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Abstract

The current study is focused on referential ambiguity — a situation when a pronoun may be inter-
preted in favor of several referents. In the eye-tracking study, we aimed to investigate how refer-
entially ambiguous and unambiguous sentences are processed when the readers’ expectations are
manipulated by context. Two stimuli groups with temporal ambiguity were used: a region with a
pronoun was followed by a clause containing disambiguating information. A control unambigu-
ous condition was created for each experimental item. In the first group, there was no specific
bias towards any of referents, while in the second group the readers’ expectations were biased
towards the first-mentioned referent. The results showed that expectations are formed even
before the pronoun appears. In the second group in the unambiguous condition it results in a
slowdown at the pronoun region when it refers to the unexpected referent. The ambiguous con-
dition allows interpreting the pronoun according to the readers’ expectations, so the slowdown
occurs only in the disambiguating area when the pronoun is disambiguated towards a less antic-
ipated referent. In both cases the slowdown reflects reprocessing of the text and correcting the
discourse representation. As for the stimuli with no predetermined expectation, there was no dif-
ference in the first-pass reading time of the region with a pronoun; however, the significant slow-
down in the processing of disambiguating area is reported in the ambiguous condition compared
to the unambiguous one, regardless of which referent the pronoun refers to. This may be caused
by retrieval difficulty, by the necessity to reprocess the previous text or to establish referential
relations.

Keywords: reference, pronominal reference, referential ambiguity, anaphora, ambiguous pro-
nouns, context, eye-tracking.

Introduction

Imagine that someone is telling you a story about Sherlock Holmes and
Professor Moriarty (and you have never heard it before). In excitement, the person
says, “Sherlock and Moriarty were fighting near the waterfall... And then #e fell off

The study was partially supported by the grant N 37592373 from Saint Petersburg State
University.
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the cliff!”. Tt is unobvious who won the fight, since the pronoun %e in the second
sentence may refer to either of the characters. This situation is called referential
ambiguity, and it is being actively studied by psycholinguists. Most of the research
is guided by the aim to define factors that influence the interpretation of an
ambiguous pronoun by the addressee (Frederiksen, 1981; Smyth, 1994; jarvikivi, van
Gompel, Hyona, & Bertram, 2005; Jarvikivi, van Gompel, & Hyona, 2017; Kibrik,
2011; Fedorova, 2014; Prokopenya & Chernigovskaya, 2017, among others). Taken
together, these studies show that referential ambiguity resolution does not depend
on a single factor. The probability model proposed by A. Kehler and colleagues
(2008; 2019) suggests that pronoun interpretation is guided by (i) the activation
level of a particular referent in the addressee’s cognitive system; (ii) expectations
of the addressee regarding the referent to be mentioned next.

Most of the studies devoted to ambiguous pronouns were focused on the final
pronoun interpretation. However, the process of establishing referential relations
itself is of no less importance. A study by Stewart et al. (2007) revealed that the
processing time of referentially ambiguous sentences depends on an experimental
task, and if it does not require the resolution of a pronoun, there is no difference in
reading time between ambiguous and unambiguous sentences. However, if ambigu-
ity is temporal, i.e. if it is resolved by the following context, a significant slowdown
in the disambiguating area in an ambiguous condition occurs. Since the self-paced
reading technique was used in this study, it showed only general patterns of the
processing, whereas the eye-tracking allows for more detailed registering of written
language processing across time. Thus, our recent study showed no difference in
the 15¢-pass reading time between the phrases with referentially ambiguous and
unambiguous pronouns, while there was an effect of ambiguity advantage at the
late stages of processing, reflected in the shorter 21d-pass reading time (i.e. re-read-
ing time) for ambiguous sentences (Prokopenya, 2016). At the same time, a series
of EEG-studies (van Berkum, Brown, & Hagoort, 1999; van Berkum, Brown,
Hagoort, & Zwitserlood, 2003; Nieuwland, Otten, & van Berkum, 2007;
Yurchenko, Fedorova, Kurganskii, & Machinskaya, 2018) show that when a reader
or listener encounters an ambiguous noun or a pronoun, it elicits a distinct negative
ERP-component Nref between 300—-500 ms after its onset. There is no clear under-
standing of what the nature of the processes that underlie the Nref-component is:
it may reflect the detection of the ambiguity itself, the attempt to preserve two pos-
sible interpretations in working memory, or ‘controlled, strategic processing in order
to solve the ambiguity’ (Ibid., p. 163). Moreover, the amplitude of Nref depends on
the readers’ expectations: the absence of a strong contextual bias towards one of
the referents leads to a larger amplitude (Nieuwland & van Berkum, 2006).

In the present eye-tracking study we aimed to investigate how sentences con-
taining temporal referential ambiguity and unambiguous sentences are processed
when the readers’ expectations are manipulated by context. Taking into account
the ERP data, which showed that contextual bias leads to a decrease in the ampli-
tude of the Nref-component, we suggest that in a case when the readers’ expecta-
tions are biased towards one of the referents, the pronoun will be immediately
interpreted in favor of this referent. If it turns out that the pronoun, in fact, refers
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to a less anticipated referent there will be a significant slowdown in the disam-
biguating area since the reader has to reprocess the sentence and change an incor-
rect interpretation of the pronoun. Oppositely, there will be no difference from the
unambiguous condition (i.e. no slowdown), when the ambiguous pronoun refers to
the more anticipated referent.

On the other hand, previous studies showed that even though there is a partic-
ular ERP component, which amplitude is larger for ambiguous rather than for
unambiguous pronouns, no difference in reading times between them is found.
Based on this, we assume that in sentences without contextual bias the interpreta-
tion of an ambiguous pronoun can be postponed. This should lead to the absence of
differences in processing time of the region with a pronoun between ambiguous and
unambiguous conditions, but will cause a slowdown in the reading times of the dis-
ambiguating area (regardless of which referent the pronoun refers to), since the
readers need time to integrate both the pronoun clause and the disambiguating
clause at the same time when they get disambiguating information.

Method

Materials. We created two groups of discourse fragments, which consisted of
two sentences:

1) with no contextual bias for any referent

(a) (b) Tanya was calmly moving down the street when Nadya suddenly came off
the corner on rollerblades. Fortunately, she managed to stop quickly, and (a) Nadya /
(b) Tanya moved on quietly, without even recognizing the possibility of a crash.

(¢) (d) Tanya was calmly moving down the street when Misha suddenly came of f the
corner on rollerblades. Fortunately, (c) she / (d) he managed to stop quickly, and (c)
Misha/(d) Tanya moved on quietly, without even recognizing the possibility of a crash.

Transliteration of the original Russian text:

(a) (b) Tanya spokoyno ehala po ulitse, kogda Nadya neozhidanno vyletela iz-za
ugla na rolikah. K schastyu, ona zatormozila pochti momentalno, i (a) Nadya / (b)
Tanya proehala spokoyno, dazhe ne zametiv ugrozy stolknoveniya.

(¢) (d) Tanya spokoyno ehala po ulitse, kogda Misha neozhidanno vyletel iz-za
ugla na rolikah. K schastyu, (c) ona zatormozila / (d) on zatormozil pochti momental-
no, i (c) Misha proehal / (d) Tanya proehala spokoyno, dazhe ne zametio ugrozy
stolknoveniya.

2) with contextual bias towards the 15 referent

(a) (b) Lucy insulted Lera during the New Year party at school. Obviously, she
tried to mend fences first, but (a) Lera / (b) Lucy turned the phone off, as there
was no time for sorting out their relationship.

(¢) (d) Lucy insulted Ilya during the New Year party at school. Obviously, (c) she

(d) he tried to mend fences first, but (c) Ilya / (d) Lucy turned the phone off, as

there was no time for sorting out their relationship.

Transliteration of the original Russian text:
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(a) (b) Lyusya silno obidela Leru na novogodney vecherinke v shkole. Ochevidno,
ona pytalas pomiritsya pervoy, no (a) Lera / (b) Lyusya otklyuchila telefon, tak
kak vremeni dlya vyyasneniya otnosheniy ne bylo.

(¢) (d) Lyusya silno obidela Ilyu na novogodney vecherinke v shkole. Ochevidno,
(c) ona pytalas / (d) on pytalsya pomiritsya perooy, no (c) Ilya otklyuchil / (d)
Lyusya otklyuchila telefon, tak kak vremeni dlya vyyasneniya otnosheniy ne bylo.

All referents were introduced by four-letter male and female names; each name
appeared in each position an equal number of times. In the stimuli with no contex-
tual bias (1) the first sentence consisted of two clauses with both referents serving
as subjects of their clauses. In the stimuli with contextual bias (2) we used implicit
causality (IC)' verbs with the “stimulus”, or the cause of action, being the subject
of the clause. The second referent, in turn, acted as the object of the same clause.
Only the sentences with the 15 referent being more anticipated were used, since
our goal was to create a strong contextual bias regardless of the factors that form
readers expectations. The predetermined expectations for both stimuli groups were
confirmed in the pretest, where participants’ were asked to rate on a 4-point Likert
scale the possibility of a pronoun to refer to a particular character.

Design. 64 experimental texts were constructed (32 per each group). Each text
was presented in four conditions: (a) ambiguous, the pronoun refers to the 15¢ ref-
erent; (b) ambiguous, the pronoun refers to the 21 referent; (¢) unambiguous, the
pronoun refers to the 15¢ referent; (d) unambiguous, the pronoun refers to the 2nd
referent. Four experimental lists were created using a Latin square method: each
list contained an equal number of texts in each condition and within the list each
text was presented in only one condition.

Participants. 36 students of Saint Petersburg State University aged from 18 to
22 years (M = 19.6, SD = 1.4) with normal or corrected to normal vision took part
in the experiment. All of them gave their written consent for participation.

Apparatus. An EyeLink 1000 Plus eye-tracker with 1000 Hz temporal resolu-
tion was used. Eye-movements were recorded in monocular mode with the head
fixed, with 13-point calibration. The stimuli were presented in 14pt Arial font on a
1600x1024 pixels resolution monitor at an 81 cm distance.

Procedure. After the eye-tracker was calibrated, participants were instructed to
read texts one by one at a comfortable pace and answer comprehension questions
following randomly 1/3 of the texts. The experiment lasted for 30 minutes.

Results

Two areas of interest (IA) were chosen for the analysis: a) the clause containing
a pronoun (critical region)’; b) the clause containing disambiguating information

" Implicit causality effect — “verbs used to describe interpersonal events give rise to different
assumptions about the causes of the respective event” (Rudolph & Forsterling, 1997, p. 192).

* None of them participated later in the main study.

® Underlined with a single line in examples (1) and (2)
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(post-critical region)." For each area, the following measures were analyzed: 15*-pass
reading time (time spent in an IA before moving forward or backward), go-past
time (15t-pass + time spent on the returns to the previous areas before crossing the
right boundary of an IA), total reading time of IA (Table 1). Repeated-measures
ANOVA’ with two within-subject factors (ambiguity x reference) was used for the
analysis. Two recordings were discarded due to the tracker loss. A separate analysis
was conducted for two stimuli groups.

Critical region. For stimuli with no contextual bias (1) there was a significant
effect of ambiguity on the total reading time with more time spent in the region in
an ambiguous condition (F (1,33) = 4.477, p = .042), but there was no effect on 15¢-pass
or go-past time (ps > .05). There was no effect of reference on any of reading meas-
ures (ps > .05). There was a significant interaction of ambiguity and reference for
15t-pass time (F (1, 33) = 6.405, p = .016), but not for go-past or total reading time
(ps > .05). However, a paired t-test for the 15t-pass time showed no difference
between sentences with a pronoun referring to the 2" referent and referring to the
15t referent in ambiguous and unambiguous conditions (ps > .05). When reading con-
textually biased stimuli (2) participants spent more time in total in the pronoun region
in an ambiguous condition compared to an unambiguous one (F (1, 33) = 18.622,
p <.001), but there was no significant difference between these conditions for the
15t-pass and go-past time (ps > .05). There was also a significant effect of reference

Table 1
Means of Eye Movement Measures, ms (SDs are Printed in Brackets)

GROUP 1 GROUP 2

equal anticipation for both referents | 1st referent is more anticipated

AMBIGUITY Ambiguous Unambiguous Ambiguous Unambiguous

REFERENCE 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd

First-pass 852 789 780 843 874 829 831 925

_ - time (56) (54) (45) (56) (54) (54) (47) (60)
<

O O | Go-past 967 1064 937 1000 1045 1069 972 1081

E O | time 67) | 65 | (62) (64) (58) | 64) | (60) | (69)

© ~ Total time 1561 1542 1415 1469 1540 1642 1242 1455

(101) | (102) | (102) | (92) | (100) | (129) | (72) | (101)

é First-pass 661 690 602 625 724 747 696 680

S, |time “42) | 39 | 34 (33) 42) | 48) | (39 | (3%)

E 9 Go-past 845 836 652 667 967 1165 859 813

E é time 68) | (65 | (67) (50) (79) | 98) | (64) | (57)

8 Total time 1207 1277 967 959 1248 1372 969 1013

g (6) | (5 | (76) (60) 85) | 90) | (60) | (65)

* Underlined and highlighted in bold in examples (1) and (2).

’ Bonferroni adjustments were used for multiple comparisons.
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on total reading time (F (1, 33) = 6.418, p = .016) but not on the 15'-pass and go-
past times (ps > .05). Again, there was a significant interaction between ambiguity
and reference for 15t-pass (F(1, 33) = 9.117, p = .005), but not for the go-past or
total reading time (ps > .05). A paired t-test for the 15t-pass showed that there was
a significant slowdown in the unambiguous condition when the pronoun referred
to 20d referent (¢(33) = —3.018, p = .005). There was no significant difference in the
ambiguous condition (p > .05).

Post-critical region. For stimuli with no contextual bias (1) there was a signifi-
cant effect of ambiguity on all three measures: the 15¢-pass (F(1,33) = 7.257,p = .011),
the go-past time (F(1, 33) = 9.008, p = .005), and the total reading time (F(1, 33)
= 49.885, p <.001) — more time was spent in the region in ambiguous condition.
No other significant effects for this group were found (ps > .05). For contextually
biased stimuli (2) the same effect of ambiguity was found for the 15t-pass (F(1,
33) =6.345, p = .017), the go-past (F(1, 33) = 37.146, p < .001) and the total read-
ing times (F(1, 33) = 19.457, p <.001). More time in total was spent in the region
when a pronoun referred to the 274 referent (F(1, 33) = 4.512, p = .041). The was
no effect of reference on the 15t-pass and go-past time (ps > .05). Finally, there was
a significant interaction of ambiguity and reference for the go-past time (F(1, 33) =
= 8.036, p = .008) but not for other two measures (p > .05). A paired ¢-test showed
a longer go-past reading time when the pronoun referred to the 274 referent in an
ambiguous condition (£(33) = —2.548, p = .016). There was no such effect in the
unambiguous condition (p > .05).

Discussion

In general, the results confirmed our hypothesis. The processing of referentially
ambiguous and unambiguous sentences is influenced by contextually formed the
readers’ expectations: different reading patterns were obtained for two stimuli
groups. There was no difference in the 15¢-pass reading time between ambiguous
and unambiguous conditions for stimuli with no contextual bias (1). This means
that at the early stages of processing referential ambiguity does not require any
additional processing cost, regardless of whether at this moment the ambiguity is
only noticed, or the pronoun is immediately assigned to one of the referents (as in
the unambiguous condition). However, a significant slowdown in the processing of
a disambiguating area is reported in the ambiguous condition when compared with
the unambiguous one. This shows that as soon as readers receive disambiguating
information additional efforts are needed to process it: they are not moving further
unless this part is integrated into the previous discourse and, if necessary, they
return to the pronoun area to re-read it (as shown by the increased total time of
this region). Three possible theoretical interpretations may be proposed to explain
this slowdown in an ambiguous condition. Firstly, according to some theories, the
interpretation of an ambiguous pronoun may be postponed unless disambiguating
information is received (Poesio, Sturt, Artstein, & Filik, 2006; Karimi & Ferreira,
2015). If this is the case, then the slowdown in the disambiguating area may be
explained by the necessity to finally interpret an ambiguous pronoun. On the other
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hand, the recent study by Karimi et al. showed that referential processing is not
only affected by the number of accessible referents or discourse coherence, but by
the difficulty of retrieving a particular referent from memory (Karimi, Swaab, &
Ferreira, 2018). Thus, ambiguity slowdown effect may be attributed to retrieval
difficulty: ambiguous stimuli with no pre-determined expectations do not have any
specific cues (such as gender, for example) that help readers distinguish between
two referents. As a result, readers must return to the previous context in order to
build a coherent discourse representation. Finally, it is possible that readers do not
notice the ambiguity at all, and they interpret an ambiguous pronoun immediately
after encountering it even in sentences with no predetermined expectations. In this
case, the pronoun is assigned to a particular referent with 50% probability. And if
the initial interpretation is wrong, the reader has to re-process the sentence after
receiving disambiguating information, which in turn results in a slowdown (Stewart,
Holler, & Kidd, 2007, pp. 1687—1688). This interpretation is probabilistic in nature
and assumes that one of the referents is at least slightly preferable to another in each
case for each particular reader. However, such explanation contradicts ERP-data
that shows a greater amplitude for the Nref-component for ambiguous pronouns
compared to unambiguous ones, thus reflecting differences in processing.

Analysis of the contextually biased stimuli (2) showed the clear effect of the
readers’ expectations. A significant slowdown in the 15t-pass reading time in the
unambiguous condition when the pronoun referred to a less anticipated referent
shows that expectations indeed were formed. When readers encountered an unex-
pected pronoun, it took some time to correct the discourse representation. In con-
trast, there was no such effect in the ambiguous condition, as the pronoun could be
interpreted in line with the readers’ expectations. This resembles the ambiguity
advantage effect which was previously reported for syntactic and referential ambi-
guity (van Gompel, Pickering, Pearson, & Liversedge, 2005; Prokopenya, 2016).
Ambiguity leaves a possibility for a reader to interpret it according to personal
preferences, and in case of global ambiguity (with no disambiguation), there is no
need to re-process the text. At the same time, as shown by the results of our study,
in case of temporal ambiguity this advantage is only temporal as well. When an
ambiguous pronoun was disambiguated towards a less anticipated referent there
was a significant increase in the go-past time in the disambiguating area. This
shows that readers returned to the previous areas in order to re-interpret the pro-
noun and correct the discourse representation before moving to the last part of the
text.

Our study shows that referential processing of ambiguous and unambiguous
sentences is affected by the readers’ expectations that are formed by context. When
these expectations are shifted towards one of the referents, an ambiguous pronoun
is interpreted accordingly. This, in turn, leads to consequent reprocessing of a sen-
tence when it is disambiguated towards a less anticipated referent. The mismatch
between expectations and a real continuation of the discourse affects unambiguous
sentences as well, since the expectations are formed even before the pronoun
appears. In this case, readers need to correct their discourse representation as soon
as the pronoun related to an unexpected referent is encountered. It was also shown
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that when there are no predefined expectations, referential ambiguity requires
more processing efforts when disambiguating information is received. This may be
caused by retrieval difficulty, by the necessity to reprocess the previous text or to
establish referential relations.
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PoJb KOHTEKCTHO 3a/IaHHbIX O?KI/II[aHI/Iﬁ IpHu YTEHUUN pe(])epenunanbﬂo
OZHO3HAYHbIX U HEOAHO3HAYHbIX npeunomeﬂm‘fl

E. Caenko?, B.K. IIpokonens®

* Canxm-Ilemepbypeckuti zocydapcmeennviii ynusepcumem, 199034, Poccus, Canxm-Ilemepbype,
Vuusepcumemckas naé., 0. 7,/9

Pe3siome

JlanHoe wuccienoBaHue TOCBANIEHO pedepeHIUaNbHON HEOJHO3HAYHOCTH — CUTYalluWy,
KOTOpasi BO3HUKACT, KOI'/la MECTOMMEHNE MOKET 6bITb TIOTCHIINAJIBHO TPOUHTEPIIPETUPOBAHO B
MOJTb3Y HECKOJIbKUX YIOMSIHYTHIX panee pedepenToB. C MOMOIIBIO METOAUKY PETHCTPAIMH J[BU-
JKEHUII T71a3 U3YYaIoCh BIUSHIE KOHTEKCTHO 33/IaHHBIX YMTATEIbCKIX OKUAAHUI Ha 06paboTKY
pedepeHITaIbHO OTHO3HAYHBIX 1 HEO[HO3HAYHBIX MTPE/IJIOKEHNH. B KauecTBe CTUMYJIOB MCIOJb-
30BAIUCHh KOPOTKUE (DPATMEHTHI JIICKYPCa C BPEMEHHOH pedepeHIManbHON Heo{HO3HAYHOCTBIO!
3a (parMeHTOM C MeCTOMMEHVeM cJie[loBajia MH(pOPMAIs, pa3peliaionas HeoJHO3HAYHOCTb.
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ITpu aTOM cTUMYJIBI ObLIM TIOJIEIEHBI Ha JIBE IPYIIIbL. B 11epBoii rpyie He 6b110 6oJiee Ipeanoy-
TUTEJIBHOTO pPedhepPeHTa ISl MECTOUMEHHSI, B TO BPEMsI KaK BO BTOPOII TPYTITie IEPBBII YIOMSIHY -
ThIil pedepenT ObLI Gosiee oxkupaeM. Kaxpiit cTuMyJI ObLT TAKAKE IIPEACTABIEH B OIHO3HAYHOM
yCI0BUNU. Pe3ysIbraTsl MOKA3asM, 9TO OKUAAHMST (DOPMUPYIOTCS €IIe /[0 TOTO, KAK TOSIBJISIETCST
MeCTOUMEHMeE. DTO IPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTO IIPU YTEHUU OJHO3HAYHBIX CTHMYJIOB M3 BTOPOU IPYII-
bl HaGJTIO/IaeTCsl 3aMejieHne Ha (hparMeHTe ¢ MECTOMMEHHEM, eCJIH OHO OTHOCHTCSI K MeHee
oxuaeMomy pedepenty. HeoqHo3HauHoe ycIoBHE [aeT BOSMOKHOCTh [TPOMHTEPIIPETHPOBATH
MECTOUMEHKE B COOTBETCTBUU C OKUIAHMSIMU, IO9TOMY 3aMe/[JIEHUE BO3HUKAET TOJILKO [IPU uTe-
HUW PA3PEIIaIoNiero HeoAHO3HAYHOCTD (hPArMEHTA, €CJIN OKAa3bIBAETCSI, YTO MECTOMMEHHE OTHO-
CHTCSI K MeHee oxuziaeMoMy pedepenTy. B 060ux ciryuasix 3aMejjieHue CBSI3aHO ¢ HEOOXOANMOCTBIO
3aHOBO 00PA0OTATD TIPEJITIOKEHIE 1 CKOPPEKTHPOBATH MEHTAIBHYIO PEMpe3eHTaIiio. B crimyJiax ¢
PaBHO OKHIaeMbIMU pedepeHTaMu HAOJII0AI0Ch 3aMelJIeHIe TIPU YTeHnu (hparMeHra, paspe-
IMIAIOIIET0 HEO[HO3HAYHOCTH, HE3ABICHMO OT TOTO, K KAKOMY pedepeHTy OTHOCUTCSI MECTOMMe-
HEe. ITO MOXKET ObITh 0OYCIOBICHO TPYAHOCTHIO U3BJICUYEHUS PedhePeHTa U3 MaMITH, HeOOXOHU-
MOCTBIO MOBTOPHOI 00PaGOTKU IMPEABIAYIIErO TEKCTA WM CAMHM IPOIECCOM YCTAHOBJIEHMUS
pedepeHIManIbHbIX OTHOUIEHUH.

KiioueBbie cioBa: pedepeHins, MectouMenHasi pedepeniiusi, pedepeHIinaabHast HEOHO-
3HAYHOCTD, aHa(oOpa, HEOAHO3HAYHBIE MECTOMMEHHST, KOHTEKCT, alfl-TPEKHHT.

Caenko Exarepuna — marucrpant, Cankt-IleTepOyprekuii rocy1apCTBeHHbINA YHUBEPCUTET.
Cdepa HayIHBIX HHTEPECOB: ICUXOJIUHTBUCTHKA, pehepeHIHst, KOTHUTHBHAS TTOATHKA, SMITHPH-
4eCKOe U3yYeHHe JINTEPATYPBIL.

KonraxTsr: e.saenko157@gmail.com

ITpokonens Beponnka KoncrantunoBHa — jonent, kadenpa mpobieM KOHBEPreHIMH eCTe-
CTBEHHBIX U TYMAaHUTAPHBIX HAYK; HAYYHBIN COTPYAHUK, TaGOPATOPHSI KOTHUTUBHBIX UCCJIEI0BA-
Huii, Cankr-IleTepOypreKuil rocyiapCTBEHHBII YHUBEPCUTET, KAHAMAAT (DUITOJOTHIECKUX HAYK.
Cdepa HayuHBIX MHTEPECOB: NICUXOJUHTBUCTUKA, pedepeHIius, capka3M, M3ydeHue JBUKeHMI
IJIa3 1P YTEHUU.

Kontaktsr: veronika.info@gmail.com



