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ABSTRACT

The present paper reports the results of an empirical study that was designed to provide
acoustic evidence that there exist at least two different vowel reduction patterns in the Rus-
sian language. The acoustic characteristics of the three peripheral vowels [i, a, u] were ex-
amined. Given that low vowels are dispreferred in unaccented positions, particular attention
was paid to immediately pre-tonic [a] sounds that result from 1st degree reduction and
which are weakened to [o] by some speakers. The acoustic and statistical analyses revealed
that vowel reduction in Russian is a speaker-specific phenomenon. Although all subjects
centralised unaccented high vowels, two of them applied two degrees of reduction, whereas
the other two exhibited a different reduction pattern as in their speech the differences be-
tween the acoustic parameters of the [a] and [o] sounds did not reach the level of statistical
significance (p > .05). The acoustic data strongly suggest that if a speaker applies one de-
gree of vowel reduction, then the [i, e, a, 9, u] inventory is simplified to [i, 9, u] rather than
[i, a, u] as there is a highly significant difference (p <.001) between the sounds found in
immediately pre-tonic position and the [a] sounds placed in stressed syllables.

KEYWORDS: Phonetic vowel reduction; phonological vowel reduction.

1. Introduction”

Vowel reduction, i.e. a process that neutralises phonological contrasts between vowels
in unstressed syllables, is definitely one of the most characteristic features of stress-
timed languages. In English, for instance, many vowels in unaccented syllables are re-
duced to schwa, whereas in Russian the process appears to be more complex because
the five-element vowel inventory found in accented syllables is reduced to a sub-system
consisting of [i, u, a] in immediately pre-tonic position, which is further reduced to [i, u,

" I want to thank two anonymous PSiCL reviewers for their helpful comments and suggestions offered dur-
ing the preparation of the final draft of the article.
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2] in other pre-tonic and post-tonic positions. It is claimed in the phonetic literature that
the low vowel [a] that results from 1st degree reduction differs both qualitatively and
quantitatively from [2], which is the outcome of 2nd degree reduction. However, Barnes
(2006) maintains that there is only one degree of phonological reduction in Russian
which simplifies the [i, e, a, 0, u] system to the [i, a, u] sub-system. The author argues
that further reduction of the low vowel to schwa is the result of phonetic vowel reduc-
tion that does not take place in certain phonological contexts, e.g. in hiatus and in
phrase-final position.

The major objective of the present paper is to provide acoustic evidence that will
shed more light on the process of unaccented vowel reduction in Russian and verify
Barnes’ (2006) hypothesis as to the phonetic nature of 2nd degree reduction.

2. Phonological vowel reduction in Russian

The vowel system of the Russian language consists of the five phonemes /i, e, a, 9, u/
(cf. Avanesov and Sidorov 1970: 257; Kniazev and Pozaritskaya 2005; Kasatkin 2006).
All the vowels, as well as the high front [i] which is an allophone of /i/, are found in ac-
cented syllables. In unaccented syllables, the five-element inventory is reduced to two
sub-systems, consisting of three elements [i, a, u] and [i, 9, u]. The former is found in
immediately pre-tonic position and the latter in other unaccented pre-tonic and post-
tonic positions. However, the reduction process a given vowel undergoes does not only
depend on its position in relation to the main stress, but also on its phonological envi-
ronment (cf. Avanesov 1972; Avanesov and Sidorov 1970; Comrie 1990b; Gussmann
2002; Kniazev and Pozaritskaya 2005; Crosswhite 2000a, 2000b, 2004; Kasatkin 2006).
Since the extent to which an unstressed vowel is reduced is determined by its position,
Russian is described as a language whose vowels are subject to two degrees of vowel
reduction. Avanesov and Sidorov (1970) explain that 1st degree reduction, which is also
referred to as moderate reduction, takes place in syllables immediately preceding the
stress, whereas 2nd degree reduction occurs in other unaccented syllables. In moderate
reduction, if the preceding consonant is non-palatalised, only [a] and [o] undergo the
process whose outcome is the vowel [a]. Thus in this environment 1st degree reduction
neutralises the phonetic contrast between the phonemes /o/ and /a/. Palatalised conso-
nants seem to have a stronger neutralising effect on the following vowel because in
such contexts unaccented [e, a, o] are always pronounced as a neutral vowel, which in
the Russian phonetic literature is represented with the symbol [5]," or alternatively with

! While describing the same phenomenon, Western authors, e.g. Crosswhite (2000a, 2000b, 2004), Aguilar
etal. (2003), use the IPA symbols [i, o] to represent [b, b] respectively. Somewhat surprisingly, Reformats-
kij (1970b) uses the symbol [A] to represent word final week vowels, as in yyecmeo ‘sense’, in which the fi-
nal vowel sound undergoes 2nd degree reduction, and which is transcribed by Reformatskij as [uycTBa].
Western authors would rather transcribe the word as ['tfustvs]. One drawback of using standard IPA symbols
while writing about Russian phonology is that the distinction between [i] and the sound for which Russian
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[i"] (cf. Avanesov 1972; Kasatkin 2006). Naturally, the diachritic is used to show that
the high front vowel is substantially more central than canonical [i]. On the other hand,
in 2nd degree reduction, or extreme reduction in Crosswhite’s (2000a, 2000b) terminol-
ogy, the three vowels are realised as [9].

Table 1. The system of Russian weak vowels
(adapted from Avanesov and Sidorov 1970: 259).

.. After non-palatalised After palatalised Vowels resistant to
Position .
consonants consonants reduction
Stressed syllable a o) a o e i i u
1* degree reduction a i° i i ou
) i i u
2"degree reduction i

Table 1. shows that the vowels [i, u], as well as [i], seem to be resistant to phonetic
change in the sense that they are affected neither by the position within the word, nor by
the character of the preceding segment. That is the reason why Gussmann (2002) calls
them fully independent. Even though the sounds do not undergo phonological reduc-
tion, they are susceptible to substantial phonetic reduction in fast speech (cf. Jaworski
2008). Kniazev and Pozaritskaya (2005) have also shown that the vowel [u] is not im-
mune to reduction, particularly when it is placed in the syllable immediately preceding
the stress and when neighbouring on a palatalised consonant, as in 6osbmu proxsax ‘take
the rucksack’ realised as [vaz'mi rig'zak]. The authors conclude that ““[¢c] hononOrHUEC-
KO TOYKH 3PEHUS 3TO 03HAYACT BOZMOKHOCTh HEYTPAIH3AINHY BCEX TNIACHBIX (POHEM B
OJTHOM BapHaHTE UJIH TIOJHYIO YTPaTy MU CMBICTIOpa3inIuTeIbHON QyHKImu” [from
the point of view of phonology, it demonstrates the possibility of all the vowel sounds
being reduced to one variant, or the full loss of their contrastive function]* (Kniazev and
Pozaritskaya 2005: 219; but see also Comrie 1990b).

Crosswhite (2000b) describes the vowel reduction phenomenon in a number of
Russian dialects and she concludes that, despite exhibiting different reduction patterns,
they have very similar vowel sub-inventories (see Table 2). In most cases, they have a
two-pattern reduction system with the first, moderate reduction, being a step towards
enhancing the prominence of the immediately pre-tonic syllable by replacing the mid-
close vowels [o] and [e] with [a] and [i], respectively. In the other pattern, which she
calls extreme reduction, the vowels [e, a, o] surface as [9] in all other unstressed posi-
tions. This can be thought of as a strategy of avoiding low vowels in unaccented posi-

authors use the symbol [5] is lost. Judging from Kniazev and Pozaritskaya’s (2005: 37) vowel quadrilateral,
the IPA symbol that can represent the sound is [3].

? Translation mine — S.J.
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tions. As low vowels require long gestures, their articulatory cost is high and for that
reason they are not preferred in prosodically weak positions (cf Table 2).

Table 2. Vowel sub-inventories in Russian dialects (after Crosswhite 2000b: 110).

Other pre-tonic Immediatel Stressed syllable Post-tonic syllables
syllables pre-tonic syllable
i u i u i u i u
9 e 5 9
a 9
low sonority peripheral all underlying low sonority
V’s only V’s only vowel qualities V’s only

This pattern is sometimes modified when a vowel is preceded by a palatalised conso-
nant. Crosswhite (2004) mentions in passing an [i]-reduction pattern characteristic of
many Central Russian dialects, including Contemporary Standard Russian, in which [e,
a, 0] are realised as [i] even in immediately pre-tonic position. On the other hand, in the
South West of Russia there are dialects where speakers apply only extreme reduction
and, consequently, their vowel sub-inventory is made up of [i, 9, u].

Kasatkin (2006) presents by far the most complex vowel system of Russian that in-
cludes both accented and unaccented syllables as well as the phonological environments
in which each vowel can be used, where the phoneme /a/ has got as many as 6 allo-
phones. According to the author, the true quality of any vowel is manifested in accented
syllables whose first (and sometimes the only segment) is the vowel. Likewise, if the
preceding consonant is hard, i.e. non-palatalised, and if the duration of a vowel is suffi-
ciently long, the vowel can acquire its canonical quality. All the positional variants of
the Russian vowels are presented in Table 3. The dot before a vowel indicates a higher
and more anterior articulation caused by the palatalisation of the preceding consonant.
Similarly, the diacritic [’] represents a more central articulation of [i], [i] and [a],
whereas the symbol [] denotes a lower variant of [i].

In all the above-quoted sources, both degrees of vowel reduction are presented as
phonological phenomena because they occur regardless of speaking rate. However, a
recent study by Barnes (2006) questions the phonological nature of 2nd degree reduc-
tion because there are contexts in which the vowel [a] does not weaken to schwa despite
being placed in an environment conducive to this process. Barnes argues that [a] fails to
rise to schwa in hiatus before another [a], as in coomrowenue ‘relationship’ that is real-
ised phonetically as [saatna'f'enijo] and not *[soatna'flepijo], even when the speaking
rate is fast, nor does it reduce to schwa in phrase-final syllables. The claim is substanti-
ated with the results of an experimental study confirming that in these two contexts the
articulatory target for [a] is reached. The author attributes the success in producing a
full gesture in both cases to the additional duration provided by the [aa] hiatus on the
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Table 3. Vowel reduction in Russian (adapted from Kasatkin 2006: 151).

Phoneme n/ A lel o Tal
In 'V, VC syllables u i e o) a
In an accented After non-palatalised consonant u i e ) a
syllable :
After palatalised consonant ‘u i ‘e 0 -a
In 'V, VC syllables u ie ie ad ad
After a non- 1st degree reduction u i i a  ao
palatalised . ;
In unaccented consonant 2nd degree reduction L
syllables - - - -
After a In all syllables u e ie ie e
palatalised but for open final
consonant In final open syllables ‘u e ie 9 9

one hand, and to phrase-final lengthening, on the other.” Since reduction of [a] in Rus-
sian is duration-dependent (at least in these two positions), Barnes (2006: 65) concludes
that the language has only one phonological vowel reduction process commonly re-
ferred to as 1st degree reduction, and one phonetically motivated process which fails to
apply if the duration of an unstressed vowel is above the threshold of 60 ms.

Naturally, at very fast rates when the speech apparatus is expected to meet exagger-
ated articulatory demands, and when maximally effortful gestures cannot fulfil the de-
mands, deeper reductions are probable. It is likely then that speakers of dialects that do
not reduce [a] to [9] in immediately pretonic syllables will do so if asked to speak at
their fastest attainable rate. Bondarko et al. (2003) have established a link between the
degree of vowel reduction and effort expenditure. In their samples of read and sponta-
neous Russian speech, the steady states of formants are not visible in the spectra of
spontaneously produced utterances, whereas they are present in the same sentences read
later by the same subjects. In the light of the results obtained by Bondarko et al. (2003)
and Barnes (2006), vowel reduction appears to be a phonetically conditioned process
that has phonologised in certain contexts. Padgett and Tabain (2005: 16) explain that
phonologisation results from the fact that speakers find it difficult to maintain contrasts
between some unaccented vowels, e.g. between /i/ and /e/ in the case of Russian, there-
fore they stop producing them. Learners, on the other hand, do not perceive such dis-
tinctions and, consequently, do not acquire them.

Interestingly enough, some Russians do not make a distinction between [a] and [2].
Figure 1 shows a spectrogram of the word nooxoorcy [patxa'zu] ‘I am approaching’ pro-

? Moreover, some native speakers of Russian claim they do not produce identical word-final vowels when
they mark a grammatical difference, e.g. in 'uyecmeo ‘feeling nom. sing.” and 'wyecmea ‘feeling nom pl’ the
realised vowels are, respectively, [9] and [a] (Molchanova p.c.).
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Figure 1. Spectrograms of TK’s (left) and TM’s (right) slow speech performace of the word
nooxoocy [patxa'su] ‘I am approaching’.

duced by two native speakers of Russian TK and TM. In these particular examples, the
F1/F2 parameters of TK’s [a] are 752/1338 Hz, whereas those of her [a], 724/1307 Hz.
In simple terms, it means that the [a] that is expected to undergo less radical reduction
is, in fact, slightly higher and slightly more anterior. The acoustic characteristics of
TM’s vowels in the same word are, respectively, 793/1481 Hz and 797/1561 Hz. Again,
the acoustic parameters show that in this word the [9] is only slightly higher. On the
other hand, the [a] sounds are in both cases almost twice as long as the “schwas”. Their
duration ratio is 0.04/0.076 s in TK’s performance and 0.046/0.08 s in TM’s speech.
These findings strongly suggest that the auditory impression of two distinct degrees of
vowel reduction is generated by the temporal rather than acoustic characteristics of the
reduced vowels. As a consequence, it can be argued that there is only one degree of
phonological vowel reduction.

The experiment described in the following section was carried out to provide acous-
tic evidence that will either substantiate some of the claims formulated by Barnes
(2006) or confirm the existence of two degrees of phonological vowel reduction in Rus-
sian.

2. Experiment

Four female native speakers of Russian (TK, TM, LS, IB) took part in the experiment.
The first two subjects were born and brought up in Moscow, while the other two in
Sankt Petersburg. All the subjects live in Poland now, but they still use Russian at work*
and at home. For the purposes of the experiment the participants were asked to read 137

*1t is worth mentioning that all the participants are teachers, thus it can be assumed that they pay more atten-
tion to pronunciation than the average person does.
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meaningful sentences at a natural, self-determined tempo (see the Appendix). The sen-
tences, which contained the words listed in (1), were read in random order. Each word
was used 10 times, thus 20 tokens of each target vowel were obtained.

In order to collect acoustic evidence, twenty accented [i, a, u] sounds, twenty to-
kens of[i, a, u] found in immediately pre-tonic position and twenty tokens of [2] found
in other pre- and post-tonic positions were extracted from the recorded material. Neither
word-initial nor word-final vowels were taken into consideration. As palatal and palatal-
ised consonants also exert a significant influence on vowel height, all tokens of [a] and
[u] were found in non-palatalised environments, except for the high front [i] which al-
ways follows a palatal or palatalised consonant.

The recordings were made in December 2008 in the computer room of Collegium
Balticum in Szczecin. The Praat programme (version 4.2.21) was used to digitise the
data and carry out the acoustic analyses. The sound files were downsampled from 16
kHz to 11 kHz in order to reduce the number of formants in the signal to approximately
five. Formant values were determined by means of LPC analysis with 25 ms window
length and 5 ms time step. The phonological contexts in which the target vowels were
found as well as the words that were used in the experiment are presented in (1).

(1) accented [a] [p_d/t] nadams [‘padot’] “fall’,
naoxui ['patkij] ‘sharp-set’,
1st degree reduction  [p_d/t] noobadpueams [pad'badrivat’] ‘encourage’,
nodapok [pa'darok] “gift’
2nd degree reduction  [p_d/t] nod6opooox [padba'rodak] ‘chin’,
nomomy [pata'mu] ‘because’

accented [u] [d b]  oy6y ['dubu] ‘oak’ (dat. sing),
Hy6nun ['dublin] ‘Dublin’
unaccented [u] [d b]  oyboewui [du'bovij] ‘oaken’ (adj),
oybuna [du'bina] ‘thick stick’
accented [i] [d 6]  pooumenu [ra'd’ithisli] ‘parents’,
nopooums [para'dit'] ‘give rise’
unaccented [i] [d 0]  oemeii [di''ej] ‘children’ (gen. pl),

demexmus [d'i'Vektif] ‘detective’
It is worth emphasising that even though the phonological environments in which the
target vowels are placed are not the same, in this study we are not going to compare
these sounds with each other, thus the different contexts appear to be irrelevant.

3. Results and discussion

The four scatterplots in Figure 2 show the acoustic characteristics of all the accented
and unaccented [i] and [u] vowels produced by the subjects. The scatterplots show
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clearly that in both cases the unaccented vowels are more central in the dimension of F1
and F2.

In order to prove that the difference between the F1 and F2 values of the stressed
and unstressed vowels is statistically significant, a t-test for independent samples was
carried out for all the subjects. In this test, the difference between two sets of data is re-
garded as statistically significant if the p-level is lower than 5% (p < .05).
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As far as the two high vowels are concerned, the test revealed that the four sets of
accented and unaccented [i] and [u] sounds are different in terms of statistics (p <.001)
(see the acoustic data in Tables 4 and 5). The data indicate that [i] and [u] are suscepti-
ble to phonetic change, as the vowels were regularly undershot by the subjects in un-
stressed syllables. It is worth emphasising that these results are very similar to those ob-
tained by Padgett and Tabain (2005). These data strongly suggest that accented high
front and back vowels differ both qualitatively and quantitatively from their unaccented
counterparts. It is by no means surprising that sounds which require relatively long lin-
gual gestures are not fully articulated in prosodically weak positions. These results also
confirm the findings of a recent cross-linguistic study by Jaworski (2008) which
showed that speakers of Spanish and Polish, in which unaccented vowels are believed
to be resistant to reduction, also find it difficult to reach the articulatory target for high
vowels in fast speech.

Table 4. Acoustic data — mean values and standard deviation of accented vowels.

Speaker Vowel Mean F1 SD Mean F2 SD
i 370 33.46 2475 57.65
TK u 404 34.11 1014 71.80
a 805 33.55 1448 53.62
i 352 36.98 2461 65.33
™ u 410 37.05 1027 58.75
a 816 4273 1453 58.23
i 350 27.73 2508 56.78
LS u 394 32.88 1020 59.22
a 804 33.81 1413 30.06
i 343 36.77 2494 60.09
1B u 387 34.44 1006 56.72
a 799 40.03 1432 51.22
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Table 5. Acoustic data — mean values and standard deviation of unaccented vowels.

Speaker Vowel Mean F1 SD Mean F2 SD
i 422 48.65 2316 67.04
TK u 445 41.06 1134 81.36
a 702 37.85 1434 49.55
2 674 48.59 1462 50.32
i 398 41.76 2367 68.33
™ u 453 42.54 1069 69.46
a 708 39.84 1463 43.38
3 683 45.77 1454 45.32
i 390 49.97 2398 59.54
LS u 424 38.88 1122 75.28
a 781 49.85 1422 57.23
2 606 51.84 1435 41.78
i 385 47.77 2356 60.32
B u 425 43.45 1084 63.27
a 781 40.83 1449 45.45
9 698 47.71 1461 49.03

As for the low vowel [a], the subjects produced interesting, and somewhat surpris-
ing, data. The scatterplots in Figure 3 show that speakers LS and IB apply two degrees
of vowel reduction, whereas speakers TK and TM apply only one. In the case of LS and
IB, there is no doubt that the difference between the accented [a] sounds and those un-
dergoing first degree reduction is insignificant. On the other hand, most of the [o]
sounds, or rather unaccented low vowels undergoing 2nd degree reduction, definitely
differ qualitatively from both accented [a] sounds and those found in immediately pre-
tonic position.

By contrast, in TK’s performance the differences between [a] sounds resulting from
1st degree reduction and those undergoing 2nd degree reduction did not reach the level
of statistical significance. The question that automatically arises is whether the “re-
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Figure 3b. Two degrees of vowel
reduction in Russian: speaker IB.

Figure 3c. One degree of vowel
reduction in Russian: speaker TK.

Figure 3d. One degree of vowel
reduction in Russian: speaker TM.

1000

duced” vowels should be classified as [a] or as [a°]. In order to answer the question the
F1 and F2 values of 20 tokens of accented [a] sounds were measured and compared to
those of vowels undergoing 1st and 2nd degree reduction. In both cases the differences
are highly significant (p <.001).

Given the results, it can be assumed that TK’s vowel system in all unaccented sylla-
bles consists of [i°, 9, u°]. Interestingly enough, speaker TM, the other Moscovite, also
exhibits the same reduction pattern, but this should be treated as a coincidence and on
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no account should one claim that this is the main feature of the accent spoken in Mos-
cow. Rather, it can be argued that one degree of vowel reduction is a characteristic fea-
ture of “fast speakers”. The average speech rate of the participants seems to substantiate
the claim as TK and TM speak considerably faster (7.5 and 7.2 syllables per second, re-
spectively) than LS and IB (6.5 and 6.3 syllables per second). The two reduction pat-
terns are presented in Figure 4.

When asked whether their [a] sounds in immediately pre-tonic and other pre-tonic
and post-tonic positions differ in terms of quality, all the subjects claimed that they al-
ways produce two distinct vowel sounds, irrespective of speech rate and speaking style.
However, judging from the data, their auditory impressions are influenced by the tem-
poral characteristics of the reduced vowels rather than by their quality. Figure 5 presents
the durations of all the tokens of [o] and [a] produced by speakers IB and TM. The for-
mer applies two degrees of vowel reduction in her speech, whereas the latter only one.
Predictably, the vowels which underwent 2nd degree reduction were, in most cases,
considerably shorter than the vowels that were placed in immediately pre-tonic sylla-
bles. A t-test revealed that the differences are, in fact, highly significant for all four
speakers (p <.001).

Somewhat surprisingly, some of the [a] vowels turned out to be slightly longer than
some of the [a] sounds. However, it is almost certain that this can only take place when
the duration of [9] found in one word is compared to the length of [a] placed in a differ-
ent word. Within the same word [9] is very unlikely to be longer than [a] (cf. Figure 1).
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Figure 5. Duration of vowels undergoing 1st and 2nd degree reduction
in slow and fast speech; speaker IB (top) and TM (bottom).

Barnes (2006) maintains that phrase-final vowels are not normally reduced to
schwa because such sounds are particularly susceptible to lengthening. He argues con-
vincingly that 2nd degree reduction fails to apply if the duration of an unstressed vowel
is above the threshold of 60msec. The data in Figure 5 is consistent with Barnes’ find-
ings because in TM’s speech most of the unaccented vowels undergoing 1st and 2nd
degree reduction were, in fact, shorter than 60msec. Despite the fact that the vowels
found in immediately pre-tonic position were considerably longer than those found in
other unaccented positions, subjects TK and TM still did not manage to produce signifi-
cant differences in vowel height. This strongly suggests that, at least, some speakers
have only one degree of vowel reduction. As a result, duration appears to be the only
phonetic indication of 2nd degree reduction. The significant differences in duration do
not have any phonological consequences as in Russian there is no distinction between
short and long vowels.
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4. Conclusion

Phonetic research hardly ever yields uniform results as there are too many variables that
have to be taken into consideration. In spite of applying the same procedure, subjects
usually produce results that differ to a lesser or greater extent. In the case of this study,
the results obtained from speakers LS and IB confirm the existence of two degrees of
vowel reduction in Russian, whereas in the speech of the other subjects (TK and TM)
there seems to be only one. Judging from the data, one might say that there are two dis-
tinct patterns of vowel reduction in Russian and that it is a speaker-specific phenome-
non that depends on the speaker’s accent. Obviously, one can argue that such findings
can result from the fact that [a] sounds produced in some words are were compared
with [o] vowels realised in other words. On the other hand, the spectrograms in Figure 1
show that in some cases a schwa sound can be lower than an [a] sound placed in the
same word. The data also suggests that, in the case of speakers applying one degree of
reduction, the auditory impression of two degrees should be attributed to the differences
in duration between immediately pre-tonic [a] sounds and those undergoing 2nd degree
reduction.

It is absolutely necessary to bear in mind that in this article read speech was ana-
lysed which, by definition, is reduced to a lesser degree than spontaneous, casual
speech. Had these utterances been produced naturally, there is little doubt that more pro-
found vowel reductions would have been observed. Also, the fact that all subjects are
teachers should not be ignored. Obviously, one may argue that there may be substantial
individual differences between the teachers but, generally speaking, they attach more
significance to pronunciation than naive listeners. Consequently, one can hazard a guess
that one degree of vowel reduction is much more common in spontaneous speech of
less educated individuals.

Even though the evidence presented here strongly suggests that some native speak-
ers of Russian apply one degree of vowel reduction, data produced by only four speak-
ers do not suffice to draw far-reaching conclusions as to the nature of the process inves-
tigated in this article. There is no doubt that more detailed research is needed to provide
more insight into the process and verify the results.
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APPENDIX

HayuuThcs magaTh MOXXHO — TOJIBKO OY€HB OCTOPO’KHO.
CraBKH 10 UIIOTEKE OYAYT MaJaTh [0 MEpe BBIXO/A M3 KpU3HUCa.
He xouy magaTs npu KaxxzoMm yzaape.

Haesnnuk gomkeH yMeTh IpaBHIBHO MAAaTh C JIOIIATH.
Py0np npomoikaer nagaTh B LIEHE.

Hawm He Hano magate 1yxoM.

EBpo npozgomkaer nagaTh B IponacTb.

S He 6yny nagaTh B 0OMOPOK KOIJa YBUXKY UX.

V Hero Havajiu najaTh JOXOJbI OT COTOBOH CBSI3H.
BeckpbuibiM 60JIbHO MAJATH € BHICOTHI.

On Bceraa ObLJI NaJKUIi Ha JIECTh.

Ilagkmii s HA TaKkKe BEIU.

bbut Ha JKEHIIUH U 3e1e MaAKU.

NI RO =

- \O
W
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Bonoas Bcerna Obu1 magKuii Ha Y0BOJILCTBUS.

51 BooO11Ie magKuii Ha peKiiamy.

T'ocmogun I1aB/10B 0YeHb MAJKHIA HA KOMIUTMMCHTEL.

I'ocnoauu IlaBaoB He ciyIIKOM MaAKMIA Ha CIaBy.

OH 10CTaTOYHO MAAKMI Ha KEHCKHUE MPEJIeCTH.

51 He TakoM MaAKHH HA JICHBIH.

Kopmryn magkmii 10 KpoBH U CTHIHH.

Pycckue o604t noadaapuBaTh caMu ceOsl.

Cobaky Hy)KHO moadaApuBaTh K padore.

B Takue MOMEHTHI HE HaJJ0 MOA0AAPUBATH UIPOKA.

Yuutens 10KeH NOA0AAPUBATD YICHUKOB.

He o610 mogdaapuBaTh CONEpPHUKA BCSIKUMHU (pazamMu.

PebsTa cranu moadaapuBaTh €ro KPUKaMHu.

HyxHO moadaapuBaTh 4yBCTBO COOCTBEHHON 3HAYMMOCTH.

MbI npuILIH_10A0aAPUBATL 3TOro G0Kcepa BO BpeMs 00sl.

Heo6xomumo yaiie noadaapuBaTh €ro JJACKOH 1 BHUMAaHUEM.

IOmenko cobupaercs nogdagpuBaTh CBOUX (QyTOOIUCTOB.

WHTepHeT 3T0 Mara3uH OpUrHHAIBHBIX U HEOOBIYHBIX MOJAPKOB.

MBEI Kynuim HOBOTOJHUE NMOJAPKH.

51 Xo4y KyIUTbh OpUTHHAIIBHBIN MOAAPOK MY>KUHHE.

MHe Ja/1u NOAAPOK HA IE€Hb POXKACHUSL.

B 3TOoM MarazuHe MOKHO HaWTH MOAAPKH IS YeJIOBEKA JIFO0SIIETro KU3Hb.

3n1ech Bol HaBepHsika BbIOEpETE MOAAPOK IS IpyTa.

Kaxap1if 13 Hac X0Ts OBl pa3 B MecsI] JAPHUT MOJAPKH CBOUM OJIM3KHM.

51 Xo4y KyNuTbh HOBOTO/IHUE MOAAPKH IS IETEH.

Bropoit nogapox sBiIsSeTCs 3HAKOM JIMTYHOTO OTHOILECHHUS OTHOTO YeIOBEKa K JPYroMy.
I'psner 23 ¢deBpais, a 10JapOK €IlE HE BBIOPAH.

JIBoitHOI MOAOOPOAOK TOCTABISIET HEMAJIO OTOPUYCHUH.

OnHa 00HOBHIJIa MOA0OPOIOK.

ITo HrxHeH yacTu HOAOOPOAKA ONpEEIIeTCS YeI0BEUECKasl BOJIA.

Bropoii noa0opoaok nosBisieTcs: B pe3yibTaTe 0Caa0IeHUs MBIIIIL.

O BallleM XapakTepe paccKaxeT N0A00pOJOK.

OTBrCcIIHI MOAGOPOIOK MOXKET UCIIOPTUTH JIaXKe caMoe NMPEKPACHOE JTUIIO.

Omnu caenanu ¢pororpaduy NaLUEHTOB ¢ UMIUIAHTaMU HOAGOPOAKA U JIUIIA.
Cpe3aHHbIi MOA00POAOK TOBOPHT O CIIa00i BOJIE YeIOBeKa.

Tr1 MOXEITH TOATIEPETH MOAOOPOIOK JTAJOHIMH.

UYenoBek ¢ KBaJpaTHBIM NOA00POAKOM 00J1aaeT O0IbLION CUIION BOJIH.

Poccust onacHa moTomy, 4To €ii caMoi TPO3UT KOJUIAIIC.

Camouet 3a7iep>kaiy, HoToMy uTo OH Jieten B Mpan, a He B I'py3uto.

[To onHOI U3 Bepcuii AMHO3aBPHI BBIMEPIIN MOTOMY, UTO KIMMAT 3eMIIHA PE3KO U3MEHIIICS.
Bce paBHO ero He Opolry, HOTOMY YTO OH XOPOLIHA.

TABASCO 65110 3aKpbITO HOTOMY, YTO CTaJI0 OTCTaBaTh OT APYTrUX HOApa3aeIeHU.
JIeByIIKM 9acTO CMOTPAT XOKKEH HE MOTOMY, UTO MHTEPECHO, a MOTOMY, YTO MI'POKU
KpacHBEbIE.

CrnoxHas aueta HeaQpeKkTHBHA, MOTOMY 4TO ee ObICTpee HAPYILIAIOT.

SHyKoBHYA HE OTTOBApUBAIOT OT 1€0aTOB, MOTOMY YTO OH UX caM OOUTCS.
CounoJora He Jal0T HHPOPMANUIO, TOTOMY 4TO PaOOTAIOT Ha OJHOTO KaHAMIATA.
IMTox nybom TpaBa Ka3anach pexe.

Ha tom py0y cugur nruua.
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Ha nyGe yetbipe BeTku.

B Onecce py0y u nure npugany CTaTyc HaMsITHUKOB TPHPOJIBI.

Hexkora mmpokoJIMCTBEHHBIE Jieca ¢ Ay00M 3aHUMAaITH OOIIUPHBIC MPOCTPAHCTRA IO BCeH
Espone.

Kuna-0Ob1a B rHe3ie Ha Ay0y COPOKa CO CBOUMH COPOYATaMH.

Byk mo mpoyHOCTH M TBEpAOCTH MaJIO ycTyHaeT Ay0y.

Ha BTopoii aTak BeaeT JecTHuLa U3 xyda.

[To3T pemnTenbHOI0 MOX0AKOI0 NPUOIMKAETCS K caMOMy YO0y .

IMapket u3 y6a IpOUHBIH U KPACUBBIMH.

Tl'opon ly6,1MH pacmookeH y yCThs peKu.

Ceronnst Jly6smH - 3TO e1ie ¥ HeHTpP UPIAHACKOTO "9KOHOMUYECKOTo ayaa.
Wpnanackuit ropoa Ay0.aun sBisercs croauueil Mpnanguu.

[To craructuke, B JlyGJiMHe Ha NPOTSHKEHUU BBIXOAHBIX BhIUBaeTcst okoso 9 800 muHT
II1Ba B Yac.

Ha ynumax Jly6amna 1oy 4uTaioT CTUXH.

B ly6smH 51 ipuexai HECKOJIbKO 4acoB Ha3al.

Pacnucanue noneros B Jly0auH.

S xaxnpnif pa3 e3guia B Jly0JamH 3a MoKynKamH.

Kurenn Jly6amna HeTOBOJIBEHBI CKOPOCTHBIM PEKUMOM B TOPOJIE.

Hawm ynanocs 3a6ponupoBats otesb B JlydauHe.

Haia xoMnanus npeasaraet BaM Jy4Inii Ay00BbIi apKeT.

IITy4HbI# AYOOBBIi TAPKET COOTBETCTBYET TPEOOBAHUSIM BBICIICH KATETOPHH.
Jy0oBblii mapkeT HUKOT/Ia HE BBIXOIWI U3 MOJIBI.

Marblii 1y00BBIi ycay pacpocTpaHeH B 1yOpaBax JECOCTEIHOM U CTENHOM 30H.
[Tonepeynononocartelii 1y00BBIii KIUT UMEET OJIHOJIETHEE IOKOJICHHE.

Mpb1 Kynuiu 1y00BbIii KHHXKHBIH 1IKad.

[Ipoxam BeHUK 1y0OBBIN U3 OALIKUPHUHU /ISl OAHH U CAyHBI.

PocToBckre TaMOXXEHHHUKH 3aiepyKaiy 1y00BBIH ILIIOH.

Haia xoMnanus npejsaraet K HOCTaBKe Ay0OBBIi HINOH U Ay00BbIe OOUKH.
AHTHCEMHUTH3M HCIIOIb30BAJICS KaKk AyOMHA [l YCTPAaHEHUS] HEYTOJHbIX.

A paccMmaTpuBaTh ra3eTy Kak AyOMHY B pyKax TOW WIM HHOU MOJIMTHYECKOM TPYIIHIPOBKA
s He XKeJlaro.

U cHoBa Haj ero rojoBoii 3aHeceHa AyOMHA THEBa.

V xuTaiieB ectb U BTOpas AyOMHA MPOTHB AMEpPUKH.

OT0 Hallla MOJIMTHYECKast AyOMHa NPOTHB TeX, KTO NPOTHB HAac.

Ceifuac qyOuHa Mo1UIa IyJIsTh 110 CIIMHAM "HEI0CTaTOYHO YCIYKJIUBBIX" I'yOepHATOPOB.
Taxoe sieueHue — Kak AyOMHA MPOTUB KOMapa.

Ho urto Takoe 1y0MHA MPOTHB THICSTY KAALINX TBApen?

Ceifuac UCTOPHSI HA MEKAYHAPOJHOM YPOBHE NCTIONB3YeTcs Kak "Ay0nHa'" mpoTHB Hamrei
CTpaHsbl.

Kanam npourpsiBaer kak 1y0MHa NPOTHB Ja3epa.

I'opockorm coBMecTuMOCTH A€TEH U pOoAMTeJIel 1Mo 3HaKy 30/1MaKa.

TpeboBarenbHOCTH poauTeIeii K ceOe CTAHOBUTCS OCHOBOM POIUTEILCKOTO aBTOPHUTETA.
OueHb MHOTHE POIUTEN HEAOBOJIbHBI CBOMMH JAE€THMH.

PoauTesnu 60sTCa KOHPIMKTOBATH CO LIKOJIOH.

Mauiio HaiiieTcs poauTesiel, KOTOpbie XOTh pa3 He HUICTHYJIH peOeHKa.

Hexoroprle poauTesm paHee MNpU3HABAIMCh B TOM, YTO OTIAdM CBOUX JeTei
JI0OPOBOJIBHO.

Jlns sxcnepumenTa npuriacuiy 80 poauTeeii, y KOTOpbIX ObUIH I€TH B BO3pacTe oT 4 110
5 ner.
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Ho nomoub onpenenutses ¢ BBIOOPOM JTOJDKHBI POAUTEIH U IICUXOJIOTH.

UeM pyKOBOJICTBYIOTCSI POJAMTEJIM B CBOEM BbIOOPE CETOTHS?

51 pacckasana poguTeJasiM O MOUX IUIaHaX.

BEIGOPEI MOTYT HOPOAUTH Xa0C.

AJIpOHHBIN KOJUTAHAEP MOKET MOPOJUTH YEPHYIO JbIPY.

DTO MOXKET MOPOAUTH BTOPYIO BOJIHY KpH3HCA.

CyneGHoe pelieHre He MOKeT MOPOAUTH IPaBoO caMo 110 cede.

Ora esTeIbHOCTh MOXKET MOPOJAUTH HOBbIE NOTPEOHOCTH.

Kpareps! cnytanka CaTypHa MOTYT HOPOAUTHL HOBYIO KU3Hb.

Kaznp Cagnama XyceiiHa MOXeT HOPOAUTH BOIIPOCHI O CIIPABEVIMBOCTH CYLIECTBYIOIETO
MUPOTIOpsAIKA.

Mepbl 10 oI pKKE KUIHUIIHOTO KPEAUTOBAHUS MOTYT HOPOAUTH HOBYIO (PMHAHCOBYIO
UpaMULTy.

DHEPreTUIeCKNi KPU3UC MOKET MOPOAUTH TTOJIUTHIECKHH Xaoc.

OTO MOPOAUT TPYJHbBIE IOPHINYECKUE BOIPOCHL.

W3natenbCTBO BBITYCTHIIO HOBOE MTOCOOUE « AHTIITMUCKUH S3BIK JJISI ICTEH U TIOIPOCTKOB.)
B 31001 KHHTE BBI HaiiieTe BCce 0 BOCIIMTAHUU M 00y4eHHH JeTel paHHEero BO3pacTa.
MexnyHapoaHBIM JEHb AeTeH 0TMEYAETCs B MIEPBBIN JEHb JIETA.

Ilo ouenkam MeaukoB, Tosbko 10 % nereil 1 MOJPOCTKOB MPAKTUUYECKU 3[J0POBBI.
CobmnroaiiTe sreMeHTapHbIe paBiiia 0€30MacHOCTH IEPEBO3KH AeTeil B aBTOMOOUIIE.
Urpymiku i feTeid B HallleM Mara3uHe [pOAA0TCs JELIEBIIE YeM B IPYTHUX.

[Monmapku 1715t AeTei ObIBAaIOT pa3HbIE.

310pOBbE AeTell CTpagaeT OT Mapa3uTO30B.

3amuTa npaB AeTeil 5TO OJHA U3 TJIABHBIX 337a4 OPTaHOB BIIACTH.

PopuTeny noHnMaroT nmpasa jerei U poJuTeny o0s3aHbl OTCTauBaTh ATH IpaBa.

B oTnuume oT areHTCTB, YACTHBIN AeTEeKTHB BBIIIOJIHSET BCIO pabOTy OJUH.

YacTHbII A€ TeKTUB OKa3bIBAE€T BCE BU/BI IETEKTHBHBIX YCIIYT.

J17151 1eTeKTHBHOT'0 POMaHa XapaKTePHO NPOTHBOIIOCTABICHUE yMa U N300peTaTeIbHOCTH.
OunbMbl 1eTeKTUBBI BCeraa ObUIM JIIOOMMBIM JKaHPOM JIIOOUTENeH KpUMHHAIbHBIX
TOJIOBOJIOMOK.

Ora urpa NoHpaBUTCS BCEM MOKJIOHHUKAM AeTeKTHBHOI0 JKaHpa.

B coBpeMeHHOH XU3HH YCIyrd AeTeKTHBA MOTYT IIOHaJOOUTHCS HEOKUIaHHO.
DJeMEeHTaMH XOPOILIETO JeTeKTHBA OOBIYHO SBIAIOTCS 3axBaThIBaiomias atMocdepa u
HarnpsDKEeHUe.

Uewm oTiimgaeTcs AeTeKTUB OT KPUMHUHAJILHOTO poMaHa?

YacTHBIN 1€TeKTHB U IETEKTHBHBIE YCIYT'H IMOJB3YIOTCSA BCe OOJBIIMM CHPOCOM C
KaX/IbIM TO/IOM.
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