ISSN Print: 2707-2622 Online: 2707-2630
Advances in Linguistics Research — 2026, 8(2) https://doi.org/10.35534/1in.0802012

A Study of Russian Nominalization Based on the State Russian
National Corpus from the Perspective of Transitional Theory

Mingze Li

College of Foreign Languages and Cultures, Xiamen University, Xiamen, China

Abstract: Russian substantivized adjectives and substantivized participles possess the grammatical features of
nouns, adjectives, and participles simultaneously, thus constituting a special linguistic phenomenon characterized
by “both this and that”. Within the framework of Babaytseva’s transitivity theory, this paper takes bol’noy and
stolovaya as typical cases and draws on the Russian National Corpus to examine their usage in natural contexts.
It reveals their degree of substantivization across three dimensions: syntactic function, semantic features, and
lexicalization. It further explores the changing characteristics of their word class in different contexts and over
time, in order to disclose the gradual nature of the Russian substantivization process.
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1 Introduction

The issue of parts of speech (uacts peun) can be regarded as one of the “eternal problems” in linguistics. It is both a
general linguistic problem—because every language involves the principles and criteria for classifying parts of speech—
and a language-specific problem, because each language has its own unique morphological, structural and semantic
features. Consequently, it is difficult to provide a universal definition or establish universally applicable criteria for parts
of speech (Zhou, 2021, p. 17). The concept of “parts of speech” originated in ancient Greece. Plato, in his Cratylus,
was the first to classify words based on logic, dividing speech into two categories: name (ovoua) and statement (pnpa),
which later correspond to noun and verb, respectively. Building on Plato’s dichotomy, the elaboration of the part-of-
speech system can be traced back to the fourth century BC. In Chapter 20 of Poetics, Aristotle discussed the overall
structure of “speech” and divided its components into eight categories: monosyllabic sounds, syllables, conjunctions (also
called copulatives), articles, nouns, verbs, cases, and sentences (Miao, 1990). Aristotle’s contribution lies in liberating
language from the mysteries of mythology and naturalism, making it an object of rational study. His distinction between

subject and predicate, substance and attribute, provided a logical-semantic prototype for subsequent part-of-speech
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classifications. Aristotle’s definitions of noun and verb laid the foundation for the basic classification of parts of speech
in later periods. He was the first to distinguish the “timelessness” of nouns from the “temporality” of verbs. It can be
said that Aristotle’s grammatical theory is closely intertwined with his logical forms of thought, and his contribution to
the discussion of parts of speech has been profoundly influential.

Baudouin de Courtenay, as a founder of the Kazan linguistic school, was the first to examine parts of speech at
the intersection of morphology and syntax. He believed that parts of speech are categories formed by words at the
grammatical level based on certain features, including both morphological changes and the functions of words in
sentences. Baudouin particularly emphasized the priority of formal criteria in part-of-speech classification. He argued
that “the classification of parts of speech should be based primarily on the morphological features of words, not merely
on semantics.” This view influenced the direction of Russian grammatical studies throughout the 20th century (Boduen
de Kurtene, 1963).

Shcherba, a representative of the St. Petersburg linguistic school, published an article titled On Parts of Speech
in Russian (O 4acTsx peun B pycckoM s3bike) in 1928, proposing a theoretical framework that would have a profound
influence on later research. He advocated that the classification of parts of speech must be based on three criteria
simultaneously: semantic (the type of meaning referred to by the word), morphological (the formal grammatical features
of the word), and syntactic (the function of the word in a sentence). Shcherba emphasized that parts of speech are
grammatically formalized categories, and their classification depends on specific grammatical indicators. He focused
on demonstrating that there exists in Russian a special category of words—modal words (MonanbHbIe ci0Ba, also called
“state words”)—which cannot be incorporated into traditional part-of-speech classifications because, although they lack
inflectional features such as declension and conjugation, they serve as the main component in impersonal sentences
(6e3nmuHOE TpeasiokeHne) expressing modality (MogampHOCTB), €.g., MOXKHO, HENb3s, HAA0, CYy>KIEHO, JKajb, etc.
(Shcherba, 1957, p. 63—84).

In Russian linguistics, the problem of part-of-speech classification has always been one of the core issues in
grammatical research. Modern Russian grammar generally follows the traditional perspective, dividing Russian into
ten parts of speech: nouns, adjectives, numerals, pronouns, adverbs, verbs, prepositions, conjunctions, particles, and
interjections. The first six are notional words (3HameHaTenbHBIE clIOBa), i.¢., they have independent lexical meaning and
can serve as sentence constituents in a sentence. Prepositions, conjunctions, and particles are function words (ciryxeOHbIE
cioBa), used to express various relations or to form analytical forms or express modal meanings. Interjections express,
but do not name, emotions or volitions; they generally do not serve as sentence constituents and have no morphological
changes, thus differing from notional words. On the other hand, they cannot serve the organizational or relational
function of conjunctions, prepositions, or particles, and thus differ from function words (Zhang, 2023, p. 309-310).

As Shcherba (1957) said: “In language, only the typical, extreme phenomena are clear; intermediate phenomena
are at the initial stage—wavering and uncertain in the consciousness of the speaker—but it is precisely these uncertain,
wavering phenomena that most deserve the attention of scholars.” Substantivized adjectives (cyOcTaHTHBUpOBaHHbBIE
npunararenbusie) and substantivized participles (cyOcTaHTHBHUpPOBaHHBIC MpUYacTus) are precisely such typical
“intermediate phenomena” in modern Russian. They retain some features of adjectives or participles (e.g., gender, number,
case agreement), while tending functionally toward nominalization (acquiring an independent object-referring function),
thus forming a “hybrid word” (rubpumasie cimosa) that is both adjectival and nominal, i.e., a word that combines the

distinctive features of different parts of speech. Such words exist abundantly in modern Russian, e.g., cronoBasi, 60JIbHOH,
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y4€HBIH, paboumii, 3aBeyIOIINH, PyCCKOTOBOPSIIMH, PAaHEHBIH, yJaluiics, etc.

Based on 226 instances from the Russian National Corpus, Chumichkina’s study found that Russian substantivized
participles still retain the voice feature of verbs: active voice (153 instances) is significantly more frequent than passive voice
(73 instances), and animate nouns account for 77%. These words can be divided into situational uses (85%, with definite
reference) and classificatory uses (15%, with generic, universal or existential reference). Morphologically, inanimate words
are all neuter singular, while animate words can be masculine, feminine, singular or plural;, among personal classificatory
words, the plural is preferred. This study draws on Kim’s referential theory, Paducheva’s classification of referential status,
and Shmelev’s discussion of the relationship between language and reality (Chumichkina, 2024). Based on a corpus of four
novellas and short stories by Tolstoy (167 nominalized forms), Okuneva comprehensively analyzed the semantic classification,
morphological features and syntactic functions of substantivized adjectives and participles. The study found that these
nominalized words can be classified into seven semantic categories: persons, animals, abstract entities, natural phenomena,
places, beverages, and urban facilities, among which the category of persons ranks highest, followed by abstract entities.
The number of substantivized adjectives exceeds that of substantivized participles. In terms of syntax, they mainly serve as
subjects and objects in sentences. Theoretically, the study draws on previous findings by Babaytseva, Vysotskaya, Zemskaya,
Petrova and others on word-class conversion and nominalization, especially Shigurov’s synchronic analysis of the degree of
substantivization. Through empirical data, the article further verifies and refines the typological features of nominalization,
revealing the high frequency and functional diversity of nominalized words in Tolstoy’s literary language (Okuneva, 2021, p.
274-275).

Regarding transitional phenomena, Babaytseva conducted the most comprehensive and systematic research. In
the 1950s, during her doctoral studies, she published an article titled “The Transition of Short-Form Adjectives into
Impersonal-Predicative Words” (Ilepexon KpaTKiX MpHJIarareiIbHBIX B COCTaB Oe3TMYHO-TIPEIUKATUBHBIX CI0OB), which
laid the theoretical foundation for her 2000 academic monograph, Transitional Phenomena in Russian Grammar
(SIBneHunst NepexoJHOCTH B IpaMMaTHKe PyccKoro si3bika), a work that consumed her lifelong effort. Transitivity is such
a property of language that connects linguistic facts into an integral system, reflecting the synchronic interrelations
and interactions of linguistic facts (Babaytseva, 2000). This paper is precisely based on Babaytseva’s transitivity
theory, takes words such as bol’noy and stolovaya as typical representatives of substantivized adjectives, and uses
the Russian National Corpus (HanmonansHsIi Kopiryc pycckoro si3eika / HKPS) to examine their usage in authentic,
verifiable contexts. It analyzes them from three dimensions—syntactic function, semantic features, and degree of
lexicalization—and explores the causes of “transition” in nominalized words, in order to reveal the gradual nature of the

substantivization process.

2 Analysis of the transitional features of substantivized adjectives

2.1 Babaytseva’s transitivity theory

By “transitivity” (mepexonHocts), Babaytseva (2000, p. 15) defines it as follows: “Transitivity refers to such a
property of language that connects linguistic facts into an integral system, reflecting the synchronic interrelations and

interactions among linguistic facts and enabling diachronic transformation.” She distinguishes diachronic transitivity
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and synchronic transitivity. Diachronic transitivity reflects the language system, the history of the development of its
individual components, and its evolutionary process, manifesting the interrelations between linguistic elements that
replace each other over time. Synchronic transitivity, by contrast, manifests itself in the modern language system as the
interrelationships and interactions between opposing central categories, forming a comprehensive zone that includes
peripheral and intermediate links. If expressed using a scale of transitivity (mkana nepexognoctu), then A — A6 —
AB — ab — B represents diachronic transformation, while A-A6-AB-ab-b represents synchronic relations between
linguistic (or speech) phenomena. The two endpoints on the scale of transitivity, A and b, respectively, represent two
equally ranked components with a set of distinctive features that are contrasted with each other. They represent the
centers of contrast and are typical structures of a certain classification. Between A and b there exist several transitional
links: A6, AB, ab, which form an intersectional zone. Linguistic phenomena located in the intersectional zone differ in
terms of the proportion of features acquired. In this representation, capital and lowercase letters indicate the proportion
of features acquired: for example, at the A0 stage, features of A predominate; at the ab stage, features of b predominate;
at the Ab stage, features of both A and b are present (Zhou, 2021, p. 4). Babaytseva’s contribution lies in being the first
to use the conceptual model of the scale of transitivity to clearly reveal transitional phenomena in language, which also
provides a theoretical paradigm for this paper’s analysis of substantivized adjectives and substantivized participles. The
boundaries between parts of speech are not so sharply drawn. Each part of speech has its typical features, but Russian
contains a large number of words that possess features from multiple categorial types without fully possessing all the
distinctive features of any single class. These words precisely constitute the transitional zone between parts of speech.
The value of Babaytseva’s transitivity theory lies in revealing these “neither this nor that” or “both this and that”

phenomena, thereby reflecting the true state of the language system more comprehensively and objectively.

2.2 Hybrid words and substantivization

Within the framework proposed by transitivity theory, Zhou Haiyan systematically studied “hybrid words”
(rubpunnsle crnoBa), “intermediate words” (mpomexyTouHble cioBa), “peripheral words” (nepucdepuiinsie ciaosa),
and “syncretic words” (cuHKpeTHuHBEIe cioBa) in Russian. At the same time, it was pointed out that some word
classes already have specific terms to refer to them, such as “substantivized adjectives” (cyOcTaHTHBHpOBaHHBIE
npuitararenasusie) and “substantivized participles” (cybcTanTuBupoBaHHbIe puuactus) (Babaytseva, 2005, p. 164-
165). Therefore, this paper uses “hybrid words” for substantivized adjectives that combine adjectival and nominal
features, defining them as “words that combine the distinctive features of different parts of speech.” Parts of speech
are distinguished precisely by possessing a series of distinctive features. Although hybrid words may have features of
different parts of speech, the part-of-speech features manifested in actual use are not the same. For example, a verbal
noun does not manifest verbal and nominal features equally; its verbal and nominal properties must be determined
according to the actual function it performs in the context.

As noted above, the question of which part-of-speech features a “hybrid word” manifests cannot be separated
from its context. Only by examining the part-of-speech of a “hybrid word” in context can its categorial affiliation be
determined. For example, is bol’noy an adjective or a noun? How did stolovaya shift from adjective to noun, and in
what form does its intermediate state exist? Such words not only pose challenges for part-of-speech classification but

also cause considerable confusion for beginning learners of Russian.
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A: Ona B3pocias, ¥ TaKue IPUMUTHBHBIC METOJBI C HEW HE MPOKATHIBAOT. Sorry. Toke BCIIOMHMIIA JIET€HIapPHBIX
kimaccukoB Uneda u [leTpoBa, TOTBKO BOT «30JI0TOTO TelNeHKa». A KOHKpeTHO Imiuad [laHmkoBckoro: «S crapeiid
oonsnoii yenosek! Menst neBymkn He mo6at!» [@opym: 12 gacoB B nens? He mory cormacurees ¢ M. IIpoxopoBeim
(2010-2011)]'“She’s an adult and this primitive approach doesn’t work for her. I’'m sorry. I remember the legendary
classic of Irev and Petrov, only” The Golden Calf. “Specifically Panikowski’s cry is that I’'m a sick old woman and the
girls don’t like me!”

B: To nmu onwbHbix cTano Oombiie, TO JIU BCe BBI3nopoBem» Enunas Poccus» codpaia CTOpOHHUKOB Ha 2 MIJUIMOHA
noinapoB [lox mo3ynrom «Bmecte ¢ mpesupenTom!» maptus «Eamaas Poccus» mpoBena chesz cBOMX OeCHapTHITHBIX
CTOPOHHHKOB. Y HUX COOHMpany «Haka3el», koTopble bopuc ['prznoB noobeman nepexars [lytuny. [Pycrem ®amsxos.
To 1u GoNMBHBIX CTAO GOJIBIIE, TO JI Bee BhI3mopoBenn // «asera», 2003.06.301*Either there were many patients, or

everyone recovered. Unity rallied $2 million supporters under the slogan of being with the president, and Unity rallied

non-partisan supporters. Boris Grizlov collected instructions from them and promised to pass them on.”

In the two sentences above, 6ompHOH is pronounced the same and has similar meanings, but its categorial meaning
and syntactic function are entirely different; they belong to different parts of speech (adjective and noun, respectively).
They are thus functional homonyms, forming a homonymic complex that creates a transitional phenomenon between
parts of speech. In sentence A, 6onpHOI is situated between crapsiii and yenosek. In Babaytseva’s scale of transitivity
representation, 6osbHOI1 is located in the zone of endpoint A (typical adjective). It serves as an attributive in the
sentence, modifying the noun uenosek, and retains the most important formal agreement feature of adjectives—
complete agreement in gender, number, and case with genoBek. From the perspective of semantics and function, it
is not difficult to see that in sentence A, the attributive meaning of 6onpHoii is prominent. The meaning of the word
emphasizes “sick” or “unhealthy” and does not independently refer to a category of people. Given the context, it is clear
that the speaker is recalling or acting out Panikovsky’s crying words, so the word functions adjectivally to describe and
restrict the speaker’s self-portrayal, i.e., it has a temporary, rhetorical quality. In sentence B, GoxpHoli is located at the
terminal point of the chain, i.e., zone B (typical noun). It is modified by the quantitative adverb Bonbme and functions
as the subject (logical subject). At the same time, the word has acquired the nominal system of gender, number, and
case (governed by bomnpme) and takes the plural genitive form, losing the adjectival agreement in gender, number, and
case. From the perspective of semantics and function, it is not difficult to see that in sentence B, the referential meaning
of GonpHO#H is prominent; the meaning has shifted to a collective category of “sick people” or “patients.” It no longer
modifies another noun but stands independently as a nominal component, possessing the generalizing and reifying
properties typical of nouns.

Regarding substantivization, the views of Vinogradov and his academic tradition can be summarized as follows.
In contemporary Russian grammatical studies, Vinogradov is regarded as one of the founders who addressed word-
class conversion and substantivization. Some studies summarize his view as: substantivization is a transitional
linguistic phenomenon in which other parts of speech shift into the noun class, involving a gradual process of semantic,

derivational, and grammatical feature changes. His theoretical framework laid the foundation for later typological studies

1 HarnoHaspHbIiH kopiyc pycckoro szbika(https:/ruscorpora.ru/).
2 HarmoHaneHbIH Kopiyc pycckoro s3bika(https:/ruscorpora.ru/).

142



Advances in Linguistics Research www.sciscanpub.com/journals/alr

of substantivization (e.g., the distinction between fixed and non-fixed substantivization) (Vinogradov, 1972). Shcherba
is regarded as one of the first scholars to systematically analyze word-class conversion as a dynamic transitional
phenomenon within the grammatical system. His notion of “transitivity” provided an important theoretical premise for
later research on substantivization. Shcherba’s theory was later developed into five types of substantivization: contextual,
situational, medial, deep, and quasi-substantivization, arranged in increasing degree of nominalization (Shcherba, 1957).
Babaytseva, from the perspective of structural-semantic analysis, examines the phenomenon of substantivization within
her transitivity theory framework. She argues that the essence of substantivization lies in the intersection and fusion of
grammatical features between other parts of speech (e.g., adjectives, participles) and the noun class, producing a “zone
of syncretism “ (30Ha cunkpern3ma). In Babaytseva’s scale of transitivity stages, substantivized words are located at
the boundary between the noun core zone (A) and the zone of another part of speech (B), gradually shifting toward the
noun class through the progressive acquisition and loss of grammatical features (Babaytseva, 2000, p. 640). Rosenthal
defines substantivization as “the process by which adjectives (or participles) acquire the grammatical categories and
syntactic functions of nouns.” He distinguishes “complete substantivization” (monnas cyocrantuBanus) and “partial
substantivization” (dyacTuuHas cyOcTaHTHBanms / HemonmHas cyocrantuBanus). The former refers to adjectives fully
acquiring all the grammatical features of nouns; the latter refers to adjectives functioning as nouns only in specific
syntactic positions while still retaining some adjectival features (e.g., Oennbiii, Ooratsiii used to refer to a class of
people) (Rozental’, et al., 1991). Completely substantivized words have been fully transformed into independent nouns,
i.e., endpoint B, e.g., cTonoas, Habepexnas. Partially substantivized words possess both adjectival/participial and
nominal uses, e.g., 00mpHOM, MOMYUHEHHEIH, etc. Furthermore, the substantivization of participles has its own specificity:
because participles themselves have verbal grammatical categories such as tense, aspect, and voice, their verbal features
gradually wear down as the degree of substantivization increases. Thus, the higher the degree of substantivization, the
fewer verbal features are retained, and vice versa (Krysin, 2007). This paper, based on Babaytseva’s transitivity theory
and her methods and means of investigating substantivization, examines the evolutionary features of word-class change

in substantivized adjectives and substantivized participles from the perspective of transitivity theory.

3 Analysis of the nominalization of bol’noy and stolovaya from the
perspective of Babaytseva’s transitivity theory

Adjectival substantivization (cyOcTanTHUBHpOBaHHbIE IpuiarareibHbie) is one of the most common types of
nominalization in Russian. This paper selects bol’noy and stolovaya as typical examples. The former is at the stage of
partial substantivization (HemoJiHasi CyOCTaHTHBAIMs / YaCTHYHAs CyOCcTaHTHBAIM), possessing both adjectival and
nominal features; the latter is at the stage of complete substantivization (monHast cyOcTanTuBanus), representing a

typical noun.

3.1 The degree of nominalization of bol’noy: a synchronic frequency comparison based on
corpus data6obHOM

At the morphological level, as an adjective, bol’noy has a full system of gender, number, and case changes: bol’noy
(masculine), bol’naya (feminine), bol’noe (neuter), bol’nye (plural); bol’neye (comparative), bol’no (adverb); bolen,

bol’na (short forms). As an adjective, its meanings include: 1. sick, ill (bol’noe serdtse — diseased heart; weakness
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(figurative)); 2. morbid, weak (indicating the presence of illness); 3. almost morbid (synonym: boleznennyy); 4. illness,
sickness. As a noun, bol’noy retains gender, number, and case changes but loses the comparative degree characteristic
of adjectives. Moreover, it is typically used only in masculine and feminine forms to refer to male and female patients;
the neuter form does not usually appear as a noun. At the syntactic level, as an adjective, bol’noy mainly functions as
an attributive, agreeing with the noun it modifies in gender, number, and case, e.g., bol’noy chelovek (sick person). As a
noun, bol’noy can function as subject, object, complement, etc., and can be modified by adjectives, e.g., tyazhelobol’noy
(seriously ill patient), pozhiloy bol’noy (elderly patient). The following section uses the Russian National Corpus
(HammmoHanpHEIN KOpITyC pycckoro si3bika) to search for bol’noy as both an adjective and a noun, analyzing the
grammatical relations and syntactic functions in the sentences in which they appear, in order to reveal the transitional

features of bol’noy.

A. Npuna EsrenseBna: Hy Hudero cebe! A y Hac, HA00OpOT, yUNOpTal—OAMH M3 CaMbIX U3BECTHBIX CaHTOB C
paspaborkamu. 1 yuurens noab3yroTcsi, i—uTO HHTEPECHO—/1a)Ke MHOT'HE YYEHUKH CKa4MBaIOT IPE3CHTALHH.

AVT: MyX4HiHa B IIKOJIE—3TO JHOO0 «001bHOI HA BCIO TOJOBY», JTHOO MOABIXHHK, YTO, TIO-MOEMY, OTHO U TO
xe. Jla, ele ecTh KaTeropus «IPHUBBIKIINX», KOO MPHUBBIYKa—«3aMEHA CUacTUIO» (ceOsl, MoXKaIyil, K TAKHUM U OTHECY:
MIPUBBIK 32 JIBA/IATh C JIUIIHNUM JIET, 1a U «JIy4lle CHHUIA B PyKE, 4€M yTKa IO KPOBAaTbIO...»).

Brnagumuposuu: ) O-o0-o! Komnera?[@opym: MyxunHa B mikosie (B3rmisin Ha MyX4uHY B IIKOJE CHApPYXXU U
m3uyTpnu) (2011)]'Here GonbHoi is an adjective modifying the phrase Ha Bcio ronoBy , which translates as being sick in
the brain.

B. Muenne npogeccrnonana «AJIKOTOIM3M He ObIBACT HY NMUBHBIM, HU BOJOYHBIM»,—YyTBEPXK/IaeT HApKoIor SIKoB
MAPHIAK—Hanmo nomnarars, 9To HA MPON3BOTUTEISIM TIFBA, HU TEM, KTO AeNaeT UL HUX peKiamy, JoOporo cioBa OT
Bac HE JOXKIAThCA... A OHHU HE HYXJAIOTCs B JOOPBIX clioBax. [IMBOBapOB M pPEKIaMHUCTOB HHTEPECYIOT MPHOBLIN. MeHs
kKe, Bpada-HapKoJIora, MHTEpeCyeT cyabba foabHbix. MHOTHE U3 HUX HYXIAIOTCS B METUIIMHCKON ITOMOIIM Kak pa3s
BCJIE/ICTBHE TIOTPEOIICHNS CITUPTOCOAEPIKALIMX HAMMTKOB. A MTUBO BCETo JIMIIb OAWH U3 3TUX HAaUTKOB. OJIHAKO 51 BOBCE
HE X04y CKa3aTb, YTO paJyl MOMX HBIHEHIHUX W NOTECHIHAJBbHBIX IAIEHTOB CIIEIYET ITIOJHOCTHIO 3allPETHTh «ITUBHYIO»
peknamy.[Esrenuit Toncreix. [TnBka mis piBka // «CoBepinenHO ceKpeTHo», 2003.09.01]°601bHEIX is translated here as
the plural two-case form of the patient, which is used as the non-consistent attribute of cynp6a and is translated as the

fate of the patient.

1 HarnoHaspHbIiH kopiyc pycckoro szbika(https:/ruscorpora.ru/).
2 HarmoHaneHbIH Kopiyc pycckoro s3bika(https:/ruscorpora.ru/).
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Figure 1 Corpus search results for 6onbHol as adjective(RNC, 38,955 instances, IPM=100.02)

Figure 2 Corpus search results for 6onbHoi as noun(RNC, 37,075 instances, IPM=95.19)

From the data, it can be seen that both uses of bol’noy are widespread in modern Russian and have fairly close
frequencies. IPM (instances per million words) is calculated as frequency / total words x 1,000,000. As an adjective,
bol’noy appears 38,955 times across 10,996 texts, with an IPM of 100.02. As a noun, its frequency is 37,075 times
across 7,434 texts, with an IPM of 95.19. The frequencies, text distributions, and IPM values of both uses are on the
same order of magnitude, with neither significantly overshadowing the other.

According to Babaytseva’s transitivity theory, when the usage frequency of the original part-of-speech (adjective)
and the target part-of-speech (noun) of a linguistic unit are on the same order of magnitude and mutually balanced,
the word should be located in the Ab stage of the scale of transitivity (possessing both typical adjectival and typical
nominal features). Bol’noy belongs to the category of partial substantivization (Hemonnas cyocrantusanus). Although
its nominalization process is highly developed, its adjectival function has not declined; together, the two constitute a
dual-center pattern of this word in modern Russian. Therefore, the data shows that bol’noy is located in the transition
position Ab — b, and cannot be regarded as fully nominalized. Hence bol’noy falls within the domain of (semonnas
cyocranTuBanus). It is worth noting that the frequency of its occurrence as an adjective (IPM 100.02) remains slightly
higher than that as a noun (IPM 95.19), indicating that while its nominalization is highly developed, it still retains a

strong adjectival core.”

3.2 The nominalization path of crosioBasi: diachronic evolution from crosioBasi komHara to
crosioBka based on corpus data

Stolovaya is another typical case of adjectival nominalization. It originates from the adjective cronosiii (dining,

of a table), formed by omitting the modified noun komnata (room): stolovaya komnata — simplified to stolovaya. This
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word now completely refers to “canteen/dining room,” and in everyday life, its adjectival function is hardly retained.
From the semantic perspective, stolovaya has completely lost the adjectival meaning “dining, of a table” and retains
only the nominal meaning “canteen/dining room.” This semantic specialization is a sign of completed nominalization.
From the morphological perspective, stolovaya retains the feminine singular adjectival ending (-as), but no longer
possesses the agreement function of gender, number, and case. It does not need to agree with a modified noun; instead,
as an independent noun, it acquires case changes: stolovaya (nominative), stolovoy (second case/prepositional case),
stolovuyu (accusative), stolovoy (instrumental). Stolovaya is generally not used in the plural, which differs from typical
nouns.

Searching for stolovaya in the Russian National Corpus with its grammatical attribute marked as adjective
(npunararenbhoe) yields the result “nothing found according to your query.” This does not mean that the adjectival use
of stolovaya has completely disappeared in Russian. In fact, the adjective stolovyy is still active in fixed collocations
such as stolovaya lozhka (tablespoon), stolovyy nozh (table knife), performing a modifying function. The main reason
for the zero search result lies in the tagging logic of the Russian National Corpus: when stolovaya appears as an
independent entry, the system primarily tags it as a noun based on its overwhelmingly nominal usage in actual language.
In a structure like stolovaya lozhka, stolovaya is recognized as an inflected form of the adjective stolovyy, acting as a
modifier of lozhka, and is not retrieved as an independent entry. Therefore, we focus our research perspective on the
part-of-speech shift of stolovaya as an independent entry: it has now completed the transformation from adjective to
noun in modern Russian, serving as a typical example of complete nominalization. Changing its grammatical attribute

to a noun (cymectBurensHoe) yields the following example sentences:

A. Ocraznoch 2 JHs 10 OTKpbITUS. J[ekopalus yCHISHHO PUCYET TaOMUYKH C [ICHAMH, MEHEIKEPhl YCKOPEHHO
CKaHHUPYIOT TOBap, pabOTHUKH BaJSIOT Iypaka, He TOHMMAas, YTO OHM HE BBIHAYT OTCIOA JOMOM, [OKa Bce He Oyaer
cenano. MOXXHO BEPUTh U B OTCYTCTBHE BEPbI, MOXKHO JI€JIaTh U OTCYTCTBUE fena...» O0ensl B Cmono6oi nouemy-
TO 3aKOHYMJIUCH Yepe3 IojTyaca rmocje Hayasa ooena. B urore enum siMYHMILY, 3aKyChIBAEM COCHCKaMH. 3aMe4aTesbHO.
[TonuTh coka He ymaeTcs, IOTOMY YTO B TOW )K€ CaMOU cMo1060ii (a IPYTod y HAC, K COXKAIICHUIO, 10 OTKPHITHS HE
6yner) Her ciaun .[n. 3amuck LiveJournal (2004)] The word cromnosas has been fully nominalized to denote canteen,

dining room. Use the adverbial of place in the example sentence as the sixth case.

ctonoBka is a colloquial expression of cronosasi, which is also translated as canteen or restaurant. From the form
of the word, the part of “as” with the characteristics of adjectives at the end of the word has disappeared, and from the
form of the end of the word, the word has already belonged to the category of nouns. A corpus search for the word cro-

noBka looks like this:

B.OH m3ymuiics u, oopamiasich 1axe He K HaUMey, a K HalapHUKY, BOCKIMKHYN: «Jlac uct ¢anractums! JKopx, K
HaM rnpuexain pesusop!» JIpyxox oTo3Baiicsi TpyOOBaTo, HEOBOJIBHO: «Y MEHs IepephiB Ha 00e/, He MOWAY s HUKY/a.
XKparp xouy. Cepxk, CXOOu B CMo106Ky, BO3bMH Kedupa. Tedbe AHTOHMHA AacT, el Thl HpaBulIbcs. U emme GeneHbKoro

6aTOH, TBI-TBI-THI... A 5 CBCTJ'I&HKy HaBCIIy, CaXapKOM pa3KUBEMCS). CBeTka ApsAHb, ICBKa I'psA3Had, 0OJIBILIOT0 MHEHUS

1 HaroHasbHbIH KopItyc pycckoro s3bika (https://ruscorpora.ru/).
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4T0-TO 0 cebe cTama, oboiinemMcs Ge3 ee caxapa, ImycTh momydaercs... [Oner Ilapnos. Kaparanauuckue 1eBATHHEIL, HIX
[osects mocnemunx auelt // «OKTa0Opby», 2001]

CTOJIOBBIN

crosioBbiii (table) means as follows: 1. edible, eaten (ymorpeOisiembrii 3a cToioM BO BpeMmst enbl) Tableware
(cronoBslit prbop) Salt (cTonmosas conp) 2. Used for food; Meals (cTonoBbie pacxonsl). A corpus search for the word

cronoBeiii yielded the following results

B. Hcaak HproToH yBieKalics acTPOJOTHEH; .... KapAnHal Puienbe npukaszain 3aKpyriinTh CHLOI08ble HOXKH,
YTOOBI MOCIIE «TOPSYUTEIBHBIX Y)KHUHOB» HE OBLIO BO3MOXHOCTH YCTPOHUTH JOMOJIHUTEIbHBIE KpoBomyckanus;, [Homo
urparomuii: beuto win He 0buT0? // «3HaHMe -- cuiay, 2003] cromosbie HOXKH is the direct complement of 3akpyriuTh

in the sentence, which is translated as a meal knife.

Searching for the phrase stolovaya komnata aims to trace the time when this usage emerged and was used. The
corpus records the earliest appearance of this expression in 1871, in artistic speech (xymoskecTBeHHas pedb). At the same
time, N. A. Leikin also used stolovaya komnata in Waiting for an Inheritance (1889). Entering the 20th century, valid
data retrieved becomes very scarce: Svetlana Alliluyeva also used stolovaya komnata in Twenty Letters to a Friend
(1963), in a publicistic/oratorical context (myomuuucTuka). “Stolovaya komnata appears only 16 times (IPM=0.04) in

the 21st-century corpus, indicating it is obsolete in modern usage.”

I' ' Hakonen momanu u kode, B cmo106y10 Komuamy cHOBa mosBmica [laHmio 3axapoBHd; €ro W3 MPUIHIHS
CIIPOCHIIH, XOPOILIO JIM OH OTAOXHYJ; OH, COIVIACHO CO CBOMM ITOJIOKECHHUEM «YIPYyYCHHOTO TOPEM UEIIOBEKa», OOBSIBUII,
YTO «YX TZI€ MY OTABIXaTb», YTO <JIOKUTCSI OH TEHEPh B MOCTEINb, KAK B MOTHITY, YTOObI HA MUHYTY 3a0BITHCSA», UTO
«HAINpacHO BCE M Ha IBIIIOYKAX XOIMJIH, U IIENOTOM FOBOPHJIM, TaK KaK Ha HEro Tenepb Hedero oOpaiiarh BHUMaHUS,
TaK Kak JOJDKEH OH NPHUBBIKATh M MPU LIyMe CHATh», M Ipodee U mpodee, Bce B ToM ke pope. [A. K. Hlennep-

Muxaiinos. Jlec pyosT - menku netst (1871)]

1 HaroHaseHbIH KopIyc pycckoro s3bika(https:/ruscorpora.ru/).
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Figure 3 Corpus search results for cronosas as noun (RNC, 20,057 instances, IPM=51.5)

Figure 4 Corpus search results for ctonoska as noun (RNC, 606 instances, IPM=1.56)

Figure 5 Corpus search results for ctonosasi komHaTa as phrase (RNC, 16 instances, IPM=0.04)

The IPM value of stolovaya komnata is extremely low, approaching zero. This indicates that in modern Russian
National Corpus data, the use of the phrase stolovaya komnata to mean “dining room” has nearly disappeared. The
high degree of nominalization has made the original adjective-noun combination redundant, leaving it only as an
etymological relic. Stolovaya is the most central and stable usage, with an IPM as high as 51.5, and a relatively broad
textual distribution (including 5,292 texts). This word has completed the nominalization process entirely, becoming an
independent, high-frequency noun meaning “canteen/dining room.” According to Babaytseva’s transitivity theory, this
word is already at stage b, requiring no modifier, komnata, to express its meaning. Stolovka, as a colloquial suffixal
derivative of stolovaya (via the suffix -ovka), has an IPM of 1.56, significantly lower than the general form stolovaya,
reflecting its stylistically restricted nature (mainly occurring in colloquial, online, and informal registers). The existence

of this word indirectly demonstrates that the status of stolovaya as a noun is sufficiently stable to allow secondary
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derivation, which is one of the typical markers of completed lexicalization. In summary, the decreasing sequence of
these three IPM values (51.5 — 1.56 — 0.04) actually traces, in reverse, the complete evolutionary path of this word
from the original adjective-noun combination A to fully nominalized b: the original phrase is replaced by a pure noun
form, which further derives colloquial variants, while the source form retreats to marginal remnants. This perfectly
embodies the core assertion of transitivity theory that word-class evolution is irreversible and proceeds in distinct stages.

Based on the retrieval data from the Russian National Corpus, the comparative analysis of bol’noy and stolovaya
profoundly reveals the different stages of adjectival nominalization (cyOctanTuBanus) in Russian and their positions
within transitivity theory (teopus nepexogHoctu). The data shows that the evolution of stolovaya has been fully
completed: its original adjectivetnoun combination stolovaya komnata has almost disappeared (IPM only 0.04), while
the nominalized stolovaya is used with high frequency (IPM 51.5) and has even generated the colloquial derivative
stolovka (IPM 1.56), clearly demonstrating that it has fully reached the pure noun stage b. In sharp contrast, while
the nominal use of bol’noy is also very stable (IPM 95.19, 37,075 instances in 7,434 texts), its adjectival use (IPM
100.02) remains similarly frequent in the restricted subcorpus. This indicates that this word has not yet fully separated
from the adjective category. According to Babaytseva’s theory, when the usage frequency of a linguistic unit’s original
part-of-speech (adjective) and its target part-of-speech (noun) are on the same order of magnitude and compete with
each other, the word should be located in the ab stage of the transitivity scale (primarily possessing nominal features
but still stably retaining typical adjectival functions), rather than in the fully nominalized b stage as seen with stolovaya.
This comparison fully demonstrates that adjectival nominalization is a gradual process, and different words exhibit
significant differences in transition speed and degree of completion—stolovaya has been completely “reified” into an
independent noun, while bol’noy is in a state of symbiotic co-existence where nominal features are highly developed but
adjectival functions remain active. Together, the two cases verify the core claims of transitivity theory that word-class

evolution is gradual, asynchronous, and uneven.

4 Conclusion

This paper takes Babaytseva’s transitivity theory as the core analytical framework, selects two typical Russian
substantivized adjectives—bol’noy and stolovaya—as research objects, and uses large-scale authentic data from the
Russian National Corpus to analyze the nominalization process of the two from multiple dimensions (syntactic function,
semantic features, degree of lexicalization, and frequency of use) through a combination of synchronic and diachronic
analysis. Transitivity theory provides an effective descriptive and explanatory model for nominalization. Babaytseva’s
concept of the “zone of syncretism “ (30Ha cunkpeTn3Ma) and the scale of transitivity can clearly depict the intermediate
stages in the shift from adjective to noun. The comparison between stolovaya and bol’noy fully confirms the core
assertion of this theory: boundaries between parts of speech are not sharply delineated but rather form a continuum
(xorTHHYYM). Nominalization is not a sudden, “either-or” change, but a gradual process of “both this and that” in
which grammatical features are gradually acquired and lost. At the same time, the research in this paper also verifies
the fundamental judgment of scholars such as Vinogradov, Shcherba, and Rosenthal that nominalization is “a gradual
process of semantic, derivational, and grammatical feature changes.” Russian adjectival nominalization is a dynamic,
multi-stage lexical-grammatical process whose degree of completion varies from word to word. Stolovaya represents

the endpoint of nominalization—a fully lexicalized independent noun. Bol’noy, by contrast, represents the “present
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progressive” of nominalization—a transitional state in which nominal features are highly developed but adjectival
functions remain active. The synchronic differences between the two essentially reflect different stages of diachronic
evolution, together revealing the “synchronic interrelations and the possibility of diachronic transformation of linguistic

facts” emphasized by transitivity theory.
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