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Abstract: Receptive multilingualism is a multidimensional and multifactorial phenomenon that crucially depends
on the mutual intelligibility of closely related languages. As a strategy, it predominantly capitalizes upon a dynamic
integration of linguistic, communicative, contextual, and socio-cognitive aspects. Relevant linguistic determinants
(especially linguistic distances) along with recognizable extra-linguistic influences (such as attitude and exposure)
have recently enjoyed increased attention in the research community. In our online (web-based) intercomprehension
experiments, we have observed learning effects that appear to be empirically associated with individual cognitive
skills. For this study, we tested 185 Russian subjects in a written word recognition task which essentially involved
cognate guessing in Belarusian, Bulgarian, Macedonian, Serbian, and Ukrainian. The subjects had to translate the
stimuli presented online into their native language, i.e. Russian. To reveal implicit multilingual learnability, we cor-
relate the obtained intercomprehension scores with the detected reaction times, taking into consideration the poten-
tial influence of the experiment rank on the reaction time too.
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1. Background

Processes of globalization and migration pose specific challenges to the way information is transmit-
ted and processed, in which the language factor becomes even more crucial. Notions such as /ingua re-
ceptiva (ten Thije et al. 2017), intercomprehension (Doyé 2005), receptive multilingualism (Braunmiiller,
Zeevaert 2001) or semicommunication (Haugen 1966) all refer to a communicative practice that reveals
the human ability to understand an unknown language on the basis of an already acquired linguistic rep-
ertoire, as well as to a field of study exploiting linguistic similarities for modeling this special mode of
language use. A dynamic process of mutual intelligibility may include all kinds of multilingual communi-
cation (Rehbein et al. 2012).

Receptive multilingualism involves both inherent intelligibility, where readers or listeners of one
language are able to understand an unknown related language due to structural linguistic similarities, and
acquired intelligibility, if they have learnt some (closely) related language (Gooskens 2019). An acquired
lingua receptiva can apply to less related or unrelated languages, too (Muikku-Werner 2014); Branets
et al. (2019) determine this mode of communication as mediated receptive multilingualism. Successful
intercomprehension inevitably relies on various types of information: linguistic, communicative, contex-
tual, socio-cognitive, etc. So far, researchers have focused mostly on uncovering variables that influence
intercomprehension of related languages (Gooskens, Swarte 2017), with the assumption that the more lin-
guistic similarities two languages share, the higher their degree of mutual intelligibility is expected to be.

Mutual intelligibility of (closely) related languages can be asymmetric. Asymmetries may be of lin-
guistic nature, e.g., if language A has more complicated rules and/or irregular developments than language
B, this would result in a structural asymmetry (Berruto 2004). The transparency of vocabularies, along
with phonetic, morphological and syntactic structures, is typically asymmetric across Slavic languages
(e.g. Jagrova et al. 2017; Stenger et al. 2017; Golubovi¢ 2016).

An asymmetric intelligibility can also be due to extra-linguistic factors (e.g. attitude, language expo-
sure) and socio-cognitive aspects (e.g. age, level of education), or ‘unequal’ language status when speakers
of'a ‘smaller’ (or less prestigious) language would understand the ‘larger’ (or more prestigious) one better
than vice versa. Indeed, the relationship between extra-linguistic factors and intelligibility enjoys an in-
creasing attention recently. While some studies found no correlation (Gooskens, Hilton 2013; van Bezoo-
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ijen, Gooskens 2007), other registered a positive correlation between attitudes towards a language and its
intelligibility (Schiippert et al. 2015; Gooskens, van Bezooijen 2006). Two studies of written and spoken
receptive multilingualism (van der Ploeg et al. 2017; Vanhove 2014) investigated the age and the educa-
tional level as explanatory variables of observable intercomprehension effects among Germanic languages
(Dutch, English, German, Swedish). In particular, van der Ploeg et al. (2017) found that participants with
a higher level of education perform better in text intelligibility tests than those with a lower level of educa-
tion. On the other hand, they did not find the same age-related effects in the written modality as Vanhove
(2014), who registered a slight increase across the adult life span. These studies suggest that participants’
age would affect both text and word intelligibility scores.

The impossibility to study linguistic processes in the second language acquisition without bringing
together the social (‘occurring in the world”) and the individual (‘occurring in one’s head’) is character-
istic for contemporary models of bilingualism (Atkinson 2002). Both inherent and acquired intelligibility
imply that social experience is a crucial component of receptive multilingualism, influencing the specific
cognitive strategies for understanding an unknown language. Consequently, we need to take into account
not only the individual factors influencing the spontaneous understanding of an unknown but (closely)
related language but also interlocutors’ cognitive skills engaged in this mode of communication. Empirical
evidence from a series of written and spoken intelligibility tests is being collected online at the experimen-
tal website of the INCOMSLAYV project'®, with interfaces in 11 Slavic languages (Belarusian, Bulgarian,
Czech, Croatian, Macedonian, Polish, Russian, Serbian, Slovak, Slovenian, and Ukrainian) as well as in
English and German. In this contribution, we focus on learnability effects observable in web-based inter-
comprehension experiments with Slavic languages. In particular, we are interested in a free translation of
isolated written stimuli in two East Slavic (Belarusian and Ukrainian) and three South Slavic (Bulgarian,
Macedonian, and Serbian) languages by Russian native speakers.

2. The current study

Previous research in mutual intelligibility of Slavic languages shows a generally successful cross-lin-
gual recognition of individual cognates (Stenger 2019; Golubovi¢ 2016). With regard to the Cyrillic script,
Stenger (2019) reports the following situation, based on the intercomprehension scores from subjects’ ini-
tial exposure to a cross-lingual cognate guessing challenge in order to avoid any bias and learning effects.
Among the East Slavic languages, Ukrainian is more understandable to Russian readers than Belarusian,
with the average comprehensibility values for Ukrainian and Belarusian stimuli being relatively high —
almost 86% and 73% respectively. For the South Slavic languages, Bulgarian is the most understandable
one for Russian readers, with an average comprehensibility value of approximately 71%, followed by
Macedonian with 62% and Serbian with almost 59%.

The orthographic distance measured by means of the Levenshtein algorithm appears a good general
predictor of intelligibility of an unknown but (closely) related language at the word level in all tested
groups. The statistical results also show that the word length as an explanatory variable is essential in the
recognition of written South Slavic stimuli by Russian readers since the South Slavic words are generally
shorter than their Russian cognates and East Slavic stimuli. Furthermore, Bulgarian and Serbian written
intelligibility to Russian native speakers suggests that the higher the neighborhood density (the number of
similar words that might interfere in the process of cognate identification), the lower the number of suc-
cessful translations although this is not the case for Ukrainian, Belarusian, and Macedonian stimuli when
presented to Russian readers. However, according to the experimental results, the frequency of cognates is
not a reliable predictor for Russian readers.

In our investigation with Russian subjects, we examine the chance of their good performance in
five related languages as implicit multilingual learnability. Participants are quite likely to develop im-
plicit skills in ‘learning by doing’ (Beerkens 2010) to reach a better understanding of a related language.
Previous studies on receptive multilingualism investigate the phenomenon of ‘learnability’ (explicit and
implicit) mostly between two closely related languages or via a ‘bridge’ language. While some research

123 https://intercomprehension.coli.uni-saarland.de/en/
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has shown that dedicated teaching intervention may give results (cf. Branets et al. 2019; Golubovi¢ 2016),
other studies indicate no significant improvement (cf. Bergsma et al. 2014).

According to the approach of Kleinschmidt and Jaeger (2015), which includes (1) recognizing previ-
ously encountered situations, (2) generalizing to other situations based on previous encountered situations,
and (3) adapting to novel situations, we hypothesize that there is a link between the implicit multilingual
learnability based on experiment ranking and the individual word recognition. In testing the intelligibil-
ity between closely related languages, the reaction time can be a sensitive response measure if the test
language is very similar to the language of the subjects and the most answers are correct. The assumption
here is that the faster the subjects react, the better the intelligibility (cf. Gooskens 2013). In other words,
the intelligibility of a stimulus interacts with the reaction time needed for processing it. More specifically,
we assume that the rank of a given experiment, which corresponds to the order of its presentation to an
individual subject, has an impact on the intelligibility and will correlate positively with good word recog-
nition abilities. On the other hand, the time needed for completing a written translation task will correlate
negatively with the rank of experiment.

To detect multilingual learnability effects in connection with reaction time in web-based intercom-
prehension experiments, we address here the following questions: (i) How well do Russian readers under-
stand cognate words of unknown but related languages — East Slavic (Belarusian and Ukrainian) and South
Slavic (Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Serbian)? (ii) What is the relation between performance and reaction
time in reading intercomprehension? (iii) How does the experiment rank influence the performance of
readers’ groups? (iv) What is the link between the experiment rank and reaction time?

We start by providing relevant information about the experiments and the participants (Section 3),
then we go on to present the results and the analysis (Section 4), and finally we draw some general conclu-
sions (Section 5).

3. Experimental setup

3.1. Testing material

The Belarusian (BE), Bulgarian (BG), Macedonian (MK), Russian (RU), Serbian (SR), and Ukrainian
(UK) data used in this work come from a collection of parallel word lists of internationalisms and Pan-
Slavic vocabulary, which were freely available from the EuroComSlav project'?, as well as cognates'?
from Swadesh lists'*® and from Common Slavic vocabulary (Carlton 1991). The linguistic items in these
lists belong to different parts of speech, mainly nouns, adjectives, and verbs. We have manually designed
a cross-linguistic rule set of matching orthographic units (transforming both individual characters and
character strings) based on traditional comparative-historical Slavic linguistics. This resulted in linguisti-
cally informed rules and diachronically motivated orthographic correspondences (from Proto-Slavic to
modern Slavic languages), e.g. BG-RU: 6:61, oc:oico, na:ono, s:e, etc. In a computational transformation
experiment (Fischer et al. 2015) we have applied this rule set to the parallel word lists and categorized
all cognates in the respective pairs as either (i) identical, or (ii) successfully transformed, or (iii) non-
transformable by the rule set. The selection of stimuli for our web-based experiments includes correctly
transformed items (ii)'’.

3.2. Procedure

The cross-lingual intelligibility was tested by means of a free translation experiment with isolated
written stimuli (single words) at the experimental website of the INCOMSLAYV project!?®. The participants
started the experiment with registration and then completed a background questionnaire in their native

124 Cf. Angelov (2004) and Likomanova (2004).

125 That is, historically (etymologically) related word pairs that still bear the same meaning in both languages.
126 Slavic Swadesh lists.

127 The word lists with rule sets are online available in Stenger (2019: appendix 2-6).

128 https://intercomprehension.coli.uni-saarland.de/en/
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language (RU). After that, 6 challenges with 340 items (in total) were presented randomly: 2 challenges
with 60 different BG stimuli in each group, 1 challenge with 60 UK stimuli, 1 challenge with 60 BE
stimuli, 1 challenge with 50 MK stimuli, and 1 challenge with 50 SR stimuli. The order of the stimuli was
randomized. The participants saw the stimuli on their screen, one by one, and were given 10 seconds to
translate each word into RU. The time limit was carefully chosen, taking into consideration the experience
of other experiments in reading intercomprehension (Golubovi¢ 2016). The allocated time limit seemed
to be sufficient for typing even the longest words but not long enough for using a dictionary or online
translation tools. It was possible to finish before the 10 seconds were over by either clicking on the ‘Next’
button or pressing ‘Enter’ on the keyboard. After 10 seconds the participants saw the next stimulus on their
screen. An immediate feedback was given in the shape of an emoticon on the left at the bottom of the page
— a thumb up for a successful translation or a sad face for a wrong or missing translation. The output was
automatically categorized as ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ via pattern matching with pre-defined expected answers.
Some stimuli had more than one possible translation. We also provided a list of so-called alternative cor-
rect answers. For example, the BG word nwvm (pat) “way”'® can be translated in RU as nyms (put’) or
odopoea (doroga), so both translations were counted as correct. The responses were then manually checked
for typographical errors in the final analysis.

3.3. Participants

The subjects were recruited for participation in the experiment mainly through universities and social
media. In total, 185 RU speakers (141 female, 43 male and 1 not specified; aged between 14 and 71 years,
i.e. average age was 30.5) took the written word recognition test in the five related languages (BE, BG,
MK, SR, UK).

Table 1. Number of participants in experiments per language

Languages Number of participants
Belarusian 57
Bulgarian 103
Macedonian 58
Serbian 68
Ukrainian 62

Here, we are interested in inherent intercomprehension, which relies on language features avail-
able to interlocutors prior to language learning because of the close relationship between the two lan-
guages (cf. Gooskens 2019). Therefore, only participants who speak RU natively and who do not know
the stimulus language have been included in the following analysis. As already mentioned above, the
language the experiment was to be taken in, was randomly assigned to the subjects. The participants
could do more than one experiment in the respective languages, for example, the first experiment in
UK (ranked 1), the second in BE or in BG'*" (ranked 2), etc. We analyze here only the first four ranks'!
of experiments because the number of participants in rank 5 was low and not evenly distributed across
the languages. Table 1 shows how many RU participants took part in four ranks of experiments in the
respective language.

122 The BG word nwm (pat) has one more translation into RU: the phrase dsa nvmu (dva pati) means dsa paza (dva raza)
“twice” in RU.

130 There were two challenges in BG with different 60 cognates in each challenge. We consider participants only with
initial BG challenge in order to exclude the learning effect within one language.

131 Ranks mean the presentation order of experiments.
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4. Discussion of results

Three types of empirical data obtained from the conducted web-based intercomprehension experi-
ments show potential to reveal the implicit multilingual learnability we are interested in here — namely,
intelligibility scores, reaction time, and experiment rank. Below we scrutinize their interaction.

4.1. Intelligibility score and reaction time

We calculated intelligibility scores as percentages of correct word translations for each subject per
stimulus language. The mean percentage of correctly translated items constitutes the intelligibility score
of a given language (see Table 2). In addition to the intelligibility scores, we measured reaction time in
ms. (including the initial hesitation time, typing time and final hesitation time before clicking on ‘Next’)
per stimulus'??, using the functionality of the experimental website. The mean reaction time per participant
was calculated on the basis of correct translations only.

Table 2. Intelligibility scores achieved by Russian readers

Languages Intelligibility scores
Belarusian 82%
Bulgarian 75%
Macedonian 71%
Serbian 68%
Ukrainian 88%

The findings show that UK is more intelligible for RU readers than BE (all three languages belong to
the East Slavic group). BG occupies the third position with regard to intelligibility followed by MK and
finally SR (all three languages belong to the South Slavic group). The comprehension order of the five
Slavic languages among RU participants is in line with Stenger’s (2019) findings, who investigated the
impact of linguistic factors (e.g. orthographic distance, word length and frequency as well as neighborhood
density'**) on Cyrillic script intelligibility, taking into consideration just the initially completed challenge
for each subject.

The linear interaction between the reaction time and the intelligibility scores was negative and sig-
nificant in all language groups. Table 3 provides an overview of the statistical results (Pearson’s » and p-
value). Though the negative correlations can be considered from low to middle, the participants with better
performance seem to complete the individual word translation task faster.

Table 3. Correlations between reaction time and intelligibility
scores per language

Languages Statistical results
Belarusian r=-0.43, p<0.001
Bulgarian r=-10.36, p <0.005
Macedonian r=-0.34,p<0.01
Serbian r=-—10.58, p =2.40e-07
Ukrainian r=-0.43, p <0.0005

132 Mean word length was distributed in the analyzed material as follows: BE(5.03) — RU(5.22), BG(4.61) — RU(5.09),
MK(4.16) — RU(4.62), SR(4.10) — RU(4.66), UK (4.80) — RU(4.75).
133 Neighbors are similarly written words in the target language that might interfere in the process of cognate identification

of the stimulus.
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4.2. Experiment rank and intelligibility scores

In Section 4.1, we have compared the participants of all experiment ranks within a language group.
As a next step, we need to investigate the interaction of intelligibility scores and reaction time depending
on the experiment rank.

Table 4. Correlations between intelligibility scores and
experiment rank per language

Languages Statistical results
Belarusian r=10.45, p <0.0005
Bulgarian r=0.20, p <0.05
Macedonian r=10.50, p = 6.79¢-05
Serbian r=0.49,p=2.61e-05
Ukrainian r=0.29,p<0.05

To investigate the performance of RU subjects in Slavic intercomprehension depending on the order
in which they complete a given challenge, we correlated the intelligibility scores with the experiment rank
in the respective language group. We found a positive and significant correlation in all language groups,
though the positive correlations for BG and UK are rather low — cf. Pearson’s » and p-value in Table 4. This
means that the rank of the experiment has an impact on the intelligibility in Slavic reading intercomprehen-
sion. In addition, we calculated the mean success rate per experiment rank in all language groups. Figure 1
shows the chance of good performance among RU readers per experiment rank in the respective language.
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Figure 1. Intelligibility scores per experiment rank and per
language

For UK stimuli we see that the participant groups seem to improve through all four ranks although
there is no difference in the intelligibility scores between rank 2 (89%) and rank 3 (89%). For BE stimuli
we see that the participants keep improving step by step according to the experiment rank. The BE group
of rank 4 reaches the best performance of 91%, quite like the UK group of rank 4.

Participants taking the test in BG obtain lower score than in UK and BE in all experiment ranks. How-
ever, they keep improving by experiment rank 3 (80%), after which the performance of rank 4 declines
slightly (78%). The same holds for SR stimuli (compare 79% for rank 3 and 76% for rank 4) although the
performance of the participants in all experiment ranks is poorer than in BG.

Looking at MK stimuli, we see that the chance of good performance increases from rank to rank,
similarly to BE. However, the performance in MK is lower than in East Slavic languages altogether. If we
compare the intelligibility scores for MK and SR stimuli according to the experiment rank, the participants
in rank 1 and rank 4 are more successful in translating MK stimuli. Nevertheless, in rank 2 and rank 3,
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the subjects show better performance in the perception of SR stimuli. In general, BG seems more intel-
ligible for RU readers than MK (until rank 4) and SR. This can be explained by the fact that the graphic-
orthographical system of BG is more similar to the RU system than to the MK and the SR systems (cf.
Stenger 2019).

An important note to be made here is that the data of rank 4 are based on a rather small number of
subjects per language (between 5 and 9 participants in all languages) and must therefore be interpreted
with caution.

4.3. Experiment rank and reaction time

First, we correlated the mean reaction time per participant with the experiment rank and found a nega-
tive and significant correlation in all language groups — cf. Table 5 (Pearson’s » and p-value). This means
that the experiment rank has an impact on the reaction time. The participants complete the translation task
faster depending on the rank.

Table 5. Correlations between mean reaction time per
participant and experiment rank per language

Languages Statistical results
Belarusian r=-10.35p<0.01
Bulgarian r=-10.34, p <0.0005
Macedonian r=-027,p<0.05
Serbian r=-10.45, p <0.0005
Ukrainian r=-10.35,p<0.01

Additionally, we calculated the mean reaction time per experiment rank in all language groups (see
Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Reaction time per experiment rank and per lan-
guage

An interesting finding here is that four languages BE, BG, SR, and UK show similar patterns in the
mean reaction time per participant’s rank. This means that subjects react faster according to the rank,
with a minor exception for UK — compare rank 3 (3417 ms) and rank 4 (3436 ms), as well as for BE —
compare rank 3 (4105 ms) and rank 4 (4133 ms). In general, it seems that participant groups are faster
in translating UK stimuli than BE, BG, and SR stimuli. In addition to the high intelligibility scores (see
Section 4.2), this suggests that not only do RU subjects understand UK better, but that they find the right
answer even faster. It is also remarkable that though the participants of rank 3 and rank 4 were more
successful in translating from BE than from BG and SR, they spent in these ranks slightly more time
in correctly translating BE stimuli than BG and SR stimuli. Looking at MK, we see that the participant
group in rank 2 is faster (3710 ms) than in rank 3 (4282 ms) and rank 4 (4204 ms). The explanation
may lie in the socio-demographic factors (age, level of education, language repertoire) of the respective
participants’ groups.
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5. Conclusions

Receptive multilingualism as a multidimensional and multifactorial phenomenon depends on the
mutual intelligibility of closely related languages. Relevant linguistic determinants (especially linguis-
tic distances) along with recognizable extra-linguistic influences (such as attitude and exposure) have
recently enjoyed increased attention in the research community investigating this dynamic strategy. The
subjects themselves, their individual characteristics and their motivation in comprehending an unknown
but (closely) related language play an important role, too. That is why in investigating the basics of mutual
intelligibility, any learning effects are rather unwanted. Thus, the same respondent should not hear or read
the same stimulus twice (Gooskens 2013; Gooskens et al. 2008), even though — as Gooskens (2013) points
out — this contradicts the fact that it is desirable to use the same material when comparing the intelligibility
of more languages.

In our current investigation, the stimuli presented in online experiments are based on the selection
of items with diachronically motivated orthographic correspondences. All five tested languages with 340
items (in total) share only five stimuli that correspond to the same RU cognates. Two East Slavic languag-
es, UK and BE — with 120 stimuli (in total) in both languages — have 27 stimuli with the same RU cognates,
but all 27 UK and BE stimuli are orthographically non-identical. The three South Slavic languages — BG,
MK, and SR — with 220 tested stimuli list 22 stimuli with the same RU cognates, of which 13 are ortho-
graphically identical in all three languages. Even though the language in which the experiment was to be
taken was randomly assigned to the subjects, the participants seem to develop — quite in accord with previ-
ous findings (Kleinschmidt, Jaeger 2015) — appropriate cognitive skills from experiment to experiment in
recognizing, generalizing, and adapting encountered diachronically motivated orthographic correspond-
ences to novel situations multilingually and improve their performance in intercomprehensive reading.
The three pillars approach supported here consists of motivating the participants (i) during the experiment
by immediate feedback, (ii) at the end of the experiment with visualization of the overall results, and (iii)
by awarding a medal as an incentive to continue the language game.

The general conclusion that we can draw from our investigation is that implicit multilingual learn-
ability based on the experiment rank has an impact on intelligibility and reaction time in the comprehen-
sion of an unknown but (closely) related language. In this study we reported results of free translation
cognate guessing experiments with isolated written stimuli of two East Slavic (BE and UK) and three
South Slavic (BG, MK, and SR) languages presented to RU native speakers. We found that, among
the East Slavic languages, UK is more intelligible for RU readers than BE. Furthermore, BG occupies
the third position and, among the South Slavic languages, is understood better than MK and SR. Ac-
cording to our findings, the participants with better performance tend to complete the individual word
translation task faster. In general, the intelligibility scores increase according to the experiment rank in
all languages. The mean reaction time needed for completion of a written translation task experiment
correlates negatively and significantly with the experiment rank in the respective related language,
although to a low and middle degree. Our results thus shed light on spontaneous good performance of
subjects focusing on their individual cognitive skills, which reveals implicit multilingual learnability
based on the experiment rank and reaction time. A natural extension of the study is to include other
Slavic language pairs as well as socio-demographic factors such as age, gender, language repertoire,
level of education, and professional background. Another research direction is to investigate the influ-
ence of socio-cognitive factors on text intelligibility in different modalities, e.g., written vs. spoken. In
such a way, we will gain better insights into the spontaneous performance of interlocutors in an inter-
comprehension scenario.
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MEXKJTYE3UKOBA OBYUYAEMOCT U BPEME 3A PEAKIIUS B OHJIAVH
EKCIIEPUMEHTU 110 CHOHTAHHO PASBUPAHE HA CJIABAHCKU E3ULA

Hpuna llenrep, Tans ABryctuHona
CaapiaH/ICKN YHUBEPCUTET

ira.stenger@mx.uni-saarland.de, avgustinova@coli.uni-saarland.de

Pe3tome: PerienTHBHOTO MHOTOE3HYHE € MHOTOM3MEPHO U MHOTO(AKTOPHO SIBIICHHE, KOETO B pelliaBaliia CTEIeH 3a-
BHCH OT B3anMHara pa30upaeMoCT pH OIU3KOPOACTBEHH e3ui. Karo crparerns To BKIOYBA IMHAMUYHA HHTErpa-
s HA €3MKOBH, KOMYHUKaTHBHHU, KOHTEKCTYAIHH U COLMOKOTHUTUBHH aCTIEKTH. 3aCHIICHO BHUMAHHE B HAYYHUTE
Cpely PUBJINYAT KAKTO JTMHTBUCTHYHHTE JICTEPMHHAHTH, 0a3Upallly ce Ha €3MKOBH JMCTAHIINH, TAKa U U3BbHIIMHT -
BUCTHUYHHTE BIMSHHS, OTPa3sBally CyOSeKTHBHA HArIaca i €3MKOBa KCIIO3HIIUs. B IpoBeeHITe OT HAC OHJIAMH eKC-
TIEPUMEHTH 3a CTIOHTAaHHO Pa30MpaHe Ha CIIABSHCKU C3WIIM B MHCMeHa (opma HabonaBame epeKTH Ha 00ydeHue,
EMITUPUYHO CBbP3aHU C MHAMBH/yaJHN KOTHUTHBHU yMeHus. Ha 185 pyckoe3ndyHu yq4acTHHUIM Osixa MpeICTaBeHN
MOJOOPKH OT CPOJHM JYMH Ha OelapyCKH, ObJITapCKH, MaKeIOHCKH, CPHOCKH U YKPAMHCKH, KaTro 3ajgadara uM 0e
Jia TIpeBe/IaT ChOTBETHUTE CTUMYJI HA MaHUMHUS CH €3HK, T.€. Ha PYCKH. PErucTpupaHoTo MHAMBUIYAIHO BpeMe 3a
peakius Oe ChIIOCTABEHO KAKTO C KAYeCTBOTO HA MONTYYCHUTE OTTOBOPH, TaKa U C PaHIa Ha eKCIIEPUMEHTA 110 OTHO-
IIEHHE HAa TOCIIeI0BATEIHOCTTA IPH TPe/ICTaBsHe Ha e3uluTe. [lenrta e ycTaHOBsBaHe Ha MOTEHIIMAIHN 00yJaBaIin
e(eKTH B J1a/ieHaTa MHOTOC3UYHA CUTYaIHsI.

KnrodoBu aymu: ounaiin excnepumenmu, CHOHMANHO pa30upane HA CIABAHCKU e3uyu, mMexcoye3uxosa obyude-
MocCm, peme 3a peaxkyus
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