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Annotation.The article examines linguistic, psycholinguistic, and methodological
foundations of mastering the grammatical gender category in Russian among Turkic-speaking
students. Given that Turkic languages such as Uzbek, Kazakh, and Turkish lack grammatical
gender, students frequently encounter interference-related errors that impede communicative
competence. The study analyzes structural differences between Russian and Turkic languages,
classifies typical student errors, and proposes a comprehensive pedagogical model that integrates
contrastive analysis, cognitive visualization, communicative grammar tasks, and digital learning
platforms. Emphasis is placed on meaningful context, cultural responsiveness, and the
development of morphological awareness. The research highlights methodological
recommendations applicable in teaching Russian as a foreign language (RFL), demonstrating
that an integrated approach significantly improves learners’ accuracy, confidence, and linguistic
flexibility.

Introduction. The grammatical gender category represents one of the core structural
elements of Russian grammar, determining agreement between nouns and other parts of speech
such as adjectives, pronouns, numerals, and past-tense verbs. For native speakers, the acquisition
of gender occurs naturally through exposure; however, for learners whose first languages do not
contain grammatical gender, this process becomes significantly more challenging. This is
particularly true for speakers of Turkic languages—such as Uzbek, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Turkish
—which do not divide nouns into masculine, feminine, or neuter classes. As a result, students
often encounter difficulties identifying the gender of Russian nouns and applying agreement
rules accurately in both written and oral communication.

In educational contexts across Central Asia, Russian remains a key language of academic
instruction and professional interaction, especially in medicine, law, and technical fields.
Therefore, insufficient mastery of grammatical gender affects not only linguistic accuracy but
also students’ academic performance and professional readiness. Common difficulties include
incorrect gender assignment, inconsistent agreement, and confusion caused by irregular or
phonologically ambiguous noun forms. These errors frequently arise because learners rely on
phonetic intuition or semantic association instead of understanding the formal morphological
system that governs gender in Russian.

The relevance of studying grammatical gender acquisition lies in the need to support
learners in overcoming interference from their native language and forming stable, linguistically
grounded representations of gender categories. To address this, the present research examines the
linguistic and methodological factors influencing gender mastery among Turkic-speaking
students. It analyzes typical error patterns, explores the cognitive reasons underlying such errors,
and evaluates instructional strategies that may improve learners’ competence. By combining
contrastive analysis, lexicographic work, communicative grammar tasks, and visual-cognitive
techniques, the study aims to propose an effective approach for developing accurate and
confident use of grammatical gender in Russian as a foreign language.

Research methods. The methodological framework of the study is based on a
combination of linguistic, comparative, lexicographic, and discourse-analytic approaches,
allowing a comprehensive examination of how Turkic-speaking students acquire grammatical
gender in Russian. Linguistic analysis was applied to identify recurrent morphological and
syntactic errors, focusing on difficulties related to gender assignment, agreement patterns, and
the interpretation of irregular or ambiguous noun forms. This method helped classify the most
typical error types produced by learners and revealed gaps in their understanding of Russian
morphological structures.
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Comparative analysis was used to evaluate structural differences between Russian and Turkic
languages, particularly the absence of grammatical gender in the latter. This comparison made it
possible to determine how native-language interference affects students’ perception of gender
categories and why certain grammatical forms are consistently misinterpreted. The contrastive
approach also helped identify which Russian noun types (e.g., zero-ending masculine nouns,
soft-sign feminine nouns, neuter forms with irregular patterns) create the greatest difficulty for
learners.

The research further employed a lexicographic method, involving the use of explanatory
dictionaries, bilingual resources, and educational corpora to observe how students interpret and
apply dictionary information when determining gender. This method revealed that many learners
rely on phonetic intuition or semantic associations rather than formal morphological cues, which
leads to inaccurate gender identification.

To analyze how gender is used in practical communication, discourse analysis was

conducted on written assignments and oral tasks, including dialogues, descriptions, and narrative
exercises. This made it possible to observe how learners apply gender rules in spontaneous
contexts and how frequently errors appear during real-time speech production.
Finally, elements of pedagogical observation were incorporated through monitoring classroom
activities, practice exercises, and corrective feedback sessions. These observations helped assess
how different instructional strategies—contrastive explanation, visual aids, repetition, and
communicative grammar tasks—affect students’ acquisition of grammatical gender. Together,
these methods provided a multi-dimensional understanding of the linguistic, cognitive, and
methodological factors that shape gender mastery in Russian as a foreign language.

Results and discussions. The results of the study show that Turkic-speaking learners
experience the greatest difficulty in three interconnected areas of grammatical gender
acquisition: identifying gender categories, maintaining agreement across syntactic components,
and applying gender rules in spontaneous communication. Error analysis revealed that many
students rely on phonetic similarity or semantic intuition rather than morphological cues when
assigning gender, which results in frequent misclassification of zero-ending masculine nouns,
soft-sign feminine nouns, and neuter forms with irregular endings. Written tasks demonstrated
that even when students correctly memorize rules, they often fail to transfer this knowledge into
practice, especially in contexts requiring quick, communicative decision-making. Discourse
analysis of oral responses and narrative exercises confirmed that agreement errors—in
adjectives, pronouns, numerals, and past-tense verbs—remain persistent, reducing grammatical
clarity and overall coherence of the message. These findings indicate that the main source of
difficulty lies not in the lack of theoretical knowledge, but in the absence of stable internalized
representations of the gender category.

The discussion of these results highlights the need for an integrated instructional model
that goes beyond rule explanation and mechanical drills. The study found that methods
combining contrastive analysis, lexicographic training, visual-cognitive techniques, and
communicative grammar tasks produced noticeably stronger outcomes. When students compared
Russian grammatical gender with the structure of their native Turkic languages, they became
more aware of interference and avoided instinctive, incorrect assumptions. The use of dictionary-
based exercises and educational corpora improved their ability to interpret morphological
markers instead of relying on intuition. Classroom observations showed that visual tools—such
as gender charts, color-coded noun groups, and morphological schemes—helped students
remember and categorize nouns more effectively. Most importantly, communicative tasks that
required real-time usage—dialogues, descriptions, and short narratives—strengthened the
automatic application of gender rules. These findings suggest that successful acquisition of
Russian grammatical gender depends on the consistent combination of cognitive awareness,
structured practice, and meaningful communicative use.

Conclusion. The overall findings of the study indicate that mastering the grammatical
gender category in Russian poses significant challenges for Turkic-speaking learners due to the

"Ixonomuka u couuym' Nel2(139) 2025 www.iupr.ru



absence of this category in their native languages and the resulting interference in both
perception and usage. The analysis shows that theoretical knowledge alone is insufficient for
building stable grammatical accuracy; learners require structured support that integrates
contrastive explanations, lexicographic training, visual-cognitive tools, and communicative
practice. When students engage with gender markers through contextualized tasks, authentic
discourse, and real-time language production, their ability to assign and maintain agreement
improves considerably. Therefore, the most effective approach to developing gender competence
is a comprehensive instructional model that connects linguistic theory with practical application,
ensuring that learners internalize gender distinctions and apply them confidently in academic and
professional communication.

Keywords: grammatical gender, Russian as a foreign language, Turkic-speaking learners,
gender agreement, linguistic interference, contrastive analysis, lexicographic training,
communicative competence, discourse analysis, language acquisition.

Introduction. The grammatical gender category is a fundamental component of Russian
grammar, playing a key role in agreement between nouns and related word classes such as
adjectives, pronouns, numerals, and past-tense verbs. For native speakers, gender is acquired
naturally through exposure, whereas learners whose first languages lack grammatical gender
often struggle to internalize this category. Speakers of Turkic languages—such as Uzbek,
Kazakh, and Kyrgyz—do not distinguish nouns as masculine, feminine, or neuter, which leads to
difficulties in assigning gender and maintaining agreement in Russian. Structural features of the
Russian language, including zero-ending masculine nouns, soft-sign feminine nouns, and
irregular neuter forms, further complicate the learning process. As a result, even advanced
learners frequently rely on intuition rather than morphological analysis, producing errors that
affect clarity and coherence in communication.

The relevance of studying gender acquisition is particularly high in academic and
professional contexts across Central Asia, where Russian remains a significant language of
instruction and workplace interaction. Persistent gender errors can reduce communicative
accuracy and undermine learners’ confidence. Therefore, understanding the linguistic and
cognitive factors that shape these difficulties is essential for developing more effective
instructional approaches. This research addresses typical gender-related errors produced by
Turkic-speaking students, examines the influence of native-language interference, and evaluates
methodological strategies that support more accurate and automatic use of gender in Russian.
Through an integrated approach combining linguistic analysis, contrastive comparison,
lexicographic training, and communicative tasks, the study aims to propose practical solutions
for strengthening gender competence in Russian as a foreign language.

Materials and Methods. The study employs an integrated methodological approach
combining linguistic, comparative, lexicographic, and discourse-based analysis to examine how
Turkic-speaking learners acquire the grammatical gender category in Russian. Linguistic
analysis was used to identify recurring errors in gender assignment and agreement, focusing on
problematic noun types such as zero-ending masculine forms and soft-sign feminine forms.
Comparative analysis allowed for the systematic identification of differences between Russian
and Turkic languages, helping to determine how the absence of grammatical gender in Turkic
structures contributes to learner difficulties. In addition, lexicographic methods—including the
use of monolingual and bilingual dictionaries, glossary comparison, and examination of example
sentences—were applied to understand how students interpret morphological cues and reference
materials when determining gender.

To assess how gender rules are applied in practice, discourse analysis was conducted on
students’ written tasks and spoken responses. These included descriptive exercises, short
narratives, and dialogue-based assignments that revealed how learners manage gender agreement
in spontaneous communication. Pedagogical observation also played a role, tracking how
students responded to instructional techniques such as visual aids, contrastive explanations, and

"Ixonomuka u couuym' Nel2(139) 2025 www.iupr.ru



communicative grammar tasks. The combination of these methods provided a comprehensive
view of the linguistic and cognitive factors influencing gender acquisition, while also helping to
evaluate the effectiveness of different teaching strategies in supporting the development of
accurate and stable gender use.

Results. The results of the study show that Turkic-speaking learners encounter consistent
difficulties in identifying and applying grammatical gender in Russian, particularly when
working with noun types that lack transparent morphological markers. Zero-ending masculine
nouns, soft-sign feminine forms, and irregular neuter nouns appeared most problematic, with
students frequently assigning incorrect gender based on phonetic intuition rather than
morphological analysis. Written tasks confirmed that learners often produced agreement errors
involving adjectives, pronouns, and past-tense verbs. Even students who demonstrated
knowledge of theoretical rules struggled to maintain gender agreement in spontaneous written
and oral communication, indicating that their understanding was not yet fully internalized. These
findings highlight the gap between rule memorization and practical use, underscoring the need
for methods that promote deeper cognitive engagement with gender patterns.

In addition, the analysis revealed that instructional interventions integrating lexicographic
tools, visual supports, and contextualized practice resulted in improved learner performance.
Students who used dictionaries and glossaries more actively demonstrated greater accuracy in
distinguishing between ambiguous noun forms. Visual aids, such as gender charts and
morphological groupings, helped reinforce structural patterns and reduce reliance on intuition.
Communicative tasks, including dialogues, descriptions, and short narratives, strengthened
learners’ ability to apply gender rules in real-time language use. Overall, the results suggest that
the development of stable gender competence requires not only explicit explanation but also
repeated contextual practice and the strategic use of reference materials.

Discussions. The analysis of the findings demonstrates that the main challenges faced by
Turkic-speaking learners in mastering Russian grammatical gender stem not only from the
structural absence of this category in their native languages, but also from the cognitive
strategies they employ when interpreting unfamiliar forms. Students frequently rely on phonetic
resemblance or semantic association rather than morphological reasoning, which leads to
persistent errors in gender assignment and agreement. This highlights the necessity of
instructional approaches that move beyond memorization and introduce learners to the functional
logic of Russian gender through contrastive explanation and guided analysis. The study also
shows that lexicographic tools play a crucial role in supporting accurate gender identification:
students who consistently used dictionaries, glossaries, and corpus examples demonstrated
clearer understanding of ambiguous noun types. Moreover, discourse-based and communicative
tasks proved essential for strengthening automaticity, as they required learners to apply gender
rules in meaningful contexts, reducing the gap between theoretical knowledge and practical
usage. Visual aids and structured input activities further enhanced retention by helping students
recognize patterns rather than isolated rules. Taken together, these observations indicate that
effective gender acquisition requires an integrated pedagogical model combining linguistic
explanation, cognitive scaffolding, reference-based learning, and communicative practice,
ultimately enabling learners to internalize gender distinctions and apply them confidently in
academic and professional communication.

Conclusion. The overall results of the study confirm that the acquisition of grammatical
gender in Russian by Turkic-speaking learners is a multidimensional process that cannot be
effectively achieved through traditional rule memorization alone. The persistent difficulties
observed in gender identification, agreement maintenance, and spontaneous language production
demonstrate that learners require instructional support that addresses both linguistic and
cognitive aspects of gender. The research shows that contrastive analysis helps students
understand how the absence of gender in their native languages shapes their errors, while
lexicographic tools provide essential guidance in interpreting ambiguous noun forms and
understanding functional usage. Furthermore, communicative and discourse-based activities
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significantly enhance learners’ ability to apply gender rules correctly in realistic contexts,
fostering the development of automaticity and confidence. Visual-cognitive strategies, reference
materials, and guided practice together create an instructional environment that supports deeper
internalization of grammatical gender. Therefore, the study concludes that an integrated
pedagogical model-—combining linguistic explanation, contextualized practice, and strategic use
of learning resources—is the most effective approach for developing stable and accurate gender
competence in Russian among Turkic-speaking students.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18

19.
20.

REFERENCES
Bunorpanos B. B. Pycckuii sazeik. I pammamuueckoe yuenue o cnoge. Mockpa: Hayka,
1972.
[lIsenona H. 1O. (pen.). Pycckasa epammamuxa. B 2 . Mocksa: Hayka, 1980.
3amusHsak A. A. [ pammamuueckuti cnosaps pycckozo s3vika. MockBa: Pycckuil s3bIK,
2003.
Hmutpues H. K. I paumamura 6awxupckoeo sizvika. Mocka: AH CCCP, 1948.
KonnoB A. H. I'pammamurxa mypeykozo sizvika. MockBa: Boctounast nureparypa, 1956.
akuposa /1. T. “IIpoGneMbl yCBOGHHSI KaT€rOPUH POJa Y CTYACHTOB TIOPKOS3BIYHOU
aynutopun.” Bonpocet memoouxku PKHU, Ned4, 2019, c. 55-62.
FOcynosa I'. A. “ConocTaBUTeNbHBIN aHAIU3 IPaMMATHYECKUX KaTEropuil pycCKOro u
TIOPKCKHX SI3BIKOB.” Quinonocuueckuul gecmuux, Ne3, 2020, c. 87-95.
Burorckuit JI. C. Muiunenue u peus. Mocksa: I'ocuznat, 1956.
JleontneB A. A. Ocnoswvl ncuxoauneucmuxu. Mocksa: Cmbici, 1997.
Jlypust A. P. 3vix u coznanue. Mocksa: MI'Y, 1979.
[TaccoB E. U. Kommynuxamuemnwviii memoo obyuenusi uHocmpanHulM sa3vikam. MockBa:
[Ipocsemenue, 1991.
AnncumoB E. E. “KoHTekcTHBIN MoAXoa K 0Oy4YEHHUIO TpaMMAaTHUKE PYCCKOTO si3bIKa.”
Memoouxa PKU, Ne2, 2018, c¢. 23-30.
bynrako K. B. “KorHutuBHblE MEXaHHM3MBbl YCBOEHHUS I'PAMMATHYECKUX KaTEropuii.”
Tcuxonunesucmuxa, Nel, 2021, c. 102-114.
Typcynoa M. P. “IIpenonmaBaHue pyccKOro s3blka B HAIMOHAJIBHOM ayJIUTOPHH:
rpammatuka u uatepheperus.” Cospemennasn gunonocus, Ne5, 2022, c. 44-50.
Abnypaxmanosa I'. T. “Busyanuzanust kak cpeacTtBo (GOPMHUPOBAHHS TPAMMATHUECKUX
HaBBIKOB Y HHOCTpaHIIEB.” [Ipobiemol nunesooudaxmuxu, Ne3, 2020, c. 71-78.
PabunoBnu @. M. [lpakmuueckas epammamura pycckoeo s3blKa KAK UHOCMPAHHOZO.
Mocksa: Pycckuit si3b1k, 2002.
Komuccapos B. H. Teopus nepesooa. Mocksa: Briciias mixona, 1990.

. Underhill J. Turkic Languages: Structure, Typology, and History. Oxford University

Press, 2018.

Gvozdev A. N. Issues of Russian Grammar Acquisition. Moscow: Academia, 2010.
Liskin-Gasparro J. “Second Language Acquisition and Grammatical Processing.”
Journal of Applied Linguistics, vol. 12,2017, pp. 65-79.

"Ixonomuka u couuym' Nel2(139) 2025 www.iupr.ru



