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An important goal of research on specific learning disorders (such as dys-
lexia, or specific reading disability, or dysgraphia, or specific writing dis-
order) is to elucidate the universal characteristics and cross-linguistic and 
cross-cultural differences of literacy acquisition and disability. However, 
despite the acknowledged necessity of broadening the scope of reading 
research to include typologically diverse languages, the bulk of reading 
research has focused on a small group of closely related languages. This 
paper reviews the characteristics of the Russian language and orthograph-
ic system that are relevant to literacy acquisition, approaches to literacy 
instruction, and dyslexia in Russia, historically and at present, and dis-
cusses the potential contributions of Russian language research to the field 
of reading acquisition and reading disability.

Although the last two decades have produced impressive advances in the field 
of reading acquisition and specific reading disability (SRD or dyslexia), many 

important key questions remain unresolved. Despite a consensus recognizing the 
neurobiological nature and genetic origin of SRD, the precise core neurological and 
cognitive deficits remain a subject of controversy. Identification of susceptibility genes 
have been complicated by the heterogeneity of the phenotype and its multifactorial 
etiology. Among debated issues are the role of the discrepancy between reading ability 
and IQ in defining SRD, the relationship between reading and spelling deficits in SRD 
and between written and spoken language difficulties in children with SRD, as well as 
the effect of differing orthographies and approaches to reading instruction that exist 
in different cultures on the different rates of SRD reported across cultures.

Amidst the continuing debate on many issues of theoretical importance, 
however, a number of points have been established. Thus, it is now widely accepted 
that SRD involves a deficit in the representation and/or processing of speech sounds 
(Paulesu et al., 2001; Snowling, 1998). The on-going debate concerns whether the 
phonological deficit alone can account for the heterogeneous phenotype or whether 
additional deficits underlie difficulties in SRD, such as visual (Livingstone, Rosen, 
Drislane, & Galaburda, 1991; Spinelli, De Luca, Judica, & Zoccolotti, 2002); automa-
ticity, as posited by the cerebellar theory (Nicolson, Fawcett, & Dean, 2001); or broad-
er deficits, as posited by the magnocellular theory (Stein, Talcott, & Witton, 2001). 
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Second, the componential approach to reading recognizes that reading in-
volves multiple psychological processes and skills, such as phonemic awareness, let-
ter knowledge, phonological coding, orthographic skills, automaticity in processing 
letter sequences, lexical access, memory—all of which exhibit individual differences 
and may potentially be a source of differences between those who master literacy 
skills successfully and those who do not. Third, for languages with alphabetic scripts, 
it has been determined that the degree to which the orthography approaches or devi-
ates from a 1-to-1 grapheme-phoneme correspondence affects the development of 
word reading accuracy (Goswami, 2002). Finally, recent studies addressing reading 
disability in languages other than English have shown that despite the differences 
in the orthographic systems across languages, reading acquisition follows a certain 
universal developmental trajectory and that language disability shows certain com-
mon characteristics, namely a deficit in the representation and processing of speech 
sounds and the lack of the ability to automatize orthographic sequencing (Grigore-
nko, 2001; Ziegler, Perry, Ma-Wyatt, Ladner, & Schulte-Korne, 2003).

An important goal remains not only to elucidate more fully the univer-
sal characteristics of literacy acquisition and disability, but also to understand how 
language-specific properties found in typologically different languages (along with 
different approaches used by different cultures to address literacy acquisition and 
reading disability) affect the differences in prevalence and manifestation of reading 
disability found across cultures. Despite the acknowledged necessity to broaden the 
scope of reading research to include typologically diverse languages, the bulk of read-
ing research has focused on a small group of closely related European languages (Ger-
manic and Romance, with a few exceptions). One language that has not been widely 
studied with respect to SRD is Russian. This paper summarizes the characteristics of 
the Russian language and orthographic system that are relevant to literacy acquisition 
(including approaches to literacy instruction and SRD in Russia) and reviews the po-
tential contributions of Russian language research to the field of reading acquisition 
and reading disability.

russian	LanGuaGe	anD	aLPhabet:	DemoGraPhic	anD	historicaL	backGrounD

The Russian Federation (hereafter, Russia), with a territory of 17,075,400 
square kilometers (6,592,800 sq mi) covering 1/9 of the Earth’s land mass, and a pop-
ulation of 142 million people is the largest and the ninth most populous nation in the 
world. Russia’s landmass spreads across 11 time zones and stretches almost half way 
around the world connecting two continents, Europe and Asia. Partly because of the 
large land mass and the size of the population of Russia, and partly because of the 
country’s history and its past expansion policies, Russian is one of the world’s most 
commonly spoken languages.

Ethnologue (http://www.ethnologue.com) lists Russian as the 8th most 
widely spoken language in the world. It is one of the 6 official languages (along with 
Arabic, Chinese, English, French, and Spanish) of the United Nations (UN). Russian 
is also considered the most geographically dispersed language of Eurasia. Outside 
of the Russian Federation, it is spoken primarily in the former Soviet republics, but 
is also used by communities of Russian expatriates throughout the world. It is esti-
mated that an additional 120,000,000 Russian speakers reside outside of Russia.
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The population of Russia is highly diverse, encompassing Russia’s 160 ethnic 
groups, whose people speak some 100 languages belonging to diverse language fami-
lies, some with long traditions of literacy and some with no writing systems of their 
own. The Russian Constitution gives its 21 autonomous republics the right to insti-
tute their native language co-officially next to Russian, even though as of November 
2002, all official languages within the Russian Federation are required by law to use 
the Cyrillic alphabet. For example, in the Republic of Dagestan, children are taught 
using 9 local languages, newspapers are published in 13 languages, and TV channels 
broadcast in 11 languages. Given this high degree of linguistic diversity, it is impor-
tant to maintain a common language, and this role is fulfilled by Russian, the official 
state language of the Russian Federation. The 2002 Census data indicated that the 
overwhelming majority of the population of Russia (98.2%) spoke and read Russian 
(although only 79.8% of the population were recorded as ethnically Russian). Thus, 
Russian is the language of cross-cultural communication and literacy in Russia.

Russian belongs to the Indo-European language family and is one of the 
members of the East Slavic languages (along with Belarusian, Ukrainian, and Rusyn). 
Russian is an example of a fairly young language (the predecessor of Russian and 
other related Slavic languages was in common use by the 5th century AD, when the 
Common Slavonic speaking people separated into Western, Eastern and Southern 
groups with the Eastern Slavs settling in the territory of the present-day Ukraine). 
However, first reliable historical information concerning the East Slavs dates from the 
9th century because of  the lack of earlier written records (Kiparsky, 1979).

The first Slavic writing system is credited to two Slavic-speaking missionar-
ies from Salonica (now Thessaloniki), brothers St. Cyril and St. Methodius, who in 
the year 863 were sent by the Byzantine emperor Michael III to Moravia (now part 
of the Czech republic) to translate the Gospels into Slavic and develop a writing sys-
tem for it. The written language that developed as the result became known as Old 
Church Slavonic because it was different from any of the Slavic vernacular languages 
used at the time and was used exclusively for translating liturgical texts and conduct-
ing sermons. The alphabet was based on the Greek alphabet, but new letters were 
invented for those vowels that did not exist in Greek. The original alphabet became 
later known among Slavic scholars as the Glagolitic script. Cyrillic alphabet was the 
second Slavic alphabet most likely developed by the disciples of Cyril and Methodius 
in the 10th century. It was also based on the Greek alphabet and most likely adopted 
the letters for the Slavic-specific sounds from the Glagolitic script (Schenker, 1996).

The Old Cyrillic alphabet contained 44 letters, many of which were also used 
as numerals in the Greek tradition. The alphabet was inherited by the Eastern Slavs 
and became the script used by Russian. However, since it was developed for a differ-
ent language, it contained multiple redundant letters and had to be reformed, first 
by Peter the Great in 1708-1710, and then again in 1918, when redundant letters 
were eliminated bringing the number of letters to 33 (including 2 auxiliary signs) 
(Cubberley, 2002). The orthographic reform of 1918 coincided with the time of a 
great social upheaval in Russian history following the Bolshevik revolution of 1917 
and the subsequent civil war; consequently, the orthography reform arguably was not 
complete. Debate about the necessity of further reform has continued to the present 
time, with proponents arguing that Russian orthography needs to be further sim-
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plified and regularized to make it more accessible for the masses, while opponents 
predictably call the attempts to reform the orthography an “assault on the Russian 
language.” Many educators acknowledge that the time allocated to the study of Rus-
sian in secondary schools is spent disproportionately on learning the rules of spelling 
and memorizing “all the exceptions, justified illogical details, variants and intricate 
traps, which strongly smell of ‘medieval scholastics’” (Klein, 1964, p.54).

Despite the intricacies of Russian spelling rules, the country has one of the 
highest adult literacy rates in the world, estimated by the 2009 UN Human Develop-
ment Report at 99.4%, which places Russia behind the UK (99.9%), but ahead of the 
US (97%). The high literacy rate reflects the universal access to free public educa-
tion and literacy instruction. A substantial portion of children in Russia, however, 
experience difficulties in literacy acquisition. Thus, among school-aged children, the 
rate of SRD is estimated at 5-10% (Kornev, 2007; Zavadenko & Rumjantseva, 2008) 
depending on how it is defined. One striking observation that has been made is the 
marked difference in the ease of acquisition between reading and spelling. It has been 
reported that difficulties in spelling occur twice as much as syllable blending prob-
lems in reading (Kornev, 1995, 2003). To understand the reasons for this discrepancy, 
we will review the pedagogical approach to teaching reading and spelling in Russian 
schools and the properties of the Russian orthography and spoken language that af-
fect the acquisition of the two processes.

russian	orthoGraPhy	anD	Literacy	acquisition	in	the		
context	of	tyPicaL	DeveLoPment	

Stages of Reading Acquisition in Russian
In Russian secondary schools, spelling skills are part of the curriculum for 9 years 
out of the total 11 years of schooling, whereas it is assumed that the basic skills of 
reading are mastered within the first 4-5 years of formal schooling. One major rea-
son that reading acquisition is accomplished in a much shorter period than spelling 
is the relative (although not absolute) transparency of Russian orthography in the 
direction from letters to sounds, but not in the inverse direction: sound to letters.

The majority of letter-sound correspondence rules are governed by the pho-
nological principle: each letter consistently and uniquely corresponds to one sound 
regardless of its context (its position in the word with regard to other letters, sounds 
or morphemes) with only some deviations from this principle discussed below. How-
ever, unlike languages with the most transparent orthographies, in Russian there are 
certain context-dependent letter-sound correspondence rules.

One group of words that involves such rules are the words with the 2 aux-
iliary signs, the “soft” and “hard” signs, and words that contain the so-called “jotated 
vowels” е (je), я (ja), ю (ju), and ё (jo) (see Appendix). These vowels, when they occur 
word-initially or after another vowel, correspond to a syllable containing a glide [j] 
plus a vowel quality ([e], [a], [u] and [o] respectively). For example, letter я in the 
word <яблоко> (я+bloko, «apple») corresponds to the sound [ja]. However, when 
these vowels occur word-medially after consonants, they mark palatalization of the 
preceding consonant plus the vowel quality. For example, in the word <мята>, the 
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syllable containing the letter я (<мя>) is pronounced [mya] (without the glide, but 
with a palatalized or «soft» consonant).

Furthermore, if there is a morphological boundary between the consonant 
and the jotated vowel (i.e. between a prefix and the root), a «soft» or a «hard» sign is 
inserted between them and the vowel is pronounced as jotated (e.g. as [ja] rather than 
[a]), while the consonant is still palatalized. For example, <пью> [pyju], <платье> 
[platyje], <съезд> [syje:zd]. Violating this rule can lead to mistaking one word for 
another. For example, <сел> [syel] («sat down») и <съел> [syjel] («ate») differ only 
in the presence of the glide indicated by the «hard sign» ъ in the second word.

In addition to the orthographic rules involving the jotated vowels and the 
auxiliary signs, there are a small number of other context-dependent grapheme-pho-
neme correspondence rules, which are lexically-based, and each affects only a small 
set of typically high frequency lexical items (see the Appendix). The fact that Russian 
letter-sound correspondences involve only a small number of context-dependent 
rules, most of which are regular (do not allow many exceptions) facilitates reading 
acquisition. Furthermore, the Russian approach to reading pedagogy helps accom-
modate for these complexities by using a syllable-based approach to reading typically 
taught during the first two years of schooling (Egorov, 2006; Kornev, 1995, 2003).

Fundamentally, teaching reading in Russian is based on the analytic-syn-
thetic method. This means that along with teaching letter names, children are taught 
(1) to parse spoken words into syllables and sounds (carry out phonetic segmenta-
tion of spoken words and develop phoneme awareness), then (2) to learn the letter-
sound correspondences, and only after that (3) to learn how to blend letter-sounds 
into syllables (use letters to synthesize syllables) and words (based on their sound 
representation). According to this approach, a typical Russian child, while acquiring 
the skills of reading and spelling, needs to master the following steps.

First, children need to master the so-called syllable reading; i.e., skills of 
blending sounds into a syllable. Then they are taught syllable-based construction 
and deconstruction of words. Only after this skill is mastered, whole-word reading 
is taught. It has been stated (Zinder, 1987, 2007) that letter knowledge and mastering 
the syllable-based principle of reading in Russian are sufficient enough for decoding 
the majority of Russian words. Some children have difficulties with this, although 
most children master these skills in their first (commonly) and second (rarely) years 
of formal schooling. 

One factor that complicates this phase of reading mastery is the syllabic 
complexity of Russian words. Syllables in Russian often contain complex onsets and 
codas creating consonant clusters (see Appendix). As has been argued by Goswami 
(2002), for children learning to read consistent alphabetic orthographies with an 
open (consonant-vowel or CV) syllable structure, the letter-sound mapping prob-
lem is the most straightforward. In such languages, onset-rime segmentation, which 
children possess prior to literacy (Bradley & Bryant, 1983; Wimmer, Mayringer, & 
Landerl, 2000) is equivalent to phonemic segmentation for many words. Develop-
ing phoneme awareness for a typically developing child at an early stage of learning 
an orthography, where one letter consistently maps to one phoneme, is quite simple 
because many of the phonemes are represented in his or her spoken lexicon since they 
are onsets and rimes (e.g., for a word like “casa,” the onset-rimes are [c] [A] [s] [A] 
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and so are the phonemes) (Goswami, 2002). In contrast, for children learning to read 
alphabetic orthographies with more complex syllable structures such as Russian, the 
mapping problem is more difficult because onset-rime segmentation is not equiva-
lent to phonemic segmentation for most words, as many words either have codas, 
often complex (e.g., <мост>, most - «bridge»), or complex onsets (e.g. <брат>, brat 
- «brother»; <взгляд>, vzglyad – «look»).

Furthermore, Russian consonant clusters may violate the Sonority Sequenc-
ing Principle (SSP), which requires segments within a syllable to increase in sonor-
ity, reaching its peak at the nucleus (the vowel) and then to decrease it so that the 
first segment of the onset and the last segment of the coda are the least sonorant. In 
Russian, clusters like those in the words <встретить> ([fstryetyity] – «to meet») or 
<толстый> ([tolstyj] – «thick»), in which this principle is violated by more sonorant 
segments preceding less sonorant ones in the onset (fricatives preceding stops as in 
the cluster [fst] or a liquid preceding a fricative and stop as in [lst]) are quite com-
mon. The SSP has its roots in the human perceptual system and its violations may be 
a complicating factor for the acquisition of skills related to phoneme awareness and 
syllable construction and deconstruction in Russian. The existence of context-depen-
dent letter-sound correspondence rules further complicates the task. In syllables with 
onsets (or monosyllabic words) children have to recognize the letter of the vowel first 
and then the letter of the preceding consonant, taking into account the positional 
influence of the vowels on the preceding consonant (as discussed above).

After mastering syllable reading and having developed a sufficient degree of 
phonemic awareness, at the second stage of literacy development, the child needs to 
master the skills of recoding (assembling phonological forms of whole words from 
the orthographic pieces) and word recognition (linking the assembled phonological 
forms with their lexical meaning). Given that the overwhelming majority of Rus-
sian words have multiple syllables, accurate whole-word recognition is possible only 
when syllable-based reading becomes fluent and automatized. Thus, assuming that 
the principles of phonological coding and sound structure modeling are mastered 
during one or (at most) the first two years of formal schooling, the major emphasis 
in subsequent 2-3 grades is placed on the development of fluency in reading (i.e., the 
skill that allows the seamless, accurate, and quick blending of syllables into words). 
Acquisition of fluency is closely monitored by educators by checking reading speed. 
But this indicator sometimes is not informative enough. It is relevant to recoding 
processes (sounding out the word), but not to word recognition processes. While the 
speed of reading becomes the main indicator of the degree of reading mastery in Rus-
sia after the first year of formal schooling, it misses the problem that some children 
may read fast, but mechanically, without comprehension. 

Research has shown that while phonemic awareness is important during the 
initial stages of reading acquisition when decoding skills are acquired, morphologi-
cal awareness (MA) is an important predictor of reading comprehension (Müller & 
Brady, 2001) (for a review of the literature on the role of morphological awareness 
(MA) in literacy see Kuo & Andersen, 2006). Russian is a highly morphologically 
complex language, characterized by complex patterns of derivational and inflectional 
morphology, with conjugation and declension patterns that involve morphemic fu-
sion, morphological syncretism and shifting stress patterns (Wade, 1992), as well as 
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phonological alternations and deletions (Halle, 1959). The complex multidimen-
sional nature of Russian morphology with its multiple sources of irregularity and in-
consistency, may complicate the development of morphological awareness and make 
word recognition more challenging (see Appendix). In Russian schools, children have 
to be taught to segment word stems from inflections, as well as word roots from suf-
fixes and prefixes. How this irregularity and inconsistency affects the development 
of MA, whether morphological fusion and the various morpho-phonological and 
phonological processes that come with it hamper children’s ability to develop con-
scious awareness of morphological structure of words and what effect it has on the 
reading ability and disability are an important empirical question that has not been 
sufficiently addressed.

The third (and most complex) task of a literacy learner of Russian is to learn 
the rules of spelling. As mentioned in the previous section, among Russian-speaking 
children, difficulties in writing occur twice as much as syllable blending problems in 
reading (Kornev, 1995, 2003). Such disproportionate distribution of difficulties in 
mastering reading vs. spelling is a phenomenon observed cross-linguistically (Cara-
volas & Volın, 2001). It is an important theoretical question whether this incongru-
ence stems from the distinct linguistic/orthographic or psychological mechanisms 
involved in each respective skill.

Why	is	sPeLLinG	more	DifficuLt?

As was discussed above, context-dependent letter-sound correspondence 
rules for reading in Russian are few and easy to master. The majority of letter-sound 
correspondence rules are governed by the phonological principle: each corresponds 
to 1 and only 1 sound regardless of its context (orthographic, phonological or mor-
phological), with the exception of the rules indicating palatalization of consonants 
with the following vowel and glide-insertion, as discussed in the previous section. Yet, 
in the inverse direction from sound to letters, the orthographic rules for a great many 
words in Russian are driven by a multiplicity of orthographic, morphological and 
syllabic rules, which are both complex and inconsistent (have many exceptions). It is 
the acquisition of these rules that takes time and generates the tremendous amount 
of individual differences in writing acquisition among Russian-speakers.

A full analysis of the sources of this complexity is beyond the scope of this 
paper. However, three main principles leading to the complexity of spelling acquisi-
tion are worth noting; namely, (1) the complexity of the phonological analysis neces-
sary for correctly mapping underlying (phonological) rather than surface (phonetic) 
forms with the corresponding orthographic forms; (2) a related principle of morpho-
logical constancy, which keeps spellings of morphologically related albeit phoneti-
cally distinct forms constant; and (3) a grammatical principle, which codifies gram-
matical differences between phonologically similar but grammatically distinct words 
with distinct spellings.

One major source of considerable difficulty in mastering spelling across lan-
guages, and in Russian in particular, is that in order to develop good phonology-to-
orthography mapping skills (but not vice versa – from orthography to phonology), 
one must develop a good conscious understanding of the sound pattern of the spoken 
language in which one is learning to read, a highly complex domain for any natural 
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language. In any language, there are context-dependent phonological processes that 
alter underlying phonemic representations of words by creating allophones, context-
dependent variants of phonemes. Often these processes neutralize contrasts between 
minimally distinct phonemes leading to segments that are phonemically distinct in 
the underlying representation of the word becoming non-distinct in its surface form 
(e.g. writer and rider in colloquial American English). Spelling in such cases reflects 
the underlying phonemic form, and not the way the word is pronounced.

In Russian, there are multiple such processes (see Appendix). One major 
phonological process that complicates spelling acquisition involves the process of 
vowel reduction in unstressed positions neutralizing contrasts between vowels. This 
process is complicated by the fact that vowel reduction follows a different pattern 
after palatalized versus non-palatalized consonants and that the degree of reduction 
depends on the proximity of the unstressed vowel to the stressed syllable and whether 
it follows or precedes it. Thus, after palatalized consonants, vowels /a/, /e/, /o/, /i/ 
all surface as [i].1 For example, the word <леса> |lyesá| (“woods”) is pronounced 
as [lyisá] – homophonous to the word <лиса> |lyisá| (“fox”), which has an invari-
ant underlying/surface form. Since the spelling in such cases reflects the underlying 
phonological form of each word rather than their surface form, the child must learn 
that the former is spelled with the vowel letter <e> (<леса>), while the latter with 
the letter <i> (<лиса>) despite the fact that both are pronounced with the same 
vowel sound [i]. Other phonological processes that have the same effect of neutral-
izing phonemic contrasts and creating surface forms distinct from the underlying 
forms and with spelling discrepant from pronunciation in Russian are final devoicing 
of voiced obstruents and regressive voicing assimilation in obstruent clusters (see 
Appendix for examples).

Although at the age of literacy acquisition (6 and above), all typically de-
veloping children have a tacit knowledge of the phonological processes operating in 
their native language, in order to learn to spell, they must develop conscious knowl-
edge of some of these processes relevant to the rules of orthography (e.g., to be able 
to represent orthographically the underlying phonological form of words and not the 
surface phonetic form). This skill is a much more complex form of phonemic aware-
ness compared to what is typically discussed in the literature on reading acquisition, 
where the child simply needs to become consciously aware of the surface (phonetic) 
composition of words.

In order to appreciate the complexity of this task, it is enough to realize that 
a whole subfield of linguistics is dedicated to discovering and characterizing phono-
logical processes operating in languages and that this task is far from trivial. Thus, in 
the field of Russian phonology, a consensus has not been reached among linguists 
even on the exact number of phonemes in the phonological inventory of Russian. 
There are at least two opposing views represented by the Moscow and St. Petersburg 
schools of phonology on what sounds in Russian should be considered phonemi-

1  <  > indicates the spelled form, [  ] indicates the phonetic form (the way the word is pronounced),  
/  / indicates the phonological form (the underlying form before the changes induced by phonologi-
cal processes, such as final consonant devoicing, etc., and italics indicate Russian spelling transliter-
ated into English 



Learning Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal 8(1), 41-69, 2010

49

cally distinct as opposed to being context-determined allophonic variants. This phe-
nomenon explains why development of orthographic skills is not an effortless or 
spontaneous process and why children have to be extensively coached to master it. 
In Russian schools, for example, children are taught various techniques to probe the 
underlying representations of words to determine their correct spelling. Thus, with 
respect to figuring out the correct spelling for unstressed vowels, children are taught 
to find a cognate word in which the vowel corresponding to the reduced vowel in 
question would be stressed (i.e. where it occurs in the so-called “strong position”), 
which would indicate its correct spelling For example, for the word lyesa (“woods”, 
pronounced as [lyisá]) from the example above, the child would be able to use the 
singular form of the word lyes (“forest”), in which the vowel is clearly pronounced as 
[e]. This indicates that the correct spelling for the word in question is <e> and not 
<i>. In contrast, the spelling of the word lyisa (“fox”, pronounced the same way) can 
be checked by using the word lyísij (the adjectival form of “fox”, where the vowel in 
question is stressed and can be determined to be [i]).

The phenomenon of invariant spelling of phonetically distinct but mor-
phologically related words is due to the principle of morphological constancy, which 
many languages adhere to in their orthography. According to this principle, each 
morpheme has one and only one written representation even if its pronunciation 
changes as a result of derivation or inflection, which often create morpho-phonemic 
variation (e.g. in English electric, electricity, electrician). Homophones, on the other 
hand, are represented by different spellings (e.g. English two and too). This prin-
ciple, however, is not applied consistently. Thus, in Russian, in contrast to the cases in 
which the spelling preserves the underlying phonological form of two morphologi-
cally related words with two distinct surface forms, (e.g., for the singular and plural 
forms of the word “wood”), as discussed above, as discussed above, there are cases 
in which morphologically-conditioned changes in the sound form of a word are re-
corded in spelling: e.g. pisáty (“to write”, inf.) vs. pishu (“write”-1st person sing), drug 
(“friend”) – druzyja (“friends”). Here we see that there is an alternation in the shape 
of the root between the infinitival (<pis->) and 1st person singular (<pish->) forms, 
a change recorded in spelling.

It is easy to see that the phonetic and morphological principles of spelling 
are in conflict with each other, with the phonetically organized parts of the orthogra-
phy serving the interests of the child at the beginning stages of literacy acquisition by 
aiding decoding, while the morphologically organized parts facilitate the process of 
word recognition at more advanced stages of literacy. Maximizing the adherence to 
the phonetic principle would make word recognition harder by eliminating spelling 
differences between homophones (e.g. in Russian the words “fox” and “woods” would 
have identical spelling) creating widespread ambiguity. Relying on the morphologi-
cal principle and codifying morphological units in spelling, on the other hand, cre-
ates a very challenging problem for mastering spelling especially if the morphological 
analysis itself is complex, as it is in Russian (see Appendix).

In addition to the morphological constancy principle, another source of 
spelling complexity in Russian orthography is the so-called grammatical principle, a 
tendency to use distinct spellings to mark grammatical distinctions between similar 
sounding words. Thus, phonetically similar adjectives and cognate past participles 
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would differ in their spelling to reflect their grammatical difference; likewise, nouns 
that end in a sibilant (sounds like [ch], [shch], [zh], etc.) are spelled with a “soft” 
sign if they are feminine and without the soft sign of they are masculine; e.g. <дочь> 
(doch, “daughter, fem.”), <меч> (mech, “sword, masc.”), etc. Some of these rules are 
historical, some are based on very subtle, and not necessarily universal, distinctions 
in pronunciation, and some appear arbitrary.

The modern Russian spelling system was developed in 1880s by J. Grot, a 
philologist at the University of Helsinki, who “with German accuracy and refined pre-
cision collected and systematized a great number of deviations, variants and excep-
tions to the spelling norms...” (Klein, 1964, p. 54). His work Русское Правописание 
(Russian Orthography; Grot, 1878, 1885) was considered the standard for Russian 
spelling and punctuation until the reform of 1918, although his theoretical justifica-
tions for Russian orthography rules remain mostly unchanged to this day. The fact 
that spelling systems are not just outcomes of spontaneous historical developments 
in spoken and written language, but result from efforts of individual scholars and in 
some cases government decrees, is another source of difficulty of spelling acquisition 
because it brings a certain degree of arbitrariness, individual biases or perceptions.

To summarize, there are significant differences between the complexity in-
volved in acquiring reading vs. spelling skills in Russian. They stem primarily from the 
differences in complexity of the linguistic and consequently psychological processes 
involved in the development of reading and spelling skills. Russian elementary educa-
tion has developed an effective methodology of teaching reading skills. The evidence 
of an effective approach to teaching reading in primary grades is that according to 
the results of the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study in Primary School 
Countries (PIRLS-2006) that compared 4th grade students in 40 countries, Russia 
finished in the top three, sharing the first place with Hong Kong and Singapore.

LearninG	to	comPrehenD	in	russian

In contrast to the successful approach to teaching reading skills at the level 
of elementary education, reading competence of Russian high school students is lag-
ging behind compared to their international peers. Thus, according to the results 
from the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), a worldwide evalua-
tion of 15-year-old school children’s scholastic performance, performed first in 2000, 
on the measures of reading competence, Russia ranked 29th among 32 countries; in 
2006 it ranked 40th among 57 participating countries. Particularly challenging were 
the assignments that required the students to use reading comprehension in order to 
find a solution to a practical problem. Especially difficult were such texts as newspa-
per reports or analytical articles with graphs, etc.

One reason for such poor performance may be the approach to teaching 
reading comprehension skills adopted in Russian schools. The main medium used for 
teaching reading comprehension and text analysis is fiction. The criteria used to as-
sess comprehension are the ability of a student to retell the content of the text, answer 
questions related to the text, to compose a synopsis of the text or an essay based on it. 
Students are not taught to read with a goal of problem solving.

However, there may be another, broader reason for the poor reading perfor-
mance among teenagers related to the societal changes that took place in Russia dur-
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ing the post-Soviet period. The social perturbations of the 1990s brought with them 
major changes in the educational system. First, what previously was a tightly con-
trolled, centrally monitored and homogeneous system of education with the whole 
country using the same set of textbooks and, quite literally, going through the same 
page of these textbooks on the same day, has diversified into a great many programs 
that are both less controlled and supervised and more heterogeneous. An unintended 
consequence of this democratization of the educational system was a deterioration 
of the overall quality control of the Russian educational system—old control mecha-
nisms had been dismissed and new ones are still just being developed.

Second, many new experimental textbooks have appeared. Previously, any 
textbook that was to be used country-wide needed to go through multiple expert 
control steps; now there are literally dozens and, perhaps, hundreds of textbooks for 
different subjects. What is used in any particular classroom is only loosely controlled 
and the decision-making process for adapting textbooks is not well regulated. As a re-
sult, tools of known and tested quality have been substituted with tools of unknown 
quality and effectiveness. Whether the new modes of education and new textbooks are 
better or worse than those of the old Russian education system is yet to be determined.

Unfortunately, there have not been many empirical studies investigating the 
impact of these innovations on the levels of literacy in Russia. What became obvious, 
however, is the lowered general level of engagement with reading and the quality of 
writing and written expression reflected by the indicators of the recently instituted 
Unified State Exam (analogous to the SAT) and the comments of educators on the 
levels of functioning of their students (Grigorenko, Jarvin, Niu, & Preiss, 2008). So-
ciological studies also showed that compared to the 70s, the percent of the population 
who report reading regularly has markedly decreased. This phenomenon is observed 
both among children and adults. In addition, among school-aged children, there 
exists a gap between the adequately formed reading skills and low interest in read-
ing. Population studies undertaken in 2007 have shown that among second to sixth 
graders, reading comprehension has measurably worsened, and writing literacy has 
deteriorated. Thus, cultural and societal changes have a direct effect on literacy, par-
ticularly on the level of reading and writing competence among teenagers and adults.

scientific	stuDy	of	srD	in	russia:	historicaL	context

Although the scientific study of reading in Russia has a long history, contem-
porary research, especially empirical quantitative data and experimental work involv-
ing new technology, such as fMRI or ERP, is scarce. Since the 1930s, when the first case 
studies of reading disability were described, only a few dozen articles addressing writing 
disorder and no more than 30 papers on reading disability have been published in Rus-
sia (Kornev & Chirkina, 2005). Interestingly, because of the country’s isolation from 
the West during the Soviet period, the field of reading disability developed in isolation 
from the Western schools and consequently produced certain distinct conclusions and 
insights regarding the nature of SRD and its cognitive underpinnings.

The first descriptions of serious deficiencies in the acquisition of reading 
and writing in the USSR appeared in the literature in the 1930s. Tkachev (1933) de-
scribed 9 cases of what he referred to as “inherited alexia and agraphia” in children 
with normal intelligence. Five of these children had relatives with similar deficiencies. 
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Three of these children could not acquire letter knowledge; the other 6 read letter-
by-letter. Syllable construction was not mastered by any of these children. Mnukhin 
(1934) presented three boys with similar symptoms; they all read letter-by-letter. 
Describing the psychological texture of the deficits in these three boys, the author 
pointed out that all three of them had difficulty with serial ordering processes (i.e., 
successive processing—the ability to name letters, digits, seasons, and week days in 
a proper sequence) and demonstrated considerable weaknesses when asked to count 
numbers of syllables, construct a word of letters, or insert missing letters. Mnukhin 
interpreted these cases as manifestations of developmental selective partial cognitive 
impairment resulting from minimal brain damage or minimal brain dysfunction. 
Both authors referred to these cases as cases of alexia and agraphia, connecting the 
observed presentations to what was known in adults as deterioration in reading and 
writing related to cerebral stroke, but stressing the absence of the known trauma. 
They emphasized the developmental character of these syndromes.  

Due to various societal forces that operated in the USSR from the 1930s 
to the 1970s, there was a gap in research on developmental dyslexia. The next pub-
lications, carried out in the clinical tradition, appeared only forty years after. In the 
1970s and 1980s, there were studies of reading and writing disability in children with 
mental retardation (MR) and with what in the Soviet literature was called “delayed 
psychological development” (задержки психического развития) hereafter, DPD.  
According to the view maintained in this literature, dyslexia as a concomitant diag-
nosis can be legitimately applied to children with certain clinical manifestations of 
MR. In these cases, there is evidence of selective, rather than generalized, cognitive 
impairments. Along with certain spared cognitive functions, such children have clear 
delays in certain other areas. Such children frequently exhibit good adaptive skills, but 
have academic difficulties (Isaev, 1982; Isaev, Efremov, & Pukshanskaia, 1974; Isaev, 
Karpova, & Karpov, 1976).

The second group of children studied at that period, namely children with 
DPD, was characterized by certain partially impaired cognitive functions (e.g. se-
quencing, speech, or visuo-spatial deficits), but without the symptoms of MR. It was 
revealed that in addition to the symptoms of partial cognitive impairments, children 
with DPD exhibit delays in emotional-volitional development and deficits in execu-
tive functioning (Lebedinskaia, 1982; Pevzner, 1966; Sukhareva, 1965). According to 
the ICD-9, used in Russia until 1992, within the DPD group, a subgroup of children 
classified as Specific Developmental Disorder (SDD) was identified. Children with 
SRD were included in this category. These children have IQ in the 80-94 range on the 
WISC (Zaidel, 1978).  Up to 1973, the evaluation of mental development was based 
on psychiatric or psychological evaluation, not on psychometric measures (there are 
historical reasons for this, such as the prohibition of psychological testing in Russia; 
for more detail, see Grigorenko & Kornilova, 1997). 

The diagnosis of DPD is still widely used in today’s Russia, and difficulties in 
reading acquisition are typically referred to as a syndrome within the manifestation 
of DPD, but in a specific form. Criteria of such diagnosis resemble the demands of 
the ICD-10, which include an IQ-based discrepancy criterion. Of note is that such a 
diagnosis is established in Russia by psychologists or speech pathologists regardless of 
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the level of IQ (i.e., the discrepancy criterion has not been used/is not used in Russia, 
with rare exceptions such as Kornev, 1995, 2003), as long as it falls within the range of 
DPD (i.e., the standard score of 80-95). However, after 1973 and especially in the last 
20 years with the development of the psychological testing industry in Russia, more 
attention has been paid to the inclusion of psychometric information into diagnostic 
procedures (e.g., the usage of the data from the Russian adaptation of the WISC, Pa-
nasiuk, 1973). Thus, in Russia, the descriptors of difficulties in reading acquisition are 
used with regard to children with DPD or children with mild MR. Of note also is the 
lack of correspondence between Russian and US standards in interpreting a threshold 
for MR using the WISC-generated IQ. As a result of the most recent standardization 
(in 1973), the range of IQ for DPD is established as 80-95 and for MR as 50-79. 

Even during the years when the psychometric study of SRD was largely in-
terrupted for ideological and historical reasons, studying typical and atypical reading 
acquisition continued in the fields of education and related fields, primarily within 
what in Russia are called defectology and logopedia, two fields whose closest ana-
logues in the West are studies of speech and language pathology and learning disabili-
ties. Traditionally, logopedia is a domain of science and practice concerned with the 
physiology and pathology of the organs of speech and with the correction of speech 
deficiencies (e.g., stuttering and pronunciation). In Russia, however, logopedia  cov-
ers both spoken and written language disorders (i.e., practitioners of logopedia, or 
logopeds, correct deficiencies not only in spoken, but also in written language). De-
fectology, on the other hand, is correctional or remedial pedagogy.

The development of this line of work was initiated by Levina, one of the 
students of Vygotsky. Her dissertation, titled Нарушение чтения и письма у детей: 
алексия и аграфия (Difficulties in Reading and Writing in Children: Alexia and 
Agraphia) formed the foundation for subsequent research and clinical practice in the 
USSR. The premise of this position is that difficulties in written language acquisition 
(i.e., reading and writing) are direct consequences of developmental speech and lan-
guage disorder, in particular its phonological aspect. This view was formulated, to a 
certain degree, to oppose the treatment of difficulties in reading and writing through 
references to visual-spatial deficiencies—a position that was prevalent, at that time, 
in Western psychology and pedagogy (Orton, 1925; Stein & Fowler, 1981; Zangwill 
& Blakemore, 1972). Of note, however, is that Levina’s position was not absolute—
discrepant cases were noted, in which a severe deficiency in spoken language might 
not be associated with a severe deficiency in written language and vice versa (Levina, 
1940; Spirova, 1965). Thus, in the USSR, research and practices involving difficul-
ties in written language were directly connected to research and practice in spoken 
language, and both unfolded in the context of logopedia and defectology. Of note is 
that this work was quite productive in the 1960s–1980s, and resulted in a number of 
articles, books and manuals. However, the amount of research focused on reading 
and writing was uneven: in teaching literacy in Russian, primarily because of reasons 
discussed in the previous section, the major remediational accent has been placed on 
spelling and writing rather than on reading itself.
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reaDinG/WritinG	acquisition	of	russian	in	the	context		
of	atyPicaL	DeveLoPment

Typical Presentation
Educators, researchers, and clinicians in the related field of clinical psychol-

ogy and speech and language pathology, distinguish the following difficulties of read-
ing mastery in Russian children.

1. Immature reading, indicating that the child has difficulty transitioning 
from letter- to syllable- to word reading. In context of this difficulty, a 
word is read first letter-by-letter, then syllable-by-syllable, and finally, 
as a single word (e.g.; the word <рука> (ruka—“hand”) is read first 
as р..у..к..а, then as ру..ка, and only finally as рука, as a word). This is 
usually accompanied by a lack of proper stress and prosody.

2. Low speed of reading, which is the consequence of immature reading.
3. Lack of accuracy during reading aloud is manifested in a variety of 

ways, mostly in vowel and consonant substitution and letter replace-
ment or omission. Typically these errors are not consistent, and while 
reading the same sentence, the child may make different errors. For 
example, while reading the word <хотела> (khotela—“wanted” femi-
nine), a child can generate a number of words that might or might not 
have meaning (e.g., ходела, хотила, ходила); similarly, while reading 
the word <щука> (schuka—“pike”), a child can read чтука or щтука, 
not noticing that both words are pseudo-words. Among such mistakes, 
vowel substitutions are more common than consonant substitutions; 
the replacement and omission of letters is relatively infrequent. Of in-
terest is that a comparison of such errors in groups of children with 
dyslexia with their typically developing peers matched on overall level 
of reading mastery (i.e., 9-10 year olds vs. 7–8 year olds) did not reveal 
differences in the percentages of specific types of errors (Kornev, 1995). 
In other words, children in both groups made similar errors, but chil-
dren with dyslexia made more of them.

4. Double reading and guessing is also quite common in children with 
dyslexia. In double reading, the child reads a word twice—first silently 
and then aloud. The silent reading is typically done letter-by-letter and 
the reading aloud, syllable-by-syllable or in whole words. Guessing 
is applied when the child does not recognize the word or recognizes 
it partially, and rather than trying to decode it (or having difficulties 
decoding it), just guesses, based on the context or randomly, what the 
word in question might be.

5. Lack of comprehension, both at the word and sentence levels, is also a 
sign of difficulties in reading acquisition.

concePtuaLization

There are differences in both defining and explaining the etiology of atypi-
cal acquisition of reading and spelling in Russian that exist between the so-called 
Moscow and St. Petersburg scientific schools. As discussed above, the Moscow “logo-
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pedia school” is based on interpreting reading and spelling difficulties as “two sides 
of one coin,” recognizing them as the manifestations of the same disability, which is 
directly linked to the phonological impairment of spoken language (Levina, 1940; 
Nikashina, 1965; Spirova, 1965). According to this viewpoint, developmental speech 
and language disorder is the direct cause of writing and reading disorders. This the-
oretical position influenced the terminology used to signify such difficulties. Even 
today, the terminology recommended by the Russian Ministry of Education is di-
rectly related to the Moscow school position so that disorders in the West typically 
labeled as dyslexia and dysgraphia, are referred to as “disorders of reading and writ-
ing caused by phonetic-phonological speech impairment” (“нарушение чтения и 
письма, обусловленное фонетико-фонематическим недоразвитием речи”). Yet, 
in parallel with this official terminology, as early as in the 1960s, many authors started 
using the term “dyslexia.” However, the usage of this term has been rather broad, with 
a reference to all and any difficulties in reading and reading acquisition (Liapidevskii, 
1969). The current definition of dyslexia, as used in the leading Russian textbook on 
speech and language disorders, states that dyslexia is “a partial specific impairment of 
the process of reading, which is caused by the immaturity of higher mental functions 
and is manifested in repeated consistent errors” (Volkova, 2007). The current defini-
tion of dysgraphia refers to “a partial specific impairment of the process of writing” 
(Volkova, 2007).

The position of the Leningrad-St. Petersburg clinical-psychological school 
(Isaev, 1982; Isaev et al., 1974; Kornev, 2003) is different. This approach differentiates 
specific difficulties in reading from nonspecific difficulties (i.e., difficulties caused 
by intellectual or sensory deficiencies from those that stem from severe speech and 
language disability). Here, dyslexia is viewed as a manifestation of challenged cogni-
tive development or specific delay of mental development (mental dys-ontogenesis). 
Thus, under this view, dyslexia is only “the tip of the iceberg,” and its basis is in the 
atypical schedule of cognitive or mental maturation or persistent cognitive deficien-
cy. Sometimes it is coupled with emotional immaturity and a deficit in executive 
functioning (Kornev, 1995, 2003). Notably, from this point of view, the issue of co-
morbidity is interpreted as an expected, systematic manifestation of dys-ontogenesis 
(Sukhareva, 1965). Followers of this scientific school view dyslexia as “a condition, 
manifested in the consistent, specific inability to master the skills of reading, in spite 
of adequate intellectual and speech and language functioning and optimal schooling, 
in the absence of auditory and visual deficit. The core deficit in dyslexia is seen as the 
inability to master sound blending and syllable decomposition and to automatize rec-
ognition of complex syllables and whole words. The source of this condition, which 
manifests itself in deficient reading comprehension, is the challenged neurocognitive 
processes that form the functional basis of reading” (Kornev, 1995, p. 31-32). Based 
on the research carried out within this approach, 5–6% of the Russian school-aged 
population of children suffer from this condition (Kornev, 1995). 

Dysgraphia (the term is used in Russia to refer to the inability to spell regu-
lar words with transparent orthography) in this approach is defined as a consistent 
difficulty in mastering the skill of writing based on the phonological principles of 
spelling in spite of adequate intellectual and speech and language functioning and 
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optimal schooling, in the absence of auditory and visual deficit (Kornev, 1995, 2003). 
Dysgraphia is characterized by repeated consistent specific errors, the most frequent 
among which are consonant substitution, accented vowel substitution, and letter 
omission. The most prevalent errors are voiced–voiceless or soft-hard consonants 
substitutions or letters deletions. 

Thus, Russian researchers working in clinical and theoretical contexts, have 
identified difficulties in literacy acquisition as a specific neurocognitive disorder dis-
tinct from general cognitive impairment; however, researchers working in different 
traditions (logopedia versus clinical-psychological traditions) developed distinct 
theories of the underlying cognitive mechanisms of the disorder. Typical behavioral 
manifestations of dyslexia and dysgraphia in Russian are well described and include 
difficulties with reading speed, accuracy and comprehension.

inDiviDuaLs	With	srD	in	russia

In order to understand how well the interests of individuals with SRD and 
other learning disabilities are met in Russia, one has to consider the historical pro-
gression of special education in Russia. In tsarist Russia, the first specialized schools 
for children with special needs were established in the early 19th century. Thus, in St. 
Petersburg, a school for deaf children was opened in 1806, and a school for blind chil-
dren in 1807. A school for children with mental retardation (intellectual disabilities) 
was opened in 1884 in St. Petersburg and in 1908 in Moscow. The first country-wide 
document legalizing the right to education for all children was issued in 1930 (Закон 
о Всеобуче, Education for All Act). However, this document did not take into ac-
count the special needs of disabled children. Specifically, there was no mention of any 
special educational resources for such children. According to this law, all children, 
with no regard for their ability to learn, had to be placed in regular classrooms and 
educated according to the standard curriculum. It was believed that anyone could be 
educated. This belief was manifested in popular slogans of the period, such as “There 
are no bad students – only bad teachers.”

Paradoxically, children with intellectual and learning disabilities who 
couldn’t cope with the regular curriculum were labeled as “uneducatable” (Malofeev, 
2000). Subsequently, in 1936 a special category of schools appeared—schools for men-
tally retarded; these schools were referred to as auxiliary schools (вспомогательные 
школы). In 1956 the first school for children with speech and language disorders was 
opened in  Leningrad. Similar schools were opened in a number of cities throughout 
the country (e.g., Moscow and Sverdlovsk); simultaneously, a chain of specialized 
kindergartens was established. Finally, in the 1970, a network of schools for children 
with DPD was developed. Thus, by the late 1970s, the USSR had a system of pre-
school- and school-aged institutions that admitted children with (1) deafness; (2) 
hearing impairments; (3) blindness; (4) visual problems; (5) severe speech and lan-
guage disabilities; (6) severe motor development problems (e.g., cerebral palsy and 
scoliosis); (7) DPD; and (8) mental retardation.

In the 1990s, the system of general education was modified to introduce spe-
cialized classes for children with DPD and for children with mental retardation (MR) 
in regular schools. In general, the dynamics are such that a portion of the children 
with special needs are relocated from specialized schools into specialized classrooms 
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in regular schools. Comparatively speaking, the largest group of children without 
sensory and motor difficulties who are served in specialized schools consists of chil-
dren with mental retardation (severe intellectual disabilities). Children with DPD are 
served primarily in regular schools, through specialized classrooms. The ratio of chil-
dren with MR to children with DPD educated in specialized schools and classrooms 
is 1.16:1. At the same time, according to epidemiological studies, the prevalences of 
MR and DPD have a ratio of 1:5 (2% and 10% of children respectively for each diag-
nosis). Thus, in 2005, children with MR attending specialized classrooms and schools 
represented 1.4% of the population of Russian school children (approximately 14.5 
million); in contrast, children with DPD represented only 1.2%. Thus, special educa-
tion services were available to 70% of children with MR, but only to 12% for children 
with DPD. In other words, special education services were much more accessible to 
children with MR than to children with DPD.

Children with speech and language impairments are served primarily in 
specialized schools, but their numbers are substantially lower than either those of 
children with MR or children with DPD. This group represented 0.7% of the popula-
tion of school children in 2005, while the epidemiological estimate for the percent 
of children with speech and language disorders is 7–10%. In other words, the vast 
majority of such children attend regular schools and do not receive special services.

In parallel with the special education system, professional help for children 
with special needs is available through a network of remediational institutions such 
as specialized centers in children’s outpatient clinics (hospitals) and psychiatric clin-
ics. These centers are typically staffed with speech and language pathologists (or 
as they are called in Russia, logopeds) and psychologists. During the last 20 years, 
there has been growth in the development of regional school-district-based centers 
for medical-psychological-educational and psycho-social support. At present, such 
centers employ a variety of personnel (e.g., social workers, psychologists, educators, 
physicians) who address a wide range of problems (e.g., from family functioning to 
gifted and talented programming) while serving children with special needs.

Typically, a child with difficulties in speech and language acquisition has ac-
cess to free remediational support from the age of 2 (at entry to a nursery school or 
through a referral by a pediatrician). Children in all kindergartens are screened for 
signs of speech and language impairments, and when identified, the child and his/her 
family are offered an opportunity to be placed in a specialized kindergarten (free of 
charge). 

Specialized kindergartens and specialized classes in inclusive regular kinder-
gartens serve children with a variety of speech and language disabilities—dysarthria, 
developmental aphasia, dyspraxia, stuttering, and various forms of developmental 
language impairment. According to the regulations, if and when a child with im-
pairments is identified, a so-called medical-psychological-pedagogical committee 
(MPPC) is established to formally evaluate the child, provide recommendation or 
comment on his/her placement, and monitor his/her progress. Such a committee typ-
ically includes a psychiatrist, a psychologist, a special educator, and a speech-language 
pathologist. The charge of the MPPC is to diagnose the child’s clinical condition, to 
measure his/her aptitude, and to develop a plan for remedial treatment of the deficit. 
Of note here is that, traditionally, the diagnoses are made by a psychiatrist or neurol-
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ogist based on a clinical evaluation coupled with (substantiated by) a psychological 
evaluation and observations from other professionals on the committee. For the cases 
of dyslexia and dysgraphia – the key person is the logoped. These observations might 
also include data from standardized tests. Unlike the diagnoses, the remediational 
plan is typically developed in collaboration with a special education professional, a 
psychologist and a logoped on the committee. If remediation is not accomplished 
during kindergarten, this committee might recommend continuing the education of 
the child in question in a specialized school. If the child is remediated (or remedi-
ated enough), he/she is transferred to a regular school. In this case, depending on the 
profile of strengths and weaknesses of the child, the committee might give a recom-
mendation for the child to continue working with an appropriate professional (e.g., a 
speech-language pathologist) while in a regular school. These recommendations are 
often made not only in conjunction with the remediation of the existing speech and 
language problem, but also preventatively, to avoid the manifestation of dyslexia or 
dysgraphia. Yet, although there are effective models for both screening and preventive 
activities with regard to dyslexia and dysgraphia in Russia (Kornev, 1995, 2003), they 
are not systematically used or promoted. In fact, a survey of primary teachers in 2005 
in Moscow indicated that only 30% of them are aware of such conditions as dyslexia.

When the child is in school, his/her progress is monitored by the teachers, 
school psychologists and speech-language pathologist, and school administrators. If 
any of these professionals has concerns about the child’s development, the parents 
are notified, and with their permission, an evaluative process unfolds whose aim is 
to identify the typology and source of the difficulties and issue remediational rec-
ommendations. This process is governed by an MPPC (see above) and follows the 
same steps; that is, diagnosis and remediation, as outlined above. Traditionally, school 
referrals are made from the second grade up, to allow for school adaptation, but it 
is possible to make a referral of the deficit to an MPPC at any point of the child’s 
schooling.

Due to the fact that there are no explicit federal or local regulations differ-
entiating dyslexia and dysgraphia as separate categories, children with reading and 
writing difficulties are typically remediated through schools and classrooms for chil-
dren with DPD or for children with speech and language disorders. There is evidence 
that among children educated in these schools and classrooms, approximately 50% 
have difficulties with reading and writing. If, however, children with dyslexia and/
or dysgraphia do not have cognitive, intellectual, or speech and language difficulties, 
they do not get served in the framework of special education. Yet, they often receive 
support from their school-based or school district-based speech pathologists. In such 
cases, they are most often identified based on their dysgraphia, not dyslexia. Both 
conditions are highly comorbid in Russian children, but only half of all children with 
dysgraphia suffer from dyslexia.

Whether in a specialized school, in a specialized classroom, or in an out-
of-school setting (i.e., in a research or community center or in private practice), the 
main professionals who remediate children with dyslexia and dysgraphia are speech 
pathologists (logopeds). The positions of logopeds in public schools and centers are 
supported by the government, and thus, their help is delivered to children for free.



Learning Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal 8(1), 41-69, 2010

59

To evaluate what accommodations are available for individuals with SRD 
(dyslexia) and specific writing disorder (SWR or dysgraphia) in Russia, we used com-
mon international practices as they are presented in the literature as a reference point. 
Specifically, when the educational experiences of children with dyslexia from 19 Eu-
ropean countries, Brazil, and the USA were compared (Bogdanowicz & Sayle, 2004), 
a number of alterations to classroom practices and the examination/evaluation pro-
cesses emerged as critical to prevent discrimination between students with and with-
out dyslexia. Unfortunately, only a few of these accommodations are even considered 
possible in Russia. Specifically, they are the rights to (1) not have to read aloud in 
front of the class; (2) not be penalized for poor handwriting or spelling; (3) use a 
dictionary in a classroom; (4) more time to complete written assignments; and (5) 
substitute written assignments with oral assignments. These are granted at the discre-
tion of the teacher (but not protected by any regulations or laws). Additional rights, 
such as the right to (1) use a keyboard/computer for written assignments; (2) use a 
recorder to capture the content of oral presentations in place of taking notes; (3) be 
allowed to start a foreign language later or not at all; (4) hear questions read aloud by 
the examiner before preparing a written response; and (5) answer certain questions 
orally, for example, in foreign language classes, is not granted (or even considered).

What is granted free of charge and guaranteed by the recently adopted Edu-
cation Law of the Russian Federation from 2009 (Закон Российской Федерации 
“Об образовании” [The Education Law of the Russian Federation], 2009) is the pro-
fessional rehabilitation and remediation support of speech-language pathologists. 
However, there is a caveat. This support is guaranteed to children with impairments 
in speech, language, reading, and writing, but only in grades 1–4, that is, in primary 
school. A chance to obtain such support in middle school (grades 5–9) or in high 
school (grades 10–11 or 12, in some schools) is limited and is highly linked to fam-
ily advocacy and various circumstances (e.g., the availability of professionals in the 
child’s district). The Russian Federation does not have any laws about special edu-
cation, and thus, educational provisions for children with special needs (including 
those with dyslexia and dysgraphia) are not guaranteed. Moreover, there is no clear 
guidance at the federal level with regard to the process of identification and subse-
quent services for children with special needs.

Because children with dyslexia do not receive help in the amount and du-
ration necessary for achieving adequate levels of literacy, the vast majority of such 
children do not have access to free higher education because of their inability to pass 
the Russian composition college entrance exam.

concLusion

Studying literacy acquisition in Russian-speaking children presents an im-
portant new avenue for the study of SRD. The Russian language, its orthography, and 
the didactic approach used in teaching reading in Russia has certain unique proper-
ties that allow one to address important theoretical issues currently being debated in 
the field. For example, it provides a window into the respective roles of phonological 
processing versus automaticity in reading ability and disability.
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In English, the language in which the majority of SRD research has been 
conducted, the mapping from orthography to phonology has a high degree of opacity 
and irregularity. This results in both a high rate of accuracy errors and at the same time 
reduced fluency in beginning readers and children with reading difficulties, making it 
difficult to dissociate the roles of phonological processing from automaticity (as well 
as memory and visual processing of orthographic sequences) in reading ability and 
disability. When dealing with an orthography that has a high degree of irregularity, 
both phonological deficits or deficits in automaticity would result in decreased fluency 
and high error rate because the child has to make use of both phonological and ortho-
graphic coding to read (and spell) words. In Russian, on the other hand, because of the 
high degree of orthographic transparency in the letter-to-sound mapping, deficits in 
automaticity are easier to isolate from deficits in phonological processing.

As discussed earlier in the article, letter knowledge and phonological coding 
are sufficient for word reading in Russian, and the child doesn’t have to learn complex 
orthographic rules to be able to decode words or non-words. Furthermore, reading 
instruction in Russian schools follows several successive steps: the first, when the skill 
of blending sounds into syllables is developed and phonemic awareness is built, and 
second, when the skill of combining syllables into words is learned and automaticity 
is achieved, making fluid reading of whole words possible. This approach allows one 
to pinpoint with greater accuracy the stages of reading development when phonemic 
awareness and automaticity respectively act as better predictors of reading ability. 
As research in other countries with transparent orthographies have shown, children 
learning to read in such orthographies develop word reading skills and PA relatively 
quickly, and tests of PA become uninformative in predicting reading ability for such 
children (Wimmer et al., 2000). In the context of Russian schools, one may target 
stages of reading development more precisely and compare children’s performance at 
the “syllable-reading” stage with their performance at the whole-word reading stage, 
etc. Testing whether a deficit in phonological processing (isolated at the first stage) 
or one in automaticity (at the later stage) is a better indicator of subsequent reading 
difficulties would make an important contribution to a contentious area of research.

Also, in English the mapping from both letters to sounds and sounds to let-
ters is notoriously opaque. In Russian, on the other hand, only the latter has a high 
degree of irregularity. Furthermore, as we have discussed, certain complications of 
spelling in Russian stem from the phonological complexity of the language and/or 
from complex morphological analysis, while others from arbitrary rules and excep-
tions to the rules codified as norms by several generations of orthography reformers. 
For example, some spelling errors stem from having to represent in writing the un-
derlying instead of the surface representation of vowels, which requires a high level of 
sophistication in phonological awareness. On the other hand, spelling of some words 
simply has to be memorized. This makes Russian an interesting testing case for theo-
ries of SRD because various theories make distinct predictions as to what pattern of 
spelling errors we should expect in such children.

In addition, because of the complexity of Russian inflectional and deriva-
tional morphology, and the important role morphological awareness plays in word 
recognition and spelling, Russian would provide an important test case for testing 
theories of the relationship between spoken and written language impairment. For 
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example, if the deficits in SRD are not related to language processing, we should not 
expect to find an effect of morphological complexity on reading if controlled for 
phonological complexity.

Another reason why conducting SRD research in Russia at present may be 
advantageous is that ironically, as a result of the relaxed state control over education 
and the negative consequences of these changes with regard to reading competence 
discussed earlier in the paper, it has become easier to identify children with reading 
difficulties than it was with the old system because reading difficulties are more mani-
fest in the population. 

Finally, the present may be especially fruitful for reading research in Russia 
because on the one hand, Russian researchers have a long tradition of studying the 
problems of language and reading and have developed important insights not widely 
known in the West. On the other hand, they have worked in isolation from the rest 
of the field for a very long time, and bringing the two traditions together would be 
of great benefit to furthering our knowledge on the universal and language-specific 
properties of literacy development.
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ity

 in
 E

ng
lis

h 
co

m
pl

ic
at

es
 th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f p

ho
no

-
lo

gi
ca

l c
od

in
g.

 R
us

si
an

 h
as

 a
 m

uc
h 

sm
al

le
r g

ap
 b

et
w

ee
n 

th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f g
ra

ph
em

es
 a

nd
 so

un
ds

, 
fe

w
 in

co
ns

is
te

nt
 g

ra
ph

em
e-

ph
on

em
e 

co
r-

re
sp

on
de

nc
es

, a
nd

 n
o 

gr
ap

he
m

es
 la

rg
er

 
th

an
 a

 si
ng

le
 le

tte
r (

w
ith

 th
e 

ex
ce

pt
io

n 
of

 th
os

e 
co

m
bi

ne
d 

w
ith

 th
e 

au
x.

 si
gn

s)
.  

H
ow

ev
er

, i
ts

 o
rth

og
ra

ph
y 

is
 n

ot
 fu

lly
 

tra
ns

pa
re

nt
 b

ec
au

se
 o

f t
he

 e
xi

st
en

ce
 o

f 
th

e 
le

xi
ca

lly
-b

as
es

 ru
le

s e
ac

h 
af

fe
ct

in
g 

a 
sm

al
l s

et
 o

f l
ex

ic
al

 it
em

s. 
  

G
iv

en
 th

es
e 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
, w

e 
ca

n 
ex

pe
ct

 
th

at
 re

ad
in

g 
di

sa
bi

lit
y 

in
 R

us
si

an
 w

ou
ld

 
m

an
ife

st
 it

se
lf 

di
ffe

re
nt

ly
 th

an
 in

 E
ng

lis
h;

 
e.

g.
 n

ot
 in

 w
or

d 
re

ad
in

g 
ac

cu
ra

cy
 b

ut
 in

 
lo

w
er

ed
 fl

ue
nc

y;
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C
on

te
xt

-d
ep

en
de

nt
 su

rf
ac

e 
ne

ut
ra

liz
at

io
n 

of
 u

nd
er

ly
in

g 
ph

on
em

ic
 c

on
tra

st
s c

re
at

in
g 

ho
m

op
ho

ne
s;

 

Fe
w

e.
g.

 /w
rit

er
/- 

[r
ai

D
ər

]
/ri

de
r/ 

- [
ra

iD
ər

]

M
an

y
• F

in
al

 d
ev

oi
ci

ng
:  

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
e.

g.
 /p

or
og

/-[
pa

ro
k]

 - 
<p

or
og

> 
(<

по
ро

г>
, “

a 
th

re
sh

ho
ld

”)
, /

po
ro

k/
-[

pa
ro

k]
 - 

<p
or

ok
> 

(<
по

ро
к>

,“
a 

vi
ce

”)
;

• R
eg

re
ss

iv
e 

vo
ic

e 
as

si
m

ila
tio

n 
in

 o
bs

tru
en

t c
lu

st
er

s:
 

e.
g.

 /v
sy e

/)-
[fs

y e
]-

<v
se

> 
(«

al
l»

), 
/ra

sd
y e

ty /-
[r

az
y d

y e
ty ]-

<r
az

de
ty >

• V
ow

el
 re

du
ct

io
n 

in
 

un
st

re
ss

ed
 p

os
iti

on
s n

eu
tra

liz
in

g 
co

nt
ra

st
s b

et
w

ee
n 

vo
w

el
 

qu
al

iti
es

 
a)

 a
fte

r p
al

at
al

iz
ed

 c
on

so
na

nt
s, 

vo
w

el
s /

a/
, /

e/
, /

o/
, /

i/ 
su

rf
ac

e 
as

 /i
/; 

e.
g.

 /l
y e

sá
/-[

ly is
á]

 –
 <

ly-

es
á>

 (<
ле

са
>,

 “
w

oo
ds

”)
 

ho
m

op
ho

no
us

 to
 / 

ly is
á/

 [l
y is

á]
 <

 ly is
á>

 (<
ли

са
>,

“f
ox

”)
.

b)
 a

fte
r n

on
-p

al
at

al
iz

ed
 

co
ns

on
an

ts
, u

ns
tre

ss
ed

 m
id

-v
ow

el
s /

o/
/e

/ s
ur

fa
ce

 a
s e

ith
er

 
[a

] o
r [
ʌ]

 d
ep

en
di

ng
 o

n 
th

ei
r p

os
iti

on
 w

ith
 re

sp
ec

t t
o 

th
e 

st
re

ss
ed

 sy
lla

bl
e;

 
e.

g.
 /g

od
á/

-[
ga

dá
]-

<g
od

a>
 (<

го
да

>,
“y

ea
rs

”)
, 

/g
ad

át
y /-

[g
ad

át
y ]-

<g
ad

at
y >

 (<
гa

да
ть

>,
 «

to
 te

ll 
fo

fr
tu

ne
”)

/m
ol

ok
ó/

 - 
[m
ʌl

ak
ó]

-<
m

ol
ok

o>
; 

/p
ar

ox
ód

/ -
 [p

ar
ax

ót
]-

 <
pa

ro
xo

d>
(<

па
ро

хо
д>

), 
«s

te
am

bo
at

»)
;

D
ue

 to
 th

e 
va

rio
us

 p
ho

no
lo

gi
ca

l p
ro

-
ce

ss
es

 n
eu

tra
liz

in
g 

co
nt

ra
st

s b
et

w
ee

n 
co

ns
on

an
ta

l s
eg

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 v

ow
el

 q
ua

li-
tie

s i
n 

R
us

si
an

, t
he

 m
ap

pi
ng

 fr
om

 so
un

d 
to

 le
tte

r i
s c

om
pl

ic
at

ed
; c

on
tri

bu
tin

g 
to

 
th

e 
di

ffi
cu

lty
 o

f m
as

te
rin

g 
sp

el
lin

g.

W
or

d 
St

re
ss

St
re

ss
 p

at
te

rn
 is

 c
om

pl
ex

, b
ut

 
pr

ed
ic

ta
bl

e.
 S

yl
la

bl
e 

w
ei

gh
t 

de
te

rm
in

es
 th

e 
pr

im
ar

y 
st

re
ss

 
an

d 
rh

yt
hm

ic
 p
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te

rn
 a

 se
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nd
ar

y 
st

re
ss

St
re

ss
 is

 fr
ee

 a
nd

 c
an

 fa
ll 

on
 a

ny
 sy
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bl

e 
in
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 w

or
d.
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 is

 n
ot

 
pr

ed
ic

ta
bl

e 
fr

om
 th

e 
ph

on
ol

og
ic

al
 fe

at
ur

es
 o

f t
he

 w
or

d.
 It

 
is

 m
ob

ile
; i

.e
. i

t s
hi

fts
 w

ith
in

 in
fle

ct
io

na
l a

nd
 d

er
iv

at
io

na
l 

pa
ra

di
gm

 o
f a

 g
iv

en
 w

or
d.

 T
he

re
 is

 n
o 

rh
yt

hm
ic

 (s
ec

on
da

ry
) 

st
re

ss
.

G
iv

en
 th

e 
pr

oc
es

s o
f n

eu
tra

liz
at

io
n 

of
 

vo
w

el
 q

ua
lit

ie
s i

n 
un

st
re

ss
ed

 p
os

iti
on

s 
in

 R
us

si
an

, t
he

 u
np

re
di

ct
ab

ili
ty

 o
f R

us
-

si
an

 st
re

ss
 is

 a
 c

om
pl

ic
at

in
g 

fa
ct

or
 fo

r 
ph

on
ol

og
ic

al
 c

od
in

g.
  E

ng
lis

h 
co

ns
is

te
nt

 
rh

yt
hm

ic
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

m
ay

 se
rv

e 
as

 a
 c

ue
 

us
ed

 fo
r i

n 
ph

on
ol

og
ic

al
 c

od
in

g.

St
re

ss
 u

se
d 

to
 e

nc
od

e 
le

xi
ca

l 
or

 g
ra

m
m

at
ic

al
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
(i.

e.
 w

or
ds

 c
an

 b
e 

di
st

in
gu

is
he

d 
so

le
ly

 o
n 

th
e 

ba
si

s o
f t

he
ir 

di
st

in
ct

 st
re

ss
).

In
 c

og
na

te
 w

or
ds

 th
at

 d
iff

er
 in

 
th

ei
r g

ra
m

m
at

ic
al

 c
la

ss
: p

ró
gr

es
s/

 
pr

og
ré

ss
, t

ór
m

en
t/t

or
m

én
t, 

et
c.

”,
 

st
re

ss
 d

iff
er

en
tia

te
s t

he
 g

ra
m

m
at

i-
ca

l c
at

eg
or

y.

W
or

ds
 c

an
 b

e 
di

st
in

gu
is

he
d 

so
le

ly
 o

n 
th

e 
ba

si
s o

f s
tre

ss
, 

le
ad

in
g 

to
 a

 la
rg

e 
nu

m
be

r o
f h

om
og

ra
ph

s;
 e

.g
. z

ám
ok

 
(“

ca
st

le
”)

 –
 z

am
ók

 (“
lo

ck
”)

, s
tó

it 
(“

co
st

-3
rd
-s

in
g.

”)
 –

 st
oí

t 
(“

st
an

d-
3rd

-s
in

g”
), 

úz
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 (n
ar

ro
w

-c
om
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ra

tiv
e)

 –
 u
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é 

(“
al

re
ad

y”
). 

In
 m

an
y 

ca
se

s, 
st

re
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 is
 th

e 
on

ly
 fe

at
ur

e 
th

at
 

di
st

in
gu

is
he

s b
et

w
ee

n 
di

ffe
re

nt
 g

ra
m

m
at

ic
al

 fo
rm

s;
 e

.g
. r

úk
i 

(“
ha

nd
-p

lu
ra

l-n
om

”)
 –

 ru
kí

 (“
ha

nd
-s

in
g-

ge
n”

), 
sr

éz
at

j  (
“t

o 
cu

t o
ff 

– 
pe

rf
ec

tiv
e”

) –
 sr

ez
át

j  (
“t

o 
cu

t o
ff 

– 
im

pe
rf

ec
tiv

e”
). 

G
iv

e 
th

e 
ex

is
te

nc
e 

of
 su

ch
 h

om
og

ra
ph

s 
an

d 
th

e 
co

m
pl

ex
 p

at
te
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 o

f s
tre

ss
, t

he
 

re
ad

er
 m

us
t r

el
y 
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 th

e 
co

nt
ex

t t
o 
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er
n 

th
e 

in
te

nd
ed

 m
ea

ni
ng

, w
hi
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 w

ou
ld
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s-
en

t a
n 

ad
di

tio
na

l d
em

an
d 
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 b
eg

in
ni

ng
 

re
ad

er
.
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Sy
lla

bl
e 

st
ru

ct
ur

e
C

om
pl

ex
, b

ut
 re

sp
ec

tin
g 

So
no

rit
y 

Se
qu

en
ci

ng
 P

rin
ci

pl
e:

 i.
e.

 c
lu

st
er

s 
in

 w
hi

ch
 th

e 
so

no
rit

y 
of

 th
e 

se
g-

m
en

ts
 p

re
ce

di
ng

 th
e 

nu
cl

eu
s f

al
l 

in
st

ea
d 

of
 ri

si
ng

 (e
.g

. “
ld

a”
, “

fb
a”

, 
et

c.
) a

re
 fo

rb
id

de
n.

 

C
om

pl
ex

, a
nd

 a
llo

w
s c

on
so

na
nt

 c
lu

st
er

s t
ha

t v
io

la
te

 th
e 

So
no

rit
y 

Se
qu

en
ci

ng
 P

rin
ci

pl
e;

 e
.g

. к
ос

ть
 [k

os
j tj ] 

“b
on

e”
, 

рт
ут

ь 
[r

tu
tj ] 

(m
er

cu
ry

), 
ст

во
л 

[s
tv

ol
] “

tru
nk

 o
f a

 tr
ee

”,
 

ве
рб

лю
д 

[v
ʲɪr
ˈb

lʲu
t] 

“c
am

el
”,

 т
ол

ст
ы

й 
[ˈt

ol
st
ɨj]

  “
th

ic
k”

,
вс

тр
ет

ит
ь 

[ˈf
st

rʲe
tʲɪ

tʲ]
 (“

to
 e

nc
ou

nt
er

”)
, в

ск
ры

т
ь 

[fs
kr

yt
j ] 

(“
di

ss
ec

t”
).

C
om

pl
ex

ity
 o

f t
he

 sy
lla

bl
e 

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
co

m
pl

ic
at

es
 th

e 
ph

on
ol

og
y-

or
th

og
ra

ph
y 

m
ap

pi
ng

, p
ar

tic
ul

ar
ly

 in
 la

ng
ua

ge
s w

ith
 

de
ep

 o
rth

og
ra

ph
ie

s (
G

os
w

am
i, 

20
09

).

H
is

to
ric

al
 so

un
d 

ch
an

ge
 a

nd
 

w
or

ds
 o

f f
or

ei
gn

 o
rig

in
. 

O
rth

og
ra

ph
y 

fr
eq

ue
nt

ly
 p

re
se

rv
es

 
hi

st
or

ic
al

 p
ho

no
lo

gi
ca

l f
or

m
s.

O
rth

og
ra

ph
y 

ty
pi

ca
lly

 re
fle

ct
s m

od
er

n 
pr

on
un

ci
at

io
n.

Si
nc

e 
En

gl
is

h 
sp

el
lin

g 
do

es
 n

ot
 re

fle
ct

 
th

e 
re

su
lt 

of
 h

is
to

ric
al

 so
un

d 
ch

an
ge

 a
nd

 
in

st
ea

d 
pr

es
er

ve
s p

ro
nu

nc
ia

tio
n 

no
 lo

ng
er

 
us

ed
 o

r t
he

 p
ro

nu
nc

ia
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

la
ng

ua
ge

 
of

 o
rig

in
, t

hi
s c

re
at

es
 a

 h
ig

h 
de

gr
ee

 o
f 

in
co

ns
is

te
nc

y 
be

tw
ee

n 
gr

ap
he

m
es

 a
nd

 
so

un
ds

 in
 E

ng
lis

h.
M

or
ph

em
ic

 v
ar

ia
tio

n 
(a

l-
lo

m
or

ph
y)

O
rth

og
ra

ph
y 

pr
es

er
ve

s m
or

ph
o-

lo
gi

ca
l u

ni
ty

; i
.e

. p
ho

ne
m

ic
al

ly
 

di
st

in
ct

 m
or

ph
em

ic
 v

ar
ia

nt
s h

av
e 

co
m

m
on

 sp
el

lin
g.

E.
g.

 
•  

Th
e 

pa
st

 te
ns

e 
m

or
ph

em
e 

–e
d 

ha
s t

he
  a

llo
-

m
or

ph
s:

/-t
/ (

m
is

se
d,

 lo
ck

ed
, e

tc
.),

/-d
/ (

tie
d,

 lo
gg

ed
, e

tc
.)

/-i
d/

 (r
ot

te
d,

 w
ed

de
d,

 e
tc

.).
 A

ll 
va

ria
nt

s a
re

 sp
el

le
d 

as
 <

-e
d>

. 
•  

M
ed

ic
al

/m
ed

ic
in

e 
na

tu
ra

l/n
at

ur
e,

  e
le

ct
ric

/e
le

ct
ric

ity
/

el
ec

tri
ci

an
 e

tc
.

O
rth

og
ra

ph
y 

is
 st

ro
ng

ly
 p

ho
ne

m
ic

al
ly

-b
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ed
; i

.e
. m

or
ph

o-
lo

gi
ca

lly
-r

el
at

ed
 fo

rm
s w

ith
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
ph

on
ol

og
ic

al
 fo

rm
s 

ha
ve

 d
is

tin
ct

 sp
el

lin
g:

e.
g.

 д
ру

г 
(d

ru
g,

 “
fr

ie
nd

”)
 –

 д
ру

ж
-б

а 
(d

ru
zh

-b
a,
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fr

ie
nd

-
sh

ip
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, б
ег

ат
ь 

(b
eg

at
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бе

ж
ат

ь 
(b

ez
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ty ).

Th
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m
or

ph
em

ic
 p

ri
nc

ip
le

 o
f E

ng
lis

h 
or

th
og

ra
ph

y 
co

m
pl

ic
at

es
 th

e 
ta

sk
 o

f 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

 th
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sk
ill

 o
f p

ho
no

lo
gi

ca
l c

od
-

in
g 

in
 th

e 
be

gi
nn

in
g 
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er
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bu
t a
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s t
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de
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lo
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en
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f m
or
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ol

og
ic

al
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w
ar

en
es
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e 

m
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e 
ad
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ed
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er
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Th
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on
em

ic
 p

ri
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ip
le

 o
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R
us

si
an

 o
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og
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ph
y 
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 th
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gi
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ng
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 d

ev
el
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g 
ph

on
ol

og
ic

al
 

aw
ar

en
es

s a
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ho

no
lo

gi
ca

l c
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in
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ut
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m
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ic
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 th
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ve
lo
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en

t o
f m

or
ph
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lo

gi
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l a
w
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en

es
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M
or

ph
ol

og
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al
 sy

st
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A

na
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al

 (a
 lo

w
 m

or
ph

em
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to
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or
d 

ra
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ea

r b
ou
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ee
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.

• S
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m

or
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ra
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er
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pr
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ou
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 a
dj

ec
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es
 a

re
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t b
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 c
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s o

f n
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 o
f g

en
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r w
ith

 3
 g
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en
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n 
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e 

no
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en
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 o
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 d
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 w
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r a
nd

 c
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ow

 a
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m

en
t w
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su
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ec
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r a
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 te
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e 

an
d 
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m
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l d
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at
eg
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. c
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en
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 n

ot
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l b
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au
se
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 th
e 
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 b
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 c
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c 
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e 
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m
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 c
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 p
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– 
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 re
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tio
n 
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n 
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 d
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m
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m
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 e
xp
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t m
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e 
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 e
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r f
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 m
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m
in

in
e 

no
un

s i
n 

th
e 

1st
, 2

nd
, a

nd
 3

rd
 d
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 d
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s d
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 d
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s d
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 p
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 m
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 m
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 d
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 c
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 c
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f c

as
e,

 n
um

be
r, 

ge
nd

er
 a

nd
 a

ni
m

ac
y 

ar
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 c
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at
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, f
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 m
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s m
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, c

hi
ld

re
n 

ha
ve

 to
 b
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 p
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 p
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 d
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 b

e 
ad

dr
es

se
d.
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r o
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ra
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 b
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r c
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 re
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 p
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 p
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 d
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t c
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 p
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R
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m
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 p
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 c
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 in
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t d
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at
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e 

“o
ld

” 
or

 th
e 

to
pi

c 
ty

pi
ca

lly
 c

om
es

 in
 th

e 
be

gi
nn

in
g 

an
d 

“n
ew

” 
or

 fo
cu
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s, 

R
us

si
an
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e 
di
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s p
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 c
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 re
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 b
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 c
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r c
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 c
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 c
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 d
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