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Abstract:



We happened to observe that text that was reflected about either the horizontal or vertical axis was more difficult to read than text that was reflected about first one and then the other, which amounts to a 180-degree rotation. In this article, we review a number of studies that examine the nature of recognizing reflected and inverted letters, and the frequency of mirror reversal errors (e.g., confusing ‘b’ for ‘d’) in children and adults. We explore recent ideas linking the acquisition of literacy with the loss of mirror-invariance, not just for text, but for objects in general. We try to connect these various literatures to examine why certain transformations of text are more difficult to read than others for adults.
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Recently, one of us held up a page of printed text (Figure 1A) to their webcam to take a picture. The camera software by default created a mirror-image snapshot (i.e., the text was reflected or mirrored about the vertical axis, Figure 1B) thereby rendering the text virtually illegible. Correcting or undoing this sort of reflection can be trivially accomplished using any number of image processing software packages that include built-in functions such as ‘reflect vertical’, ‘reflect horizontal’, ‘rotate left’, and ‘rotate right’. It was with some surprise that when the wrong function was accidentally applied and instead of reflecting along the vertical axis, the image was reflected along the horizontal axis, the text, although now reflected twice, was now more easily legible (Figure 1D). It is of note that this ‘double reflection’ is equivalent to a 180° rotation of the text. With only a few mouse clicks, it was clear that when normally-oriented text is mirror reflected about the horizontal axis it again becomes virtually illegible (Figure 1C). This brief series of webcam-picture inspired observations demonstrated a basic property of text perception and reading: the legibility of text is reflection variant and rotation invariant.


Figure 1. Four examples of the same poem “On the Surface of Things” by Wallace Stevens. (A) Normal (upright); (B) Reflected about the vertical axis; (C) Reflected about the horizontal axis; (D) Reflected about the vertical and horizontal axes, which is equivalent to a 180° rotation.
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Inspired by these observations, we conducted a review of the corresponding work on the intersection of symmetry, reflections, and the legibility of text. We found a large body of literature on mirror-reading and writing; mirror-reversal errors of single letters in reading, copying, and writing; many studies on perception of normal and mirrored single characters; but only a small number of studies on combinations of geometric transformations including both inversion (up-down mirroring) and reflection (left-right mirroring). In this paper, we review the literature on mirror-reversals and inversions of text and synthesize some recent work and ideas on how representational mirror-invariance not only for letters but also for objects may be lost when someone learns how to read.



Before proceeding with a survey of the literature, we wish to make several observations about mirrored text as it occurs outside of a laboratory setting. Apart from webcams and mirrors, mirrored text can be seen on the front of ambulances, where the word “AMBULANCE” is mirror-reflected so that it appears correctly in one’s rearview mirror (Figure 2A). Mirrored text is also a feature of certain scripts: Boustrophedon, literally meaning “ox-turning”, is text that is written left-to-right and right-to-left on alternating lines as one would plow a field, forwards and then backwards. The letters of alternating lines are mirror-reversed (Figure 2B). Some inscriptions in ancient Greek and Latin as well as Luwian (Hittite) hieroglyphics were written in this manner. Tablets found on Easter Island appear to be written in rongorongo (Figure 2C), a script or protoscript that may be in reverse boustrophedon, meaning that alternating lines are flipped about the horizontal axis instead of reflected about the vertical axis. A tablet would be read bottom-to-top, rotating the tablet 180° after every line.


Figure 2. (A) An ambulance with mirrored text on the hood so that it appears in the correct orientation in one’s rearview mirror. By neiljohnuk from East a bit., ENGLAND! (DSC_0068) CC BY 2.0 via Wikimedia Commons; (B) Fragmentary inscription of a code of law from Gortyn (Crete). Written in boustrophedon so that alternating lines are read left-to-right and right-to-left. Each other line is left-right mirror-reversed. By PRA (Own work) CC BY-SA 3.0 via Wikimedia Commons; (C) Fragment of rongorongo script.
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The fact that the mirror-reversed word “AMBULANCE” can still be read in Figure 2A suggests that the visual system may incorporate some amount of mirror invariance, at least with respect to simple single-letter or single-word representations of text. This notion is bolstered by the fact that young children often make spontaneous mirror-reversals of single letters when learning to read and write [1,2,3,4]. Typical errors include reading or writing ‘b’ for ‘d’ or transposing the position of letters in a word as in ‘was’ for ‘saw’, but also include mirror-reversals of other letters that do not form a new letter upon reversal (e.g., ‘a’). Left-right mirror reversal errors are more common than up-down errors [1,5,6]. Confusions between mirror images of letters and letter-like symbols occur when recalling symbols from memory as in writing [7], but also for matching tasks, where a child is asked to pick out a symbol that looks exactly like a target that is continuously visible, even if given explicit instructions and training to not select the mirror image [4]. These results suggest some degree of left-right mirror-invariance in children (see also [8]), which may account for why the left-right mirrored text in Figure 1B may seem easier to read than up-down mirrored text in Figure 1C [9,10].



Initially, however, mirror-reversal errors in children were not thought to be the result of normal developmental or general perceptual process; rather, reading and writing errors were seen as diagnostic of disorders that could persist into adolescence and adulthood. Consistent mirror-reversal errors in identification and reading were called strephosymbolia, meaning “letter turning” [11,12,13,14,15]. Throughout the 20th century, researchers were interested in mirror-reversals in reading and writing as diagnostic features of some disability that predicted good and poor adult readers. Jastak [16] reviewed 170 papers already published by the early 1930s on reading difficulties and their purported causes. We examine several proffered explanations for why mirror-reversals occur any why they may occur more often in poor readers to get a flavor of direction of research at the time and subsequent trends. One theory posited that mirror-reversal errors are perceptual in nature, perhaps having to do with early visual processing of orientation or spatial perception that is underdeveloped or deficient [17,18,19,20,21,22]. Others suggested possible physiological underpinnings [12,23], differences in memory capacity or ability [24,25], differences in eye movements or oculomotor control [26,27,28], and differences in mental imagery ability [29]. Attempts had also been made to connect mirror-reversal errors and reading ability more generally to handedness [27,30,31], dyslexia (e.g., that individuals with dyslexia were more fluent at reading and writing inverted and mirrored text than normals, [32,33,34]), and intelligence [35]. Part of the impetus for considering mirror-reversal errors as symptomatic of disorders were reports of acquired mirror-writing and reading after stroke or injury [36,37,38,39,40] and Gerstmann’s syndrome [41,42], of which left-right confusion is a symptom [43,44]. These lines of research emphasized mirror-reversal errors, and therefore mirror-invariance, or an inability to discriminate between left-right mirrored images as an acquired perceptual deficiency.



However, it is ultimately very difficult to conclude anything diagnostic in terms of reading disorders based on reading reversal errors made at a young age [6,45,46,47]. Nearly all children make reversal errors when learning to read in English [5,48,49]. In addition, mirror reversals of letters are not the most common sort of error in children learning to read [27] (although see [50]), and the amount of reversal errors that children make gradually decreases with age until they almost disappear by age 10 [48,51,52,53] (although see [54]). Relatively few mirror writing errors occur in children who learn a language in which facing direction does not distinguish between characters, like Japanese [55]. Furthermore, adults also make similar mirror-reversal errors when familiar characters are replaced with reversible, unfamiliar, letter-like symbols [17]. As we will discuss in greater detail later, illiterate adults make the same sorts of mistakes as children [56]. Taken together, these results suggest that there is nothing unusual about mirror-reversal errors in reading and writing, either for children or for adults. One exception may be in the case of dyslexia, where reversal errors may persist for longer [32,57,58,59,60,61].



Towards the latter half of the 20th century, theories for explaining mirror-reversals shifted to attentional and learning-based approaches [48,62]. Some of these ideas had been suggested early on [63,64], but were not popular. According to these perceptual learning accounts, mirror-reversal errors are due to a failure in recognizing facing direction as a relevant stimulus dimension. Gibson, et al. [48] argued that the knowledge of the relevance of this dimension is acquired when learning how to read. That is, learning to read is a perceptual learning problem that requires learning which features are relevant for letter identification, including the facing direction of 2-D symbols [65,66]. This is a matter of feature selection, not feature detection. Mirror images are readily discriminable and look different when presented simultaneously, even for children [67,68,69,70] (although see [71]). With age, children learn to discriminate between and remember different types of mirror-symmetric objects [71,72]. Mirror confusions arise because children have not learned that when a letter is reflected or rotated, it is called something else [73]: a ‘b’ is called “dee” when it is reflected about the vertical axis. This is not true for virtually any other objects, for which infants and adults exhibit some amount of mirror- and rotational-invariance.



In the natural world, there are few objects whose left-right directionality matters for identification—whether you see a tree or car from one side or the other, it is still the same object. Observers have difficulty in distinguishing between previously seen scenes and mirror-reflected images of those scenes in memory tasks [74]. One exception may be the crescent moon, which is illuminated from different sides depending on whether it is new or old, but observers seem not to internalize this difference or remember it in memory tasks [75]. It is with some irony that some of the simple heuristics for determining whether the moon is waxing or waning involve mirror-reflected letters (i.e., in the northern hemisphere, if the moon is shaped like a ‘p’ it is progressing—waxing, and like a ‘q’ it is quiescing—waning). Certain man-made artifacts do have distinctive facing directions such as the faces on coins, but these are also notoriously misremembered [76,77]. In fact, Latin letters seem to be one of the few examples where facing direction is a distinguishing feature that we must remember for identification. One exception may be navigation, relative position, and the representation of space (egocentric and allocentric)—it is important to know whether your home is on the left or the right side of the street, whether the train is facing in the correct direction of travel, or which way to turn if you are in a maze [78]. Based on similar observations, Corballis and Beale [79] proposed that mirror discriminability emerges from first acquiring left-right discriminability in the course of learning to distinguish left and right on our own bodies before applying it to the world, objects, and ultimately letters. However, environments are rarely perfectly symmetrical and illiterate adults have no difficulty distinguishing between the sides of their body or navigating in the world, but still make more mirror-reversal errors than literate adults [56,80].



Learning to read calls to attention the fact that facing direction is an important distinguishing feature for a certain class of objects. When one learns to read, one therefore loses mirror-invariance, at least with respect to letters in a reading context. Several studies have indeed found that most mirror-reversal errors occur for children between three and four years of age and the number of errors gradually decreases until about age 10 when performance reaches adult levels [48,62,81]. For age-matched children, weak readers make more errors overall and more of those errors are reversal errors than strong readers [82,83]. Likewise, children for whom learning to read has been deferred by a year make more reversal errors than children of the same age who have started to learn to read [52]. The act of learning to read reduces these errors not solely because they have become more proficient in reading, but because they have improved in discriminating between mirror-symmetric objects.



One of the more compelling tests of this hypothesis has been the investigation of mirror-reversal errors in illiterate and ex-illiterate individuals. Danziger and Pederson [84] tested 10 different language communities for mirror-discriminability of abstract line figures. Literates in almost all tested languages were more sensitive to these differences than illiterates. The one exception were readers of Tamil, a language that has no enantiomorphs (mirror-reversed letters), who were as poor at the task as illiterate individuals. In a follow-up study, it was found that individuals who spoke only Tamil were worse at this task than those who were familiar with both Tamil and a second language that used the Latin alphabet [85]. It was therefore not specific exposure to language in general that led to a loss of mirror-generalization (and therefore a reduction in mirror-reversal errors), but, rather, exposure to a specific stimulus class for which facing direction was a non-accidental, identifying feature. In a more comprehensive study comparing illiterate, ex-illiterate, and literate adults, participants had to sort cards with pictures of circles with a diagonal drawn through them based on either the size of the circle or the orientation of the diagonal [56]. Sometimes, the second feature was uninformative (e.g., small and large circles with vertical lines); sometimes, the second feature was redundant (e.g., all small circles also had left-tilted lines); and sometimes the features were orthogonal to each other such that if the task was to sort based on the orientation of the lines, both small and large circles had left-tilted lines. Illiterates made the most errors in the orthogonal condition, indicating that they were unable to ignore the irrelevant feature of stimulus size, even when told to sort based on the orientation of the diagonal. They had no trouble doing this task if the two dimensions were colors and shapes. This suggests that the effect of literacy is attentional and not perceptual: ex-illiterates and literates were able to perform the task well. It also illustrates that just a small amount of training (ex-illiterates had taken a few courses as adults) could learn that facing direction was a relevant feature rather quickly. Importantly, this effect was observed as a function of reading experience, not instructional manipulation within the experiment. When given more explicit instructions and training trials to point out mirror symmetry and how it can be used to perform the task, illiterates still made errors. In a different study, illiterates, ex-illiterates, and literates performed a same-different matching task with pseudo-words made from letter strings, false fonts (letter-like symbols), and pictures [86]. Illiterates showed no response time difference between normal and mirrored images when the response was “same” for any of the stimulus types. Ex-illiterates and literates, however, were slower at responding “same” to mirror images, with the largest difference being for literates responding to pseudo-words (e.g., “iblo oldi”). This finding is taken to show that, with literacy, the visual system loses some mirror symmetry invariance, especially for letter strings (see also [87]).



Illiteracy and poor reading proficiency not only lead to mirror-reversal errors in identifying and copying letters, but also result in errors for non-letter objects. For example, poor readers tend to make left-right reversals in reassembling matchstick figures from memory [88] and in remembering the facing direction of shapes and asymmetrical figures [89]. The detection of mirror symmetry of figures can also be negatively primed by briefly presented mirror-symmetric letters [90]. This negative priming effect increases with age [91], suggesting that it is the result of inhibition of a mirror generalization process acquired during reading. Recently, Dehaene and colleagues have summarized these results as the “neuronal recycling hypothesis” [92,93,94,95,96]. According to this hypothesis, cultural acquisitions (such as reading) must find a “neuronal niche” in pre-existing, perhaps evolutionarily determined, cortical organization structures. New functions are mapped onto structures that subserved evolutionary older functions, sometimes resulting in small functional losses as those older functions are “overwritten”. This may include a repurposing of face-selective neurons for word recognition, resulting in neural competition and left-lateralized word processing (visual word form area, VWFA) and consequently right-lateralized face processing [93,94,97,98,99,100]. For a review of the implications and predictions of this idea, see [92,101]. To test this hypothesis, Kolinsky and Fernandes [102] showed illiterates, ex-literates, and literates two sequential pictures of objects and asked them to say whether they were the same or different, ignoring inversions (planar rotations) and mirror reflections (rotations about the vertical axis). Accuracy improved as a function of literacy. Importantly, reaction time for saying “same” for illiterates was no different for identical, rotated, or mirror-reflected objects. However, for ex-literates and literates, reaction times were fastest for second presentations of identical objects, slower for mirror-reflected objects, and slowest for rotated objects. Similar to [86], literacy in adult readers disrupts mirror generalization for objects and abstract geometric shapes, interfering with non-linguistic object recognition. Literacy also has a greater effect on the ability to make mirror-image discriminations than on rotation or orientation-based discriminations [87]. This difference may reflect the special kinds of features that are learned in literacy (i.e., discriminating ‘b’ from ‘d’), although it should be pointed out that ‘b’ and ‘p’ are planar rotations that also must be distinguished.



At the same time, adults who are proficient readers often still make reversal errors with novel objects and symbols [17] (although more errors are typically made about an object’s axis rather than left-right reflection [103]), suggesting that the unlearning of mirror generalization is somewhat stimulus- or at least domain-specific [33,104,105]. Even for letter stimuli, mirror generalization may be inhibited or unlearned only for certain letters (those that reverse to other letters) and not others [106]. Likewise, training to read mirror-reversed text made up of a specific subset of letters does not transfer to new words composed of unstudied letters [107,108]. It is therefore interesting to examine the extent to which mirror generalization still persists after learning to read.



Acquiring literacy may have a general effect on holistic processing of stimuli. For example, illiterates tend to rely on more holistic processing of faces and show greater influence of irrelevant, aligned facial features on task-specific features [109]. Mirror-reversal errors may arise due to different encoding strategies, in particular, a greater reliance on holistic visual coding of the letters or words than on analytic coding of individual features to allow for greater letter discriminability. For example, poor readers also make more errors in memory for relative spatial positions and orientations of objects [89,110]. Learning to read may therefore engage a more analytic form of processing by which individual letters are identified and special attention is paid to the distinguishing features of, for example, mirror-reversible letters [104,111]. As a result, reading upside-down text (i.e., rotated 180°) may become more difficult with reading experience [112]. Another example of such holistic processing occurs in three- and four-year-old children who were taught to discriminate between differently oriented U-shaped figures [113]. They were readily able to learn the difference between upward and downward facing shapes, but had difficulty with left-right discriminations. Training on this task becomes easier until age 10, when performance stabilizes and resembles that of adults. The largest increase in performance occurs around ages five or six when children learn to read. Similar results obtain for oblique discrimination (/ vs. \), although the results depend on how the stimuli are presented, simultaneously or one at a time, side-by-side, or one above the other [1,67,114,115,116,117,118,119,120,121]. Adults do not show as many errors, but show similar patterns in reaction time, such that same-different judgments on left-right mirror symmetric U-shaped objects are slower than for up-down mirror symmetric objects [122] (see [120] for a review). Children can learn to make left-right mirror discriminations at a young age if given detailed feedback [7,123,124,125]. However, these results are task dependent, with some tasks in which mirror discriminations must be learned being harder than others [69,115,123]. Overall, children, even before they learn to read, can use orientation and facing direction as a form cue, but it is not the most salient feature, especially when contour and color information can be used instead [126,127,128,129,130]. In all of the above examples, learning to identify and differentiate letters and letter-like forms occurs by focusing attention on specific stimulus features, that is, a transition to a more analytic processing style. These effects, however, appear to be domain- and stimulus-specific as opposed to a broad change in how all objects are represented by the visual system. Furthermore, a general loss of mirror-invariance (or, equivalently, a gain of mirror-discriminability) does not explain why different kinds of transformations of text (left-right mirroring, up-down mirroring, and 180° rotation) result in varying reading difficulty.



We began this article by making the observation that when an entire word or sentence is mirrored first left-right then up-down (or rotated 180°), it is easier to read than when it is mirrored only once. Most of the studies considered thus far have focused on mirror-reversals of single letters, either viewed individually or in the context of a word. There is reason to believe that different processes may be involved in the identification of individual rotated characters or symbols in contrast to reading of rotated or inverted text [131]. For example, in reading passages of text, reading difficulty increases as a function of orientation away from vertical, either upright or upside-down [132,133,134,135]. In the following description of results, we will follow Kolers in using “rotation” to refer to rotations in the plane, that is, about the depth axis, “reflection” or “mirroring” to refer to rotations about the vertical axis, and “inversion” to refer to rotations about the horizontal axis.



To our knowledge, Kolers’ work in the 1960s is the first systematic investigation of the effect of a large number of geometric transformations on reading speed as a function of practice [136]. In addition to normal text and the three types of transformations mentioned above, reading speed was also examined for text in which each letter was individually reflected about the vertical axis prior to application of the other kinds of transformations. On the first day, it took approximately one minute to read aloud as quickly and accurately as possible 25 lines of the normal (untransformed) text, three minutes to read rotated text and normal text with individual letters left-right reflected, and 4.5–5.5 min to read all other types of transformed text. Participants practiced reading for eight days and on the eighth day showed improvement with all types of transformations. Reading time of normal text with individual letters reversed improved from 3 to 2 minutes, reading time of rotated text improved from 3 to 2.5 min, and all other transformations improved from 4.5–5.5 to 3–3.5 min. Dividing the subjects by familiarity with a language in which text is read right-to-left such as Hebrew or Arabic, it was found that some of those subjects took less time to read left-right mirrored text than inverted (up-down mirrored) text. In a separate study, individuals with familiarity with one of those languages read mirrored text faster than those who only knew English, suggesting that reading direction practice may interact with reading speed in a different language [137]. However, the results were not clear-cut as native speakers of Hebrew who were familiar with English showed a different pattern, with left-right mirrored English text being read the slowest (7 min on the first day and 3.5 min on the eighth), while rotated and inverted text were read faster, but at comparable speeds (5 min on the first day and about 3 min on the last) [136]. Both rotated and mirrored text were read right-to-left so differences in reading time could not solely be explained by reading direction familiarity.



Subsequent work examining training and transfer in English speakers between different types of transformations found that learning to read mirrored text was easiest to do, irrespective of the type of text practiced during training [138]. That is, training on any type of transformed text had almost the same effect on subsequent transfer to mirrored text during testing as initially practicing with mirrored text. Interestingly, when an outlier in transfer from training with normal text with letters left-right reversed to rotated text is excluded, transfer to rotated text is just as good as to mirrored text. The measure used was percentage of transfer from training to test, not reading speed during test. Absolute reading speed was considered a biased measure of trainability because it failed to account for differences in initial difficulty in reading the different transformation types. Therefore, although normal text with letters left-right reversed was fastest to read during test (after normal, un-transformed text) at 3.24 min on average, there was greater transfer (as measured by a difference in reading time before and after training normalized by the difference in reading time between when training and testing with the same transformation type) to mirrored, reversed, and reversed text with individual letters reflected when averaging across training type. That is, learning to read those text transformations was more trainable. When compared to a pre-training baseline, the reading speed of inverted text improved at almost twice the rate of rotated text, but this was likely due to the relatively faster rate at which participants read rotated text before training. There was no correlation, however, between training proficiency and difficulty of the training material. The largest number of geometrical reading errors (e.g., confusing ‘b’ for ‘p’) during training occurred not in the inverted, but in the mirrored text condition, while the least number of errors (about half as many) occurred when training with rotated text.



Across these several studies, it is difficult to extract any meaningful patterns. Kolers and Perkins were not able to find a simple set of transformation types whose elements could be combined either additively or multiplicatively in order to predict reading errors, reading time, or trainability [9,136,138]. Combinations of different kinds of rotations did not increase reading difficulty in a linear way, suggesting that readers of geometrically transformed text are not performing sequences of mental rotations or transformations on letters or words in order to read them. Further evidence that readers are not performing rotations of individual letters comes from the fact that when single letters embedded in words are mirror-reversed, reading time is longer than if the entire word is mirror-reversed [9,10,136,139]. Observers are in fact able to identify a rotated letter even before determining whether it is mirror-reflected or not, suggesting that they do not need to perform mental rotation for identification or naming of simple patterns [140,141,142,143,144,145] and even for novel letter-like shapes [66] (although they can mentally rotate the images if the task demands it [146]). Unlike for objects [147,148], identification time for letters does not depend on letter orientation. It should be noted that while these early studies found no effect of orientation on letter identification reaction time, the data were noisy, sometimes effects were found [141], and single letter identification is not rotation-invariant when accuracy is the dependent measure and presentation times are very brief (<30 ms) [149] or when observers are asked to make same-different judgments of rotated letters [150]. Inverted, reflected, and rotated letter recognition may therefore involve some sort of corrective process such as mental rotation either before or concurrent with identification [135,151,152,153], but not necessarily performed on a letter-by-letter basis [138]. This may explain why inverted and mirrored texts are more difficult to read than upright and why, when the orientation of a letter is unknown (whether ‘p’ is upright, rotated, mirrored, or inverted), there is a bias for preferring upright or rotated interpretations [9,10]. Note, however, that only the 180° rotated text can match normal text with a rotation in the plane; left-right and up-down mirrored text must be rotated through the plane in order to return to their normal orientation. There may therefore be something special about the nature of 180° rotated text (Figure 1D) that contributes to its relative readability. Indeed, Kolers suggested that each type of transformation may involve its own decoding mechanism: if correct letter orientation were simply a matter of applying some common mental operation (e.g., mental rotation), then the frequency of errors of mistaking ‘u’ and ‘n’ and ‘f’ and ‘t’, for example, would be the same for all kinds of text transformations, but that is not the case [10].



Another reason why certain transformations are harder to read than others can be explained by familiarity with reading direction. Individuals familiar with Arabic or Hebrew are able to read mirrored text faster than those only familiar with English [136]. There may also be an interaction with writing direction familiarity: letter-facing direction may partially be encoded by pairing motor actions (writing) with orientation direction. When adults learn new characters, they remember their proper facing directions better if they have to write the characters by hand rather than typing them [154]. The production of mirror-reversals during writing, however, is beyond the scope of this review. Mirror-writing involves qualitatively different processes from mirror-reading since, in reading, the letters are continuously visible, but in writing the correct facing direction of letters must be retrieved from memory. For some recent work on mirror-writing see [3,155,156,157,158,159,160,161].



Finally, we consider several other factors that may contribute to differential reading times for types of text transformations. One possibility is that difficulty in reading mirrored and inverted text may arise due to temporary lapses of frame of reference—i.e., forgetting which way the entire sentence is oriented [162]. This is particularly problematic if letters face one way and scanning direction is reversed [9]. A letter’s facing direction therefore depends on reading direction: the symbol ‘b’ can be either the letter ‘b’, ‘p’, ‘q’, or ‘d’ depending on which transformation was applied. When one encounters that symbol, there may be a temporary lapse in the frame of reference rendering the rest of the sentence difficult to read and the reader has to reorient to remember not only which way letters are facing, but also in which direction they should be reading [4,149]. When presented with an inverted word in which several letters are upright, it is difficult to notice that some of the letters are actually upright [163,164,165]. This has been described as a Thatcher effect for letters [166]. The explanation is that inverted letters become egocentrically upright when we begin to read the word and, in losing the frame of reference, nothing appears out of the ordinary when we encounter an upright letter. When most of the word is upright however, and in the standard egocentric frame, the inverted letters stick out just like inverted parts of a face in the Thatcher illusion.



The idea of a frame of reference can also apply to objects: although it is true that we can recognize a picture of a hammer and a mirror-image of the same hammer equally well, the hammer still has some directionality associated with it [167,168] and a canonical orientation [147,148,169,170,171,172]. This notion is supported by the fact that mirror-reversals of letters of children in matching and copying tasks are asymmetric—upright letters are rarely mismatched with their mirror images, but mirror-reversed letters are often copied and matched to normal letters [4]. Young children who have not yet learned to read, make more orientation errors in copying, drawing from memory, and matching shapes with no inherent directionality (e.g., a stretched-out diamond) than with objects, e.g., a spoon, [173].



Under this view, in acquiring literacy, a reader develops templates or schema for letters in canonical orientations [174]. A letter’s orientation can be used to determine the frame of reference for an entire word or sentence. For example, an inverted ‘A’ may provide a cue that the entire text is inverted. Reading of inverted, mirrored, or rotated text involves a detection or an alignment of an appropriate frame of reference [143,167,175,176,177]. As a result, response time to individual letters at different orientations is predicted by the orientation of the previously seen letter [178]. In the context of an entire word or sentence, therefore, moving from one letter to another could facilitate the maintenance of a consistent frame of reference (as determined by the previous letter) until a reversible letter is encountered, which leads to confusion. When combined with changes in reading direction, this creates additional opportunities for confusion. Although note that the text that 180° rotated text (Figure 1D), which is read right-to-left is easier to read than the up-down mirror reflected text (Figure 1C) which is read left-to-right. Reading direction on its own therefore does not account for the differences in reading difficulty. It is interesting to note that in Kolers’ original experiments in which subjects practiced reading aloud geometrically transformed text, the text was transformed one line at a time [136]. For example, 180° rotated text was not read from the bottom of the page to the top, but was still read top-to-bottom because each line was rotated independently. This may have complicated the results by putting into conflict the frame of the text on the whole page with that of a single line. To our knowledge, an experiment that dissociates these confounders has yet to be performed.



The notion of a frame of reference can apply more generally to how individuals understand reflections in mirrors [179,180]. Although we have been describing some text transformations as “left-right mirror reversals”, a mirror does not reverse left-right, but through an axis perpendicular to the mirror, i.e., front-to-back [181,182,183,184,185,186,187]. When examining their own reflections in mirrors, observers tend describe them as identical instead of reversed or opposite, suggesting an important role for an exocentric (as opposed to egocentric) frame of reference [179]. Familiarity with certain frames of reference over others may account for why the recognition of one’s own face is better when it is shown mirrored, while the faces of others are better recognized when shown in the manner in which we are used to seeing them (i.e., not mirrored) [188,189,190,191,192]. In general, however, naïve understanding of how reflections work and appear is quite poor [193,194,195,196,197]. It is possible that given an appropriate frame of reference with many cues to text direction, such as seeing a mirrored image of a person holding a sheet of text, may facilitate the maintenance of a consistent frame of reference during reading. In contrast, in all experiments reviewed here, a reader is presented with mirrored text on a sheet of paper, which, out of context and at odds with the rest of the un-mirrored environment (e.g., their hands holding the paper, the table at which they sit, etc.), may present an especially difficult situation in which the appropriate frame of reference must be maintained for reading. To our knowledge, no experiments have examined the effect of scene and environment context on the reading of transformed text.



We began this article with the observation that certain geometric transformations of text are easier to read than others. We have gone over several lines of research that speak to why mirrored text is more difficult to read: confusions in facing-direction of mirror-symmetric letters like ‘b’ and ‘d’, loss of frame of reference, incomplete loss of mirror-invariance (or, conversely, development of mirror-discriminability), etc. Unfortunately, there is not as of yet a conclusive explanation for why text that is reflected twice is easier to read than text that is only reflected once [9]. Part of the effect may be due to reading and writing direction familiarity or the fact that twice-reflected text is equivalent to a 180-degree rotation in the plane and there may be something special about that transformation as opposed to others. What is clear however is that our technological age has taken image transformations out of the reflecting pool and looking glass, and placed them at our fingertips with our webcams, smart-phones, and image processing software packages. This digital proximity reminds us that our curiosity and empirical exploration of symmetries in our environment and in the legibility of text has a long and robust history.






Acknowledgments


This work is supported by the National Eye Institute (1F32EY025520-01A1) to Gennady Erlikhman and the National Science Foundation (NSF 1632738 and NSF 1632849) to Gideon Paul Caplovitz.




Author Contributions


Gennady Erlikhman, Lars Strother, Iskra Barzakov and Gideon Paul Caplovitz wrote the paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	1. 
Cairns, N.U.; Steward, M.S. Young children’s orientation of letters as a function of axis of symmetry and stimulus alignment. Child Dev. 1970, 41, 993–1002. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	2. 
Cornell, J.M. Spontaneous mirror-writing in children. Can. J. Psychol. 1985, 39, 174–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	3. 
Fischer, J.-P.; Koch, A.-M. Mirror writing in typically developing children: A first longitudinal study. Cogn. Dev. 2016, 38, 114–124. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	4. 
Frith, U. Why do children reverse letters? Br. J. Psychol. 1971, 62, 459–468. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	5. 
Davidson, H.P. A study of the confusing letters b, d, p, and q. Pedagog. Semin. J. Genet. Psychol. 1935, 42, 458–468. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	6. 
Liberman, I.Y.; Shankweiler, D.; Orlando, C. Letter confusions and reversals of sequence in the beginning reader: Implications for Orton’s theory of developmental dyslexia. Cortex 1971, 7, 127–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	7. 
Casey, M.B. Individual differences in use of left-right visual cues: A reexamination of mirror-image confusions in preschoolers. Dev. Psychol. 1984, 20, 551–559. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	8. 
Bornstein, M.H.; Gross, C.G.; Wolf, J.Z. Perceptual similarity of mirror images in infancy. Cognition 1978, 6, 89–116. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	9. 
Kolers, P.A.; Perkins, D.N. Orientation of letters and their speed of recognition. Percept. Psychophys. 1969, 5, 275–280. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	10. 
Kolers, P.A.; Perkins, D.N. Orientation of letters and errors in their recognition. Percept. Psychophys. 1969, 5, 265–269. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	11. 
Orton, S.T. “Word-blindness” in school children. Arch. Neurol. Psychiatry 1925, 14, 581–615. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Orton, S.T. Specific reading disability—Strephosimbolia. J. Am. Med. Assoc. 1928, 90, 1095–1099. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	13. 
Geschwind, N. Why Orton was right. Ann. Dyslexia 1982, 32, 13–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	14. 
Orton, S.T. Reading, Writing and Speech Problems in Children; William Warder (W. W.) Norton & Company: New York, NY, USA, 1937. [Google Scholar]

	15. 
Zangwill, O.L. Cerebral Dominance and Its Relation to Psychological Function; Oliver & Boyd: Oxford, UK, 1960. [Google Scholar]

	16. 
Jastak, J. Interferences in reading. Psychol. Bull. 1934, 31, 244–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	17. 
Krise, M. An experimental investigation of theories of reversals in reading. J. Educ. Psychol. 1952, 43, 408–422. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	18. 
Krise, M. Reversals in reading: A problem in space perception? Elem. Sch. J. 1949, 49, 278–284. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	19. 
Money, J. Reading Disability; Money, J., Ed.; The Johns Hopkins Press: Baltimore, MD, USA, 1962. [Google Scholar]

	20. 
Fildes, L.G. A psychological inquiry into the nature of the condition known as congenital word-blindness. Brain 1921, 44, 286–307. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	21. 
Gates, A.I. A study of reading and spelling with special reference to disability. J. Educ. Res. 1922, 6, 12–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	22. 
Goins, J.T. Visual Perceptual Abilities and Early Reading Progress; The University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1958. [Google Scholar]

	23. 
Betts, E.A. Physiological approach to the analysis of reading disabilities. In Educational Research Bulletin; Ohio State University: Columbus, OH, USA, 1934; Volume 13. [Google Scholar]

	24. 
Schubenz, S.; Buchwald, R. Untersuchungen zur Legasthenie. I. Die Beziehung der Legasthenie zur Auftretenshäufigkeit der Buchstaben des Alphabets in der Deutschen Sprache. Z. Exp. Angew. Psychol. 1964, 11, 155–165. [Google Scholar]

	25. 
Petty, M.C. An experimental study of certain factors influencing reading readiness. J. Educ. Psychol. 1939, 30, 215–230. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	26. 
Rayner, K. The role of eye movements in learning to read and reading disability. Remedial Spec. Educ. 1985, 6, 53–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	27. 
Monroe, M. Children Who Cannot Read; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1932. [Google Scholar]

	28. 
Stein, J.; Talcott, J.; Witton, W. The sensorimotor basis of developmental dyslexia. In Dyslexia: Theory and Good Practice; Fawcett, A.J., Ed.; Whurr: London, UK, 2001; pp. 65–88. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Silver, A.A.; Hagin, R.A. Visual perception in children with reading disabilities. In Early Experience and Visual Information Processing in Perceptual and Reading Disorders; Young, F.A., Ed.; National Academy of Sciences: Washington, DC, USA, 1970; pp. 445–456. [Google Scholar]

	30. 
Annett, M. Reading upside down and mirror text in groups differing for right minus left hand skill. Eur. J. Cogn. Psychol. 1991, 3, 363–377. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Woody, C.; Phillips, A.J. The effects of handedness on reversals in reading. J. Educ. Res. 1934, 27, 651–662. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	32. 
Lachmann, T.; Geyer, T. Letter reversals in dyslexia: Is the case really closed? A critical review and conclusions. Psychol. Sci. 2003, 45, 50–72. [Google Scholar]

	33. 
Lachmann, T.; van Leeuwen, C. Paradoxical enhancement of letter recognition in developmental dyslexia. Dev. Neuropsychol. 2007, 31, 61–77. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	34. 
Gross-Glenn, K.; Lewis, D.C.; Smith, S.D.; Lubs, H.A. Phenotype of adult familial dyslexia: Reading of visually transformed texts and nonsense passages. Int. J. Neurosci. 1985, 28, 49–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	35. 
Gordon, H. Left-handedness and mirror writing, especially among defective children. Brain 1921, 43, 313–368. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	36. 
Balfour, S.; Borthwick, S.; Cubelli, R.; Della Sala, S. Mirror writing and reversing single letters in stroke patients and normal elderly. J. Neurol. 2007, 254, 436–441. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	37. 
Gottfried, J.A.; Sancar, F.; Chatterjee, A. Acquired mirror writing and reading: Evidence for reflected graphemic representations. Neuropsychologia 2003, 41, 96–107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	38. 
Heilman, K.M.; Howell, G.; Valenstein, E.; Rothi, L. Mirror-reading and writing in association with right-left spatial disorientation. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry 1980, 43, 774–780. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	39. 
Paradowski, W.; Ginzburg, M. Mirror writing and hemiplegia. Percept. Mot. Skills 1971, 32, 617–618. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	40. 
Turnbull, O.H.; Mccarthy, R.A. Failure to discriminate between mirror-image objects: A case of viewpoint-independent object recognition? Neurocase 1996, 2, 63–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	41. 
Lebrun, Y. Gerstmann’s syndrome. J. Neurolinguistics 2005, 18, 317–326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	42. 
Gerstmann, J. Syndrome of finger agnosia, disorientation from right and left, agraphia and acalculia. Neurol. Psychiatry 1940, 44, 398–408. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	43. 
Mayer, E.; Martory, M.D.; Pegna, A.J.; Landis, T.; Delavelle, J.; Annoni, J.M. A pure case of Gerstmann syndrome with a subangular lesion. Brain 1999, 122, 1107–1120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	44. 
Benton, A.L. Gerstmann’s syndrome. Arch. Neurol. 1992, 49, 445–447. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	45. 
Stanovich, K.E. Explaining the variance in reading ability in terms of psychological processes: What have we learned? Ann. Dyslexia 1985, 35, 67–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	46. 
Wolff, P.H.; Melngailis, I. Reversing letters and reading transformed text in dyslexia: A reassessment. Read. Writ. 1996, 8, 341–355. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	47. 
Vellutino, F. Dyslexia: Theory and Research; Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Press: Cambridge, MD, USA, 1981. [Google Scholar]

	48. 
Gibson, E.J.; Gibson, J.J.; Pick, A.D.; Osser, H. A developmental study of the discrimination of letter-like forms. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 1962, 55, 897–906. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	49. 
Teegarden, L. Tests for the tendency to reversal in reading. J. Educ. Res. 1933, 27, 81–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	50. 
Ilg, F.; Ames, L.B. Developmental trends in reading behavior. Pedagog. Semin. J. Genet. Psychol. 1950, 76, 219–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	51. 
Aaron, P.G.; Malatesha, R.N. Discrimination of mirror image stimuli in children. Neuropsychologia 1974, 12, 549–551. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	52. 
Hildreth, G. Reversals in reading and writing. J. Educ. Psychol. 1934, 25, 1–20. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	53. 
Cole, L. The Improvement of Reading; Farrar and Rinehart: New York, NY, USA, 1938. [Google Scholar]

	54. 
Staller, J.; Sekuler, R.W. Children read normal and reversed letters: A simple test of reading skill. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 1975, 27, 539–550. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	55. 
Makita, K. The rarity of reading disability in Japanese children. Am. J. Orthopsychiatry 1968, 38, 599–614. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	56. 
Kolinsky, R.; Verhaeghe, A.; Fernandes, T.; Mengarda, E.J.; Grimm-Cabral, L.; Morais, J. Enantiomorphy through the looking glass: Literacy effects on mirror-image discrimination. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2011, 140, 210–238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	57. 
Badian, N.A. Does a visual-orthographic deficit contribute to reading disability? Ann. Dyslexia 2005, 55, 28–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	58. 
Willows, D.M.; Terepocki, M. The relation of reversal errors to reading disabilities. In Visual Processes in Reading and Reading Disabilities; Willows, D.M., Kruk, R.S., Corcos, E., Eds.; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1993; pp. 31–56. [Google Scholar]

	59. 
Rusiak, P.; Lachmann, T.; Jaskowski, P.; Van Leeuwen, C. Mental rotation of letters and shapes in developmental dyslexia. Perception 2007, 36, 617–631. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	60. 
Corballis, M.C.; Macadie, L.; Beale, I.L. Mental rotation and visual laterality in normal and reading disabled children. Cortex 1985, 21, 225–236. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	61. 
McMonnies, C.W. Visuo-spatial discrimination and mirror image letter reversals in reading. J. Am. Optom. Assoc. 1992, 63, 698–704. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	62. 
Gibson, E.J. Learning to read. Bull. Ort. Soc. 1965, 15, 32–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	63. 
Downey, J. On the reading and writing of mirror-script. Psychol. Rev. 1914, 21, 408–421. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	64. 
Stern, W. Uber verlagerte raumformen. Z. Angew. Psychol. 1909, 2, 498–526. [Google Scholar]

	65. 
Pick, A. Improvement of visual and tactual form discrimination. J. Exp. Psychol. 1965, 69, 331–339. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	66. 
Eley, M.G. Identifying rotated letter-like symbols. Mem. Cognit. 1982, 10, 25–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	67. 
Bryant, P.E. Perception and memory of the orientation of visually presented lines by children. Nature 1969, 222, 385–386. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	68. 
Cronin, V. Mirror-image reversal discrimination in kindergarten and first-grade children. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 1967, 5, 577–585. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	69. 
Jeffrey, W.E. Variables in early discrimination learning: I. Motor responses in the training of a left-right discrimination. Child Dev. 1958, 29, 269–275. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	70. 
Over, R.; Over, J. Detection and recognition of mirror-image obliques by young children. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 1967, 64, 467–470. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	71. 
Bornstein, M.H.; Stiles-Davis, J. Discrimination and memory for symmetry in young children. Dev. Psychol. 1984, 20, 637–649. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	72. 
Gregory, E.; Landau, B.; McCloskey, M. Representation of object orientation in children: Evidence from mirror-image confusions. Vis. Cogn. 2011, 19, 1035–1062. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	73. 
Bigsby, P. The nature of reversible letter confusions in dyslexic and normal readers: Misperception or mislabelling? Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 1985, 55 Pt 3, 264–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	74. 
Standing, L.; Conezio, J.; Haber, R.N. Perception and memory for pictures: Single-trial learning of 2500 visual stimuli. Psychon. Sci. 1970, 19, 73–74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	75. 
Martin, M.; Jones, G.V. Memory for orientation in the natural environment. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 1997, 11, 279–288. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	76. 
Nickerson, R.S.; Adams, M.J. Long-term memory for a common. Cogn. Psychol. 1979, 11, 287–307. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	77. 
Jones, G.V. Misremembering a common object: When left is not right. Mem. Cognit. 1990, 18, 174–182. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	78. 
Spelke, E.; Lee, S.A.; Izard, V. Beyond core knowledge: Natural geometry. Cogn. Sci. 2010, 34, 863–884. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	79. 
Corballis, M.C.; Beale, I.L. The Psychology of Left and Right; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers: Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1976. [Google Scholar]

	80. 
Fisher, C.B.; Braine, L.G. Left-right coding in children: implications for adult performance. Bull. Psychon. Soc. 1982, 20, 305–307. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	81. 
Davidson, H.P. A study of reversals in young children. Pedagog. Semin. J. Genet. Psychol. 1934, 45, 452–465. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	82. 
Cohn, M.; Stricker, G. Reversal errors in strong, average, and weak letter namers. J. Learn. Disabil. 1979, 12, 533–537. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	83. 
Terepocki, M.; Kruk, R.S.; Willows, D.M. The incidence and nature of letter orientation errors in reading disability. J. Learn. Disabil. 2002, 35, 214–233. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	84. 
Danziger, E.; Pederson, E. Through the looking glass: Literacy, writing systems and mirror image discrimination. Writ. Lang. Lit. 1998, 1, 153–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	85. 
Pederson, E. Mirror-image discrimination among nonliterate, monoliterate, and biliterate Tamil subjects. Writ. Lang. Lit. 2003, 6, 71–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	86. 
Pegado, F.; Nakamura, K.; Braga, L.W.; Ventura, P.; Nunes Filho, G.; Pallier, C.; Jobert, A.; Morais, J.; Cohen, L.; Kolinsky, R.; et al. Literacy breaks mirror invariance for visual stimuli: A behavioral study with adult illiterates. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2014, 143, 887–894. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	87. 
Fernandes, T.; Kolinsky, R. From hand to eye: The role of literacy, familiarity, graspability, and vision-for-action on enantiomorphy. Acta Psychol. (Amst.) 2013, 142, 51–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	88. 
Galifret-Granjon, N. Le problème de l’organisation spatiale dans les dyslexies d’évolution. Enfance 1951, 4, 445–479. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	89. 
Lyle, J.G.; Goyen, J. Visual recognition, development lag, and strephosymbolia in reading retardation. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 1968, 73, 25–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	90. 
Borst, J.P.; Nijboer, M.; Taatgen, N.A.; van Rijn, H.; Anderson, J.R. Using data-driven model-brain mappings to constrain formal models of cognition. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0119673. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	91. 
Ahr, E.; Houdé, O.; Borst, G. Inhibition of the mirror generalization process in reading in school-aged children. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 2016, 145, 157–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	92. 
Dehaene, S.; Cohen, L. Cultural recycling of cortical maps. Neuron 2007, 56, 384–398. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	93. 
Dehaene, S.; Nakamura, K.; Jobert, A.; Kuroki, C.; Ogawa, S.; Cohen, L. Why do children make mirror errors in reading? Neural correlates of mirror invariance in the visual word form area. Neuroimage 2010, 49, 1837–1848. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	94. 
Dehaene, S.; Cohen, L.; Morais, J.; Kolinsky, R. Illiterate to literate: Behavioural and cerebral changes induced by reading acquisition. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2015, 16, 234–244. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	95. 
Dehaene, S. Evolution of human cortical circuits for reading and arithmetic: The “neuronal recycling” hypothesis. In From Monkey Brain to Human Brain; Dehaene, S., Duhamel, J.R., Hauser, M., Rizzolatti, G., Eds.; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2005; pp. 133–157. [Google Scholar]

	96. 
Dehaene, S. Reading in the Brain: The New Science of How to Read; Penguin Books: New York, NY, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	97. 
Cohen, L.; Dehaene, S.; Vinckier, F.; Jobert, A.; Montavont, A. Reading normal and degraded words: Contribution of the dorsal and ventral visual pathways. Neuroimage 2008, 40, 353–366. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	98. 
Dehaene, S.; Pegado, F.; Braga, L.W.; Ventura, P.; Nunes Filho, G.; Jobert, A.; Dehaene-Lambertz, G.; Kolinsky, R.; Morais, J.; Cohen, L. How learning to read changes the cortical networks for vision and language. Science 2010, 330, 1359–1364. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	99. 
Pegado, F.; Nakamura, K.; Cohen, L.; Dehaene, S. Breaking the symmetry: Mirror discrimination for single letters but not for pictures in the visual word form area. Neuroimage 2011, 55, 742–749. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	100. 
Dundas, E.M.; Plaut, D.C.; Behrmann, M. The joint development of hemispheric lateralization for words and faces. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2013, 142, 348–358. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	101. 
Behrmann, M.; Plaut, D.C. A vision of graded hemispheric specialization. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 2015, 1359, 30–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	102. 
Kolinsky, R.; Fernandes, T. A cultural side effect: Learning to read interferes with identity processing of familiar objects. Front. Psychol. 2014, 5, 1–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	103. 
Gregory, E.; McCloskey, M. Mirror-image confusions: Implications for representation and processing of object orientation. Cognition 2010, 116, 110–129. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	104. 
Lachmann, T.; van Leeuwen, C. Reading as functional coordination: Not recycling but a novel synthesis. Front. Psychol. 2014, 5, 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	105. 
Borst, G.; Ahr, E.; Roell, M.; Houdé, O. The cost of blocking the mirror generalization process in reading: Evidence for the role of inhibitory control in discriminating letters with lateral mirror-image. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2015, 22, 228–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	106. 
Perea, M.; Moret-Tatay, C.; Panadero, V. Suppression of mirror generalization for reversible letters: Evidence from masked priming. J. Mem. Lang. 2011, 65, 237–246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	107. 
Masson, M.E. Identification of typographically transformed words: Instance-based skill acquisition. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 1986, 12, 479–488. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	108. 
Kolers, P.A. Specificity of operations in sentence recognition. Cogn. Psychol. 1975, 7, 289–306. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	109. 
Ventura, P.; Fernandes, T.; Cohen, L.; Morais, J.; Kolinsky, R.; Dehaene, S. Literacy acquisition reduces the influence of automatic holistic processing of faces and houses. Neurosci. Lett. 2013, 554, 105–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	110. 
Kershner, J.R. Rotation of mental images and asymmetries in word recognition in disabled readers. Can. J. Psychol. 1979, 33, 39–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	111. 
Frith, U. Beneath the surface of developmental dyslexia. Surface Dyslexia 1985, 32, 301–330. [Google Scholar]

	112. 
Deich, R.F. Children’s perception of differently oriented shapes: Word recognition. Percept. Mot. Skills 1971, 32, 695–700. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	113. 
Rudel, R.; Teuber, H.-L. Discrimination of direction of line in children. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 1963, 56, 892–898. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	114. 
Barroso, F.; Braine, L.G. “Mirror-image” errors without mirror-image stimuli. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 1974, 18, 213–225. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	115. 
Clarke, J.C.; Whitehurst, G.J. Asymmetrical stimulus control and the morror-image problem. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 1974, 17, 147–166. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	116. 
Huttenlocher, J. Discrimination of figure orientation: Effects of relative position. J. Comp. Physiol. Psychol. 1967, 63, 359–361. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	117. 
Huttenlocher, J. Children’s ability to order and orient objects. Child Dev. 1967, 38, 1169–1176. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	118. 
Huttenlocher, J. Constructing spatial images: A strategy in reasoning. Psychol. Rev. 1968, 75, 550–560. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	119. 
Sekuler, R.W.; Rosenblith, J.F. Discrimination of direction of line and the effect of stimulus alignment. Psychon. Sci. 1964, 1, 143–144. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	120. 
Fisher, C.B. The role of stimulus alignment in children’s memory for line orientation. Child Dev. 1982, 53, 1070–1074. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	121. 
Bornstein, M.H. Perceptual anisotropies in infancy: Ontogenetic origins and implications of inequalities in spatial vision. Adv. Child Dev. Behav. 1982, 16, 77–123. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	122. 
Sekuler, R.W.; Houlihan, K. Discrimination of mirror-images: Choice time analysis of human adult performance. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 1968, 20, 204–207. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	123. 
Caldwell, E.C.; Hall, V.C. The influence of concept training on letter discrimination. Child Dev. 1969, 40, 63–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	124. 
Hendrickson, L.N.; Muehl, S. The effect of attention and motor response pretraining on learning to discriminate b and d in kindergarten children. J. Educ. Psychol. 1962, 53, 236–241. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	125. 
Koenigsberg, R.S. An evaluation of visual versus sensorimotor methods for improving orientation discrimination of letter reversals by preschool children. Child Dev. 1973, 44, 764–769. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	126. 
Owen, D.H. Developmental generality of a form recognition strategy. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 1971, 11, 194–205. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	127. 
McGurk, H. The salience of orientation in young children’s perception of form. Child Dev. 1972, 43, 1047–1052. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	128. 
Watson, J.S. Perception of object orientation in infants. Merrill-Palmer Q. Behav. Dev. 1966, 12, 73–94. [Google Scholar]

	129. 
Gellermann, L.W. Form discrimination in chimpanzees and two-year-old children: I. Form (Triangularity) per Se. J. Genet. Psychol. 1933, 42, 3–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	130. 
Kaufman, N.L. Review of research on reversal errors. Percept. Mot. Ski. 1980, 51, 55–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	131. 
Koriat, A.; Norman, J. Why is word recognition impaired by disorientation while the identification of single letters is not? J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 1989, 15, 153–163. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	132. 
Aulhorn, O. Die Lesegeschwindigkeit als Funktion von Buchstaben und Zeilenlage. Pflüger’s Arch. für die gesamte Physiologie des Menschen und der Tiere 1948, 250, 12–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	133. 
Jordan, K.; Huntsman, L.A. Image rotation of misoriented letter strings: Effects of orientation cuing and repetition. Percept. Psychophys. 1990, 48, 363–374. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	134. 
Lavidor, M.; Babkoff, H.; Faust, M. Analysis of standard and non-standard visual word format in the two hemispheres. Neuropsychologia 2001, 39, 430–439. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	135. 
Koriat, A.; Norman, J. Reading rotated words. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 1985, 11, 490–508. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	136. 
Kolers, P.A. The recognition of geometrically transformed text. Percept. Psychophys. 1968, 3, 57–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	137. 
Kolers, P.A. Reading temporally and spatially transformed Text. In The Psycholinguistic Nature of the Reading Process; Goodman, K.S., Ed.; Wayne State University Press: Detroit, MI, USA, 1968; pp. 27–40. [Google Scholar]

	138. 
Kolers, P.A.; Perkins, D.N. Spatial and ordinal components of form perception and literacy. Cogn. Psychol. 1975, 7, 228–267. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	139. 
Navon, D. Perception of misoriented words and letter strings. Can. J. Psychol. 1978, 32, 129–140. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	140. 
Corballis, M.C.; Nagourney, B.A. Latency to categorize disoriented alphanumeric characters as letters or digits. J. Psychol. 1978, 32, 186–188. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	141. 
Corballis, M.C.; Zbrodoff, N.J.; Shetzer, L.I.; Butler, P.B. Decisions about identity and orientation of rotated letters and digits. Mem. Cognit. 1978, 6, 98–107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	142. 
Corballis, M.C.; Macadie, L.; Crotty, A.; Beale, I.L. The naming of disoriented letters by normal and reading-disabled children. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 1985, 26, 929–938. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	143. 
Simion, F.; Bagnara, S.; Roncato, S.; Umiltá, C. Transformation processes upon the visual code. Percept. Psychophys. 1982, 31, 13–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	144. 
White, M.J. Naming and categorization of tilted alphanumeric characters do not require mental rotation. Bull. Psychon. Soc. 1980, 15, 153–156. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	145. 
Cooper, L.A.; Shepard, R.N. Chronometric studies of the rotation of mental images. In Visual Information Processing; Chase, W.G., Ed.; Academic Press: Oxford, UK, 1973; pp. 75–176. [Google Scholar]

	146. 
Corballis, M.C.; McLaren, R. Winding one’s ps and qs: Mental rotation and mirror-image discrimination. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 1984, 10, 318–327. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	147. 
Braine, L.G.; Relyea, L.; Davidman, L. On how adults identify the orientation of a shape. Percept. Psychophys. 1981, 29, 138–144. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	148. 
Jolicoeur, P. Time to name disoriented objects. Mem. Cogn. 1985, 13, 289–303. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	149. 
Jolicoeur, P.; Landau, M.J. Effects of orientation on the identification of simple visual patterns. Can. J. Psychol. 1984, 38, 80–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	150. 
Bundesen, C.; Larsen, A.; Farrell, J.E. Mental transformations of size and orientation. Atten. Perform. 1981, 9, 279–294. [Google Scholar]

	151. 
Koriat, A.; Norman, J. What is rotated in mental rotation? J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 1984, 10, 421–434. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	152. 
Koriat, A.; Norman, J. Frames and images: Sequential effects in mental rotation. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 1988, 14, 93–111. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	153. 
Navon, D.; Raveh, O. On the process of recognizing inverted words: Does it rely only on orientation-invariant cues? Mem. Cognit. 2004, 32, 1103–1117. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	154. 
Longcamp, M.; Boucard, C.; Gilhodes, J.C.; Velay, J.L. Remembering the orientation of newly learned characters depends on the associated writing knowledge: A comparison between handwriting and typing. Hum. Mov. Sci. 2006, 25, 646–656. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	155. 
Sala, S.D.; Cubelli, R. Directional apraxia: A unitary account of mirror writing following brain injury or as found in normal young children. J. Neuropsychol. 2007, 1, 3–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	156. 
Maass, A.; Suitner, C.; Deconchy, J.-P. Living in an Asymmetrical World: How Writing Direction Affects thought and Action; Psychology Press: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2014. [Google Scholar]

	157. 
Fischer, J.P. Character reversal in children: The prominent role of writing direction. Read. Writ. 2016, 30, 523–542. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	158. 
Fischer, J.P. Mirror writing of digits and (capital) letters in the typically developing child. Cortex 2011, 47, 759–762. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	159. 
Treiman, R.; Gordon, J.; Boada, R.; Peterson, R.L.; Pennington, B.F. statistical learning, letter reversals, and reading. Sci. Stud. Read. 2014, 18, 383–394. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	160. 
Treiman, R.; Kessler, B. Similarities among the shapes of writing and their effects on learning. Writ. Lang. Lit. 2011, 14, 39–57. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	161. 
McIntosh, R.D.; Della Salla, S. Mirror-writing. Psychologist 2012, 25, 742–746. [Google Scholar]

	162. 
Kolers, P.A. Three stages of reading. In Basic Studies on Reading; Levin, H., Williams, J.P., Eds.; Basic Books, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 1970; pp. 90–118. [Google Scholar]

	163. 
Parks, T.E. Misprint. Perception 1983, 12, 88. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	164. 
Rock, I. On Thompson’s inverted-face phenomenon (Research Note). Perception 1988, 17, 815–817. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	165. 
Wong, Y.K.; Twedt, E.; Sheinberg, D.; Gauthier, I. Does Thompson’s Thatcher effect reflect a face-specific mechanism? Perception 2010, 39, 1125–1141. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	166. 
Thompson, P. Margaret thatcher: A new illusion. Perception 1980, 9, 483–484. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	167. 
Palmer, S.E. What makes triangles in configurations point: Local and global effects of ambiguous triangles. Cogn. Psychol. 1980, 12, 285–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	168. 
Nagai, M.; Yagi, A. The pointedness effect on representational momentum. Mem. Cognit. 2001, 29, 91–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	169. 
McMullen, P.A.; Hamm, J.; Jolicoeur, P. Rotated object identification with and without orientation cues. Can. J. Exp. Psychol. 1995, 49, 133–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	170. 
McMullen, P.A.; Jolicoeur, P. Reference frame and effects of orientation on finding the tops of rotated objects. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 1992, 18, 807–820. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	171. 
Jolicoeur, P.; Milliken, B. Identification of disoriented objects: Effects of context of prior presentation. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 1989, 15, 200–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	172. 
McMullen, P.A.; Jolicoeur, P. The spatial frame of reference in object naming and discrimination of left-right reflections. Mem. Cognit. 1990, 18, 99–115. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	173. 
Rice, C. The orientation of plane figures as a factor in their perception by children. Child Dev. 1930, 1, 111–143. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	174. 
Frith, U. Internal schemata for letters in good and bad readers. Br. J. Psychol. 1974, 65, 233–241. [Google Scholar]

	175. 
Humphreys, G.W. Reference frames and shape perception. Cogn. Psychol. 1983, 15, 151–196. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	176. 
Attneave, F.; Reid, K.W. Voluntary control of frame of reference and slope equivalence under head rotation. J. Exp. Psychol. 1968, 78, 153–159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	177. 
Corballis, M.C. Recognition of disoriented shapes. Psychol. Rev. 1988, 95, 115–123. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	178. 
Robertson, L.C.; Palmer, S.E.; Gomez, L.M. Reference frames in mental rotation. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 1987, 13, 368–379. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	179. 
Bianchi, I.; Savardi, U. The relationship perceived between the real body and the mirror image. Perception 2008, 37, 666–688. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	180. 
Ittelson, W.H.; Mowafy, L.; Magid, D. The perception of mirror-reflected objects. Perception 1991, 20, 567–584. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	181. 
Morris, R.C. Mirror image reversal: Is what we see what we present? Perception 1993, 22, 869–876. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	182. 
Ittelson, W.H. Mirror reversals: Real and perceived. Perception 1993, 22, 855–861. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	183. 
Corballis, M.C. Much ado about mirrors. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2000, 7, 163–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	184. 
Haig, N.D. Reflections on inversion and reversion. Perception 1993, 22, 863–868. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	185. 
Gregory, R.L. Mirror reversal. In The Oxford Companion to the Mind; Gregory, R.L., Ed.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1987. [Google Scholar]

	186. 
Gardner, M. The Ambidextrous Universe; Basic Books: New York, NY, USA, 1964. [Google Scholar]

	187. 
Block, N.J. Why do mirrors reverse right/left but not up/down. J. Philos. 1974, 9, 259–277. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	188. 
Bredart, S. Recognising the usual orientation of one’s own face: The role of asymmetrically located details. Perception 2003, 32, 805–812. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	189. 
Rhodes, G. Memory for lateral asymmetries in well-known faces: Evidence for configural information in memory representations of faces. Mem. Cognit. 1986, 14, 209–219. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	190. 
Mita, T.H.; Dermer, M.; Knight, J. Reversed facial images and the mere-exposure hypothesis. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1977, 35, 597–601. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	191. 
Brady, N.; Campbell, M.; Flaherty, M. Perceptual asymmetries are preserved in memory for highly familiar faces of self and friend. Brain Cogn. 2005, 58, 334–342. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	192. 
Smith, E.L.; Grabowecky, M.; Suzuki, S. Self-awareness affects vision. Curr. Biol. 2008, 18, 414–415. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	193. 
Bertamini, M.; Parks, T.E. On what people know about images on mirrors. Cognition 2005, 98, 85–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	194. 
Dieguez, S.; Scherer, J.; Blanke, O. My face through the looking-glass: The effect of mirror reversal on reflection size estimation. Conscious. Cogn. 2011, 20, 1452–1459. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	195. 
Savardi, U.; Bianchi, I.; Bertamini, M. Naïve predictions of motion and orientation in mirrors: From what we see to what we expect reflections to do. Acta Psychol. (Amst.) 2010, 134, 1–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	196. 
Bertamini, M.; Spooner, A.; Hecht, H. Naive optics: Predicting and perceiving reflections in mirrors. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 2003, 29, 982–1002. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	197. 
Croucher, C.J.; Bertamini, M.; Hecht, H. Naive optics: Understanding the geometry of mirror reflections. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 2002, 28, 546–562. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]











© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license ( http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







nav.xhtml


  symmetry-09-00028


  
    		
      symmetry-09-00028
    


  




  





media/file3.png





media/file1.png
[\ OF THE SURFACE OF 1INGS 3 2OVIHT 90 AOATAUZ JHT F0

1
In my room, the world is beyond my understa : __;_':_i“' wbenbon yom booysd @i I:Iluw adi oo ym nl
But when 1 walk | sce that it consists of three or fous| o] ‘H:nrﬂ Yo dzienoa 8 tndd soe | Alew T nadw 4ol
hills and a cloud. Bools & boe ellid
n
From my hﬂlmny.lnmeylhcyeﬂmlh; wnlb‘(adlp'mn[ snooled v mor™
Reading where 1 have written, Jeadtivw avad 1 anadw goibeadl
“The spring is like a belle undressing.” "Fmrlﬂﬂdu:ﬂupnqtaﬂ

m - _
~suld & sont blog adT
LB e R -
t ; I.b‘ x .F i I-l

 JSuissarpun appq v gy st Junds o g,

- ‘magum aar | amym Supeay

Aam moqed 2t Aaaans | ‘Auoopeq Aw woiyg
i

LS thunE 1 iy 3 pojc mquaE,

Eeaqui mpeie | prsc muppen’® h

jiow wh pajconh’ | antach fpe depjom ot
u

pijfe 90q 3 cjong ‘priop & pue sy
BIE G0 | MK | 266 (I If COIRIZE Of ppmmgl _ ::uq:l JO SSISUEI J1JTL] 208 | B | UMM g
ju wl woow* fpe mr.uﬁ 12 pehoug A UGELEp --ig";'? gapun Aw puodaq 5 plmm vy “wool fw uf

Ok LHE 2(KEVCE Ok LHIMG2 SONIHL 40 AOVAUNS THL 40






media/file0.jpg
JA OF THE SURFACE OB

I my room, the word s beyond my

Bot when I walk I see that it coniss o three o

bills and a cloud.

From my balcony, | survey the yellow sty
Reading where | have witten, P

“The spring s ik a belle undresing

L b e e 3 pege moqemnt,
e apec | puc i
o wh paon | auh (s Do o

PR 09 @ cpoog
B AU | M | 5 3 1§ cvnne o £
10 o0’ gpe g 7 pelouq wh mogeKs

Ok LHE 20KEVCE Ok

IHT 90 HOAAUZ GHT 40

'

stessbe i borad ¢ bisow s oor gl

st o tizao it 20 1 e 1 e 0l
buolo & bus alid

i wollog dt vorve 1 gnooled ym mord
. amtsive v | s aibessl
gaienba ol & >4 2 goinge ST

 assspun oipq © oy ¢ Sunds oy,
‘A aue | a0 Jopey
1 mofp g i | “ooeq A woig

Prop ¥ pue sy

320 J0 3515009 3 0 29 [ 1o | W10

ssopun dus puoioq 51 liow o) woos fuw uf
i

40 FOVAUNS FHL JO






media/file2.jpg
FERL
a2
D EPaR
TSI






