign deriva-
tional base that ends in ¢ (e.g. pacijentkinja, turistkinja). On the basis of
their morphophonological and derivational analysis of feminatives ending
in -kinja, Buri¢ (2021) and Aleksi¢ (2023) have opposing conclusions re-
garding the necessity of using nouns such as psiholoskinja, and Aleksié
(2023, p. 232) even offers arguments that those nouns are substandard.
Comparing feminatives with derivational suffixes -ica, -kinja, -ka in some
printed media during 2017, Dragi¢evi¢ and Utvi¢ (2019, p. 191) notice
that the formant -ka is the most productive and that -ica is the most fre-
quent one.

Corié¢ (2008, p. 200) illustrates the absence or unusualness of femi-
natives by examples gonic, kupac, borac, vodi¢ and emphasises that
nouns ending in -log (e.g. filolog, psiholog) do not have a gender-
sensitive form in Serbian. Similar to lexicalised diminutives (see Grickat,
1995; Dragiéevi¢, 2016; Jani¢, 2013; Jani¢ 2017), Cori¢ (2008, pp. 204—
205) mentions lexicalised meanings of feminatives such as sekretarica
‘female secretary’ and cistacica ‘cleaning lady.” Regarding the lexicalisa-
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tion, Arsenijevic¢ (2018, p. 296) concludes that “only a very limited num-
ber of feminatives can be lexicalized — hence there can never be a (Serbo-
Croatian) language with both a feminine and a masculine form for each
relevant notion.”

Despite the fact that nouns such as kaluderica ‘female monk,’
kraljica ‘queen,” and monahinja ‘nun’ have been present in Serbian for a
long time, and despite the fact that the necessity for feminatives is even
bigger now, Stijovi¢ (2021, p. 85) emphasises that “we must not intervene
by force, a spontaneous growth of the lexicon must be enabled for this
type of lexemes.” On the other hand, Radi¢ (2011, p. 54) highlights that,
at the higher functional levels, “it is communicationally inappropriate
and, in the context of commitment to social equality of men and women,
counterproductive to insist on using gender-marked forms such as kandi-
datkinja, psiholoskinja, borkinja.” For examples such as doktorka ‘female
doctor,” profesorka ‘female professor,” and Sefica ‘female chief,” Piper
and Klajn (2013, p. 55) notice that they are “frequently used in the collo-
quial language, but that they are more rarely used in other functional
styles, especially in scientific and administrative styles.” As a problem of
a consistent ‘gender polarisation’ for future generations, Radi¢ (2021, p.
77) emphasises the fact that those speakers would not recognise phrases
such as muskarac i/ili Zena ‘man and/or woman’ as equivalent to Jjudi
‘people’ or just covek ‘man.” While analysing consistent feminisation and
one type of aphasia, Radi¢ (2013, p. 80) concludes that the implementa-
tion of consistent feminisation “would necessarily be an insurmountable
obstacle in developing thinking of generations that would live in ideolog-
ically imposed language surroundings,” which as a result would have the
situation that “7-year-olds stay on a mental stage that does not allow them
to see grammaticality of a sentence 'Na§ ucitelj je prava dacka majka’
[...] justified by the argument that a teacher is not female.” Therefore, as
Miloradovi¢ (2021, p. 31) suggests, “gender equality must be seriously,
systematically, and for a long time subjected to consideration of institu-
tions of the social community,” and Spasojevi¢ (2021, p. 111) mentions
that “by the standardization of feminatives as professional names we do
not get a new concept,” but just “an excess, which burdens conceptual
and logical apparatus.” Methodological issues in contemporary research
of feminatives in Serbian done by normativists, on the one hand, and so-
ciolinguists and feminist linguists, on the other, are systematically pre-
sented by Tomi¢ (2021).

The official recommendations and attitudes of the Board for
Standardization of the Serbian Language include a limited use of femina-
tives, more precisely, “when their use is in line with the existing norm
and with good language praxis,” but in other cases “it is correct to use a
masculine/generic form (e.g. borac ‘fighter,” pilot ‘pilot,” akademik
‘academician’)” (Miloradovi¢, 2017, p. 121). Based on the analysis of the
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material from the printed media, Savi¢ (2004) notices discrimination in
using feminatives and other lexemes and phrases that denote women. Pip-
er (2016, pp. 46—47) perceives deriving social feminatives in Slavic lan-
guages as “the first and easier step.” Piper (2016, p. 52) considers the use
of a proper name as “a sufficient grammatical condition to avoid an
agreement conflict with a predicate in the feminine gender form, e.g.
Doktor Ana Pavi¢ je dosla.” On the other hand, Piper (2016, p. 52) con-
siders the cases of using feminatives with a proper name (e.g. Doktorka
Ana Pavié je dosla) acceptable, but he points out that “emphasizing the
gender by repeating the information is not necessary.”

The agreement adjusts “grammatical categories of syntactic items
in a sentence to grammatical categories or to lexico-grammatical meaning
of other syntactical items” (Piper & Klajn, 2013, p. 266). In other words,
“by agreeing the existing relations of subordination, coordination, and
grammatical categories in those relations are emphasized” (Piper et al.,
2005, p. 75). Regarding the fact that agreement in gender exists in Serbi-
an, dependent elements adjust to independent ones in phrases and sen-
tences (e.g. pametnarsg. Zenarsg., pametanvisg. muskaracmsg, ‘smart wom-
an/man’; Anarsg je doSlarsg; Markomsg je doSaowvss ‘Ana/Marko has
come’). To conclude, the agreement is an absolutely equal morphosyntactic
means to refer to the agent’s gender as the existing morphological means.

Ignjatovi¢ (2017) analysed the use of gender-sensitive language
forms in the media and illustrated non-sensitive language with examples
in which the feminine gender is marked only by morphosyntactic means
(e.g. Hrvatski advokat za decu Ivana Milas-Klarié izjavila je... (Ignja-
tovié, 2017, p. 487)), but we disagree with that statement because the
feminine grammatical form is given in the predicate through the participle
form (izjavila). Miti¢ and Blagojevi¢ (2021, p. 804) analysed morpholog-
ical and morphosyntactic means for accomplishing gender equality in le-
gal documents, and they concluded that morphosyntactic means were
used if the morphological form: (1) “was not lexicalized,” (2) “had more
meanings,” and (3) “had negatively connoted meaning.”

METHOD AND EXPERIMENT

The paper analyses the attitudes of Serbian Language, English
Language, and Sociology students' of the Faculty of Philosophy in Ni§

! Regarding the respondents in the gender ideology research and in the use of lan-
guage research, Boskovi¢ Markovi¢ (2019, p. 36) considers that “students of both
genders form their identities in the interaction with their colleagues and with their
university professors” and that they are suitable respondents for such research. In her
research that included students of sports as respondents, she concluded that “both
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towards the use of social feminatives in Serbian. The aim is to examine
acceptability levels considering the presence of morphological means,
morphosyntactic means, and the combination of both means (see below
the sentences that represent each condition) regarding the field of study of
the respondents.

The following assumptions are tested by this experiment that con-
tains grammaticality judgments.

Assumption 1. Regarding the fact that morphological and morpho-
syntactic means are absolutely grammatically equal, the students of the
Serbian language will evaluate the examples from the first and the second
group in a similar way, but they will give lower acceptability grades to
the examples from the third group, bearing in mind the language econo-
my principle, which is not expected to be the case with other students.

Assumption 2. The students of the Serbian language will be less
likely to accept the use of social feminatives, and non-philology students are
more likely to accept the use of social feminatives than philology students.

Assumption 3. The derivational suffix (-ica, -ka, -kinja) will have
an effect on the level of acceptability.

The experimental material was organised in three lists (see Appendix
A, B, and C). In the first list, social feminatives ending in -ica were tested
(e.g. nacelnica ‘female chief’), in the second list, those ending in -kinja (e.g.
docentkinja ‘female assistant professor’) were tested, and in the third list,
those ending in -ka (e.g. inspektorka ‘female inspector’) were tested.

Each list contained 36 critical examples, and each of our three
conditions were tested via 6 critical examples (see conditions listed below
under a, b, ¢ and illustrative examples from the first list) and 36 fillers?
(see Appendix A, B, and C). In the process of choosing social feminatives
for the analysis, we used the ones with the most productive derivational
suffixes (-ica, -ka, -kinja), bearing in mind that derivational bases in each
group end in the same consonant.

a) The first condition: examples in which a woman is marked as
the performer of a profession on the morphosyntactic level.
Example: Nacelnik Ana Anti¢  odrZala je sednicu.
“The chief =~ Ana Anti¢ heldgsg a meeting.’

b) The second condition: examples in which a woman is marked as
the performer of a profession on the morphological level.
Example: Nacelnica Ana Anti¢  odrzace  sednicu.
‘The chiefrs,, Ana Anti¢ will hold  a meeting.’

male and female students are familiar with gender-sensitive language, though female
students are more prone to use it” (BoSkovi¢ Markovi¢ 2023, p. 713).
2 Fillers did not contain any social feminatives.
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¢) The third condition: examples in which a woman is marked as
the performer of a profession on the morphological and morphosyntactic
levels.
Example: Nacelnica Ana Anti¢  odrzala je sednicu.
“The chiefrs,, Ana Anti¢ heldrsg. a meeting.’

The task of the respondents was to rate the acceptability of each
example on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely unacceptable) to 5
(completely acceptable). The experiment was conducted in March 2024.
Each experimental list was anonymously filled in by 30 respondents (10
students from each department). In other words, all three lists were filled
in by 90 respondents; therefore, there were 180 observations for each
condition.

RESEARCH RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES

The acceptability judgment experiments tested three assumptions
(see section 3). The results for all study programs by lists and study pro-
grams are presented in Table 1.

If we look at Table 1, at both the second and the third condition
(morphological means vs. the combination of morphological and morpho-
syntactic means), we will notice that Serbian Language students evaluate
the acceptability of examples with different grades depending on the type
of derivational suffix (see Table 1 and average grades for the second con-
dition (4 : 2.8 : 4.5) and for the third condition (4 : 3 : 4.5)); English Lan-
guage students had similar evaluations (cf. average grades for the second
condition (3.3 : 4.4 : 4.7) and for the third condition (3.4 : 4.4 : 4.6)),
which is not the case with Sociology students (cf. grades for the second
condition (4.4 : 4.3 : 4.3) and for the third condition (4.5 : 4.5 : 4.7)).

Table 1. Average acceptability grades by study programs and lists

Ist 2nd  3rd Ist 2nd  3rd 1st 2nd
list list list list list list list list  3rd list
SERB. SERB. SERB. ENG. ENG. ENG. SOC. SOC. SOC.
Ist condition 4.2 49 43 43 4.7 35 39 4 34
2nd condition 4 2.8 4.5 33 44 4.7 44 43 43
3rd condition 4 3 4.5 34 44 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.7

If we ignore the presence of a derivational suffix and consider only
how Serbian Language students, English Language students, and Sociol-
ogy students evaluated the acceptability of morphosyntactic means, mor-
phological means, and combinations of morphological and morphosyn-
tactic means, we will perceive: that Sociology students evaluated the ac-
ceptability of morphosyntactic means with lower grades (3.8) compared
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to English (4.2) and Serbian students (4.5); that Serbian Language stu-
dents (3.8) evaluated the use of morphological means with lower grades
than English Language students (4.1) and Sociology students (4.3); and
that Serbian Language students evaluated the acceptability of a combina-
tion of morphological and morphosyntactic means with lower grades
(3.8) than English Language students (4.1) and Sociology students (4.6).
The results also indicate that Serbian Language students consider the use
of morphosyntactic means to be the most acceptable (4.5 : 3.8 : 3.8), and
that English Language students do not make a difference in the use of
these three possibilities (4.2 : 4.1 : 4.1), while Sociology students find the
combination of morphosyntactic and morphological means the most ac-
ceptable (4.6), less solely morphological (4.3), and they consider the use
of only morphosyntactic means to be the least acceptable (3.8).

Table 2. Average acceptability grades by study programs

Serbian English Sociology
1st condition 4.5 4.2 3.8
2nd condition 3.8 4.1 43
3rd condition 3.8 4.1 4.6

A t-test was performed to check if there was a statistically significant
difference in comparing the results. Serbian Language students evaluated
the examples from the first condition with significantly higher grades com-
pared to the examples from the third condition (p < 0.0001), while Sociolo-
gy students did the opposite (p < 0.0001), and there was no significant dif-
ference among English Language students when comparing the acceptabil-
ity ratings for the examples from the first and the third condition.

The results of the t-test also indicate that Serbian Language stu-
dents evaluated the examples from the first condition with higher grades
compared to English Language students (p < 0.001) and compared to So-
ciology students (p < 0.0001), and English Language students evaluated
the examples from the first condition with significantly higher grades
compared to Sociology students (p < 0.001). Apropos the third condition,
Serbian Language students rated those examples significantly lower than
English Language students (p < 0.02) and Sociology students (p <
0.0001), while English Language students rated the acceptability of ex-
amples from the third condition lower than Sociology students (p <
0.0003). Serbian Language students rated the examples from the first
condition significantly higher than the examples from the second condi-
tion (p < 0.0001), while there is no difference in the assessment of the ac-
ceptability of examples from the second and third conditions. Among
English language students, there is no significant difference in the as-
sessment of the acceptability of examples from the first and second condi-
tions, and from the second and third conditions. The results of the t-test
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also indicate that Sociology students rate examples from the second con-
dition significantly higher than the examples from the first condition (p <
0.0001), and that they rate the examples from the third condition higher
than the examples from the second condition (p < 0.002).

Being a student of a certain study program proved to be an im-
portant factor in the analysis of the second condition. A statistically sig-
nificant difference exists in comparing the first two pairs of study pro-
grams, but not in the third pair:

1) Serbian and Sociology (p < 0.00006);

2) Serbian and English (p < 0.02);

3) English and Sociology (p < 0.09).

There was no statistically significant difference in comparing pairs
of examples with different derivational suffixes: -kinja and -ka, -ka and -
ica, -ica and -kinja.

DISCUSSION

Based on the results of the t-test, Assumption 1 is rejected. For
Serbian Language students, morphosyntactic means are more acceptable
than morphological means, which we did not expect, and they are more
acceptable than a combination of morphological and morphosyntactic
means, which was expected. For Sociology students, morphological
means are more acceptable than morphosyntactic ones, but a combination
of morphological and morphosyntactic means is more acceptable for them
than just the use of morphosyntactic or morphological means, which is
expected. There is no significant difference for English Language stu-
dents, which is contrary to our expectations. The discrepancy that can be
noticed for the first condition is significant, because the examples from
that condition were the same within each of the lists, so they do not de-
pend on a derivational suffix in any way, and it is precisely this one that
indicates that the use of morphosyntactic means also depends on the study
program the students belong to.

As for Assumption 2, it has been confirmed. Serbian Language
students are the least prone to use social feminatives, and students of
philological orientation (Serbian and English Language students) are less
prone to use social feminatives than Sociology students. The t-test was
used to determine statistical significance in two pairs of respondents ac-
cording to the study program (Serbian Language and Sociology, Serbian
Language and English Language). These results confirm that there is a
significant relationship between belonging to a study program and the use
of social feminatives.

Assumption 3 was not confirmed by the statistical test, but, in gen-
eral, there are visible tendencies towards a higher acceptability of femina-
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tives with the derivational suffix -ka (average 4.4) compared to those with
derivational suffixes -ica (3.8) and -kinja (3.8)° (see Table 3).

Table 3. Average acceptability grades in the second list

-ica -kinja -ka
Serbian 4 2.8 4.5
English 32 4.4 4.7
Sociology 4.4 4.3 4.3

By comparing the mean acceptability scores given by Serbian
Language, English Language, and Sociology students for the examples
from the second and third conditions, it can be noticed that the presence
of a derivational suffix (-ica, -kinja, -ka) does not significantly change the
acceptability scores within each study program except in the following
two cases:

(1) English Language students rated the acceptability of morpho-
logical means significantly higher when a social feminative ends in -ica
(3.9) than in the cases of the combination of morphological and morpho-
syntactic means (3.4);

(2) a significant difference in acceptability grades is noticed among
Sociology students when a social feminative ends in -ka (4.3 vs. 4.7).

CONCLUSION

There is no difference in the acceptability of the examples from the
second and third conditions with Serbian Language students, while the
examples from the first condition were rated significantly higher, which
indicates that they find morphosyntactic means more acceptable than
morphological ones. These results are in line with our assumption that
Serbian Language students will rather opt for morphosyntactic means,
given that they were introduced to different grammatical possibilities of
marking the feminine gender. Furthermore, during their studies, they
were introduced with the attitudes and recommendations of the Board for
the Standardization of the Serbian language regarding social feminatives,
and therefore, they comprehend the principle of language economy,
which is one of the most important language principles.

On the other hand, English Language students were not sensitive to
morphosyntactic means, to morphological means, or to a combination of
morphosyntactic and morphological means, which is not aligned with our
assumptions.

3 Values given in brackets are average values for all study programs regarding each
derivational suffix.
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For Sociology students, the use of the combination of morphologi-
cal and morphosyntactic means is more acceptable than only morphologi-
cal or morphosyntactic means, and the use of morphological means is
more acceptable than the use of morphosyntactic means. The principle of
linguistic economy was not activated when combining morphological and
morphosyntactic means.
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AHAJIN3A HUBOA TIPUXBAT/bUBOCTHU COIIUJAJTHUX
OEMUHHUHATHUBA Y CPIICKOM JE3UKY Y KOHTEKCTY
CJIA'AIbA: CTABOBU CTYJAEHATA CPBUCTHUKE,
AHI'VIMCTUKE 1 COIUOJIOI'MJE ®HUJI030PCKOI'
DAKYJITETA Y HUIITY

HNBana Mutuh, Anexcanapa A. Jannh Mutuh
VYuusepsuret y Humry, ®unozodpcku dakynrer, Hum, Cpouja

Pe3ume

V pany ce uctpaxyjy craBoBu cryaeHata Cpoucruke, Auriuctuke u Coruonoruje
Odunozodekor dakynrera y Hunry mpema ymotpedbu Mop@osiomkux 1 MOpdOCHHTAK-
CHYKHX CpeJicTaBa Kojuma ce ymylhyje Ha 3aHHMarba U THTYJIE )KEHCKHX 0c00a, OHOCHO
Ha conujanHe peMuHrHaTHBe. LIk je 1a ce IpOBepH Ha KOjU HauYWH M3BOPHU TOBOPHHIIN
CPIICKOT je3WKa BPEeIHYjy MpHUXBaTJEHBOCT cieznehe Tpu rpyme npumepa: (1) y kojuma ce
Ha MOP(OCHHTAKCHYKOM IUIaHy Kpo3 oOpasarl ciarama npeaukara ca cybjexrom ymyhyje
Ila je HOCHJIAIl 3aHIMaba/TUTyJe xkeHckor nona (Havemank Ana Antuh oapxana je cen-
HALY); (2) y KojuMma ce TO YuHH MopdonomkuM cpencreuma (Hauennnma Ara AHTHA
onpxahe cemuuiy); wim mak (3) MOpGOJOMKUM M MOP(OCHHTAKCUYKAM CPEICTBUMA
(Hauennuiia Ana Antuh onpxana je cennuity). Byayhu na cy Mopdornorka 1 MophocHH-
TAKCHYKa CPEe/ICTBA IPaMaTHYKH ariCOJTyTHO PAaBHOIPABHA, je[iHA O MPETIIOCTaBKH je 1a
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crynentu CpOuCTHKE CIMYHNM OlleHaMa BpEeIHYjy IpHUMepe M3 IpBe H Jpyre Ipyle, a
3HATHO HIDKUM OHE U3 Tpehe rpyre, nomryjyhn nprHIHI je3ndKe eKOHOMHUjE, 3a Pa3IIHKy
on cryneHara Axrmuctike u Cormosoryje. 3ak/bydeHO je la HeMa pasiiiKe Yy MpHX-
BATJLUBOCTH NIPUMEPA U3 IPyror U Tpeher ycioBa Ko cpOucTa, 0K Cy IPUMEPH U3 IPBOT
YCIIOBa OLICH-EHN 3HauajHO BHIIMM OIICHaMa, U3 dYera CIeAH 3aKJbydak Jia Cy cpOucThMa
MOpP(OCHHTaKCHIKa CPEACTBA NMPHUXBATIBUBHja HEro Mopdoromka. AHITIMCTH TaK HUCY
TIOKa3aJIM OCETJBUBOCT HU HA jelIHO Of cpexctaBa. Ha kpajy, cormonosmima je 6mia npux-
BaTJbUBHja yIIOTpeOa KOMOUHAIM]€ MOP(OJIOIIKUX U MOP(HOCHHTAKCHYKHIX CpeicTaBa He-
TO caMO MOP(QOJIOIIKIX WIX MOPHOCHHTAKCHUYKUX CPECTaBa, a yIorpeda MOp(OIOMIKIX
cpezcTaBa NPHUXBAT/bUBHja Of YHOTpeOe MOp(OCHHTaKCHUKHUX cpexactasa. LlTo ce Tide
KOMOWHanuje MOP(OJIONIKUX ¥ MOP(GOCHHTAKCUYKHX CPECTaBa KOJ COLMOJIOra, MPHH-
LI je3M9KE EKOHOMHU]E HHje aKTHBUPAH.

Appendix A
Design of the first list in the experiment that contains the derivational suffix -ica

The first condition — morphosyntactic means

1. Hauennux Ana Aumuh odpxcana je ceonuyy.
2. Hacmasnux Munena Bykuh cazeana je cacmanax.
3. Ipaenux Huna Hnuh opzanuzoeana je koHgepenyijy.
4. Vmpaenux Jenucacema Hunuh omxazana je npezneo.
5. Capaonur bpankuya Aumuh npedana je zamicHuxe.
6. Cagemmnux Bepuya Jyeuh nociana je obageuimerse.
The second condition — morphological means
1.  Hauenniiya Ana Anmuh oopacahe ceonuyy.
2. Hacmasnuya 0p Munena Byxufi cazeahe cacmanax.
3. Ilpasnuya op Huna Hnuh opeanuzogeakie kongeperiijy.
4. Vnpaenuya Jenucagema Hunuhi omxazahe npezineo.
5. Capadnuya Bpanxuya Anmuh npedahe 3amicruxe.
6. Cagemnuya Bepuya Jyeuh nociahe obaseuimerse.
The third condition — morphological and morphosyntactic means
1. Hayeanuya Ana Anmah o0pxcana je cednuyy.
2. Hacmaenuya Munena Byxuh cazeand je cacimanar.
3. Ipaenuya Huna Hnuh opeanuzoeana je xongbepenyujy.
4. Vnpaenuya Jenucagema Hunuh omxazana je npezieo.
5. Capaonuya Bpanxkuya Aumuh npedand je 3anucHuxe.
6. Cagemnuya Bepuya yveuh nociana je obaseuimerse.
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Appendix B
Design of the second list in the experiment that contains
the derivational suffix -kinja
The first condition — morphosyntactic means
Joyeum Ana Anmuth oopacand je ceoruyy.
Excnepm Munena Byxuh cazeana je cacmanax.
Ipooyyenm Huna Hiuh opeanuzoeana je kongepenyuy.
Peyenzenm Jeaucasema Hunuh omxazana je npezneo.
Pegpepenm bpanxuya Aumuh npedana je sanucruxe.
Jabopanm Bepuya [Jyeuli nociana je obaseuimerse.

NP W=

The second condition — morphological means

Toyenmxuroa Ana Anmuh odpacahe cedntiyy.

Excnepmrurea op Munena Byxuh cazeahe cacmanax.
Ipooyyenmxuroa Op Huna Hauh opeanuzosalie xongpepenijijy.
Peyenzenmrursa Jenucagema Hunuh omxazahe npeaieod.
Pecpepenmrura Bpanxuya Awmuh npeoahie 3anuctuxe.
Jabopanmrursa Bepuya /fveuh nocaahe obageutmerse.

DR WN =

The third condition — morphological and morphosyntactic means
Hoyenmxursa Ana Anmuh ooporcana je ceOniyy.

Excnepmrursa Munena Byxuh cazeana je cacmanax.
THpooyyenmxuroa Hurna Hah opearnusoeana je KoHgpeperijujy.
Peyenzenmxursa Jetucagema Hunuh omxazana je npezieo.
Pecpepenmrura bpanxiuya Aumuh npeoana je 3anucHuxe.
Jabopanmxura Bepuya Jyveuh nociana je obageuimerve.

DR W=

Appendix C
Design of the third list in the experiment that contains the derivational suffix -ka

The first condition — morphosyntactic means

Hucnexmop Ana Awmuh odpocana je cedHuyy.
Munucmap Munena Byxuh cazeana je cacmanax.
Honumuuap Huna Huuh opeanuzoeana je koxgheperiujy.
Aymop Jenucasema Hunuh omrazana je npeened.
Jenoncmpamop Bpanxuya Aumub npedana je samicHixe.
Jexmop Bepuya [lyeuh nocaana je obageuimerse.

DR =

The second condition — morphological means
Huenexmopra Ana Aumuh oopacahie ceonuyy.
Munucmapxa op Munena Byxuh cazeahe cacmanax.
Tonumuapra op Hura Hnuh opeaniuzoeakie xorghepernyujy.
Aymopra Jenucasema Hunuh omxazahe npeaneo.
Jevoncmpamopra Epanxuya Anmuh npedahe sanicHuxe.
Jlexmopra Bepwya [vauh nociahe obaseuimerse.

i e

The third condition — morphological and morphosyntactic means
Hnenexmopra Ana Anmuh o0pxcana je ceonuyy.

Munuemapxa Munena Byxuh cazeana je cacmanax.
Honumuapra Huna Hauh opeanuzosana je xonghepenyujy.
Aymopra Jenucasema Hunuh omxazana je npezneo.
Jemonempamopra bpankuya Awmuh npedana je zanucxuxe.
Jlexmopra Bepuya Jyzul nociana je obaseutmerve.

Lk W



