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Regarding Their Students’ Pronunciation
Problems and Strategies for Overcoming

Them

Summary: Issues regarding the effectiveness of systematic pronunciation teaching remain
unresolved in the existing linguistic literature, and the studies related to teachers’ views are scarce.
Hence, the present paper investigates Serbian EFL secondary school teachers’ views regarding their
students’ pronunciation difficulties, i.e. we attempted to discover the level of teachers’ awareness of
their students’ problematic areas in practical English phonetics and potential strategies employed in
overcoming them, further aiming to draw attention to the importance of the reportedly neglected pro-
nunciation instruction. In order to answer the proposed research questions of the study we conducted
a questionnaire, whose results demonstrated that, although Serbian EFL teachers recognize their stu-
dents’ pronunciation problems and are also familiar with the ways they can be made easier, they fail
to practically apply them in everyday curriculum.
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Introduction

The views regarding the teachability of pro-
nunciation in EFL classrooms are opposing in the
existing literature, ranging from those authors who
believe learners should strive to achieve native-like
proficiency, negating the influence of explicit pro-
nunciation teaching, to those who advocate mere in-
telligibility underscoring the communicative aspect
in the command of foreign language, thus approv-
ing the positive effect pronunciation instruction

1 danicajerotijevic@gmail.com

may provide (Scovel 2000). However, some authors
point to the fact that teachers may not be appropri-
ate evaluators of the students’ pronunciation intel-
ligibility since they got used to their pronunciation
and cannot properly judge whether it is understand-
able for others (Munro, Derwing 1995). Teachers are
suggested to thoroughly ponder upon the notion of
intelligibility, i.e. to precisely define what is meant
by it, since it does not only entail problems of pro-
nunciation and foreign accent, but other extralin-
guistic factors, as well. Although certain studies dis-
approved of the positive outcomes of pronunciation
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intervention in EFL classrooms (Purcell, Suter 1980;
Pica 1994) resulting in the deficiency of research
in pronunciation teaching methodology, neverthe-
less, there are studies concluding that the presenta-
tion of segmental and suprasegmental features of a
language being studied, in this case German, might
significantly improve ultimate attainment of accu-
rate pronunciation (Moyer 1999). Opinions regard-
ing which level of phonology to teach are likewise
discrepant. Namely, even though traditional drill-
oriented exercises such as minimal pairs that em-
phasize the segmental part of English phonology are
probably the most popular if applied at all, current
studies underline that the greater importance in pro-
nunciation teaching and learning lies in instructing
students to acquire suprasegmental features (Morley
1994; Gilbert 1995). For drill exercises to be effec-
tive, students need to understand the purpose of the
practice as well as comprehend what they are asked
to pronounce. Monotonous repetition of teachers’
pronunciation does not often yield favourable re-
sults, quite the contrary (Tice 2004).

It goes without saying, nevertheless, that
teachers’ views should be taken into consideration
since they help students acquire knowledge, encour-
age them to set and achieve aims in learning and
guide them through the activities that develop crit-
ical thinking skills (Ryba, Anderson 1990). More-
over, teachers should be aware of their students’
learning difficulties in order to make successful at-
tempts at overcoming them.

The present study hence aims to investigate
the attitudes of Serbian EFL teachers related to their
students’ pronunciation problems in order to draw
attention to this often forgotten part of EFL teach-
ing. The paper was inspired by a recent research by
Ahmad and Muhiburrahman (2013) who explored
Saudi EFL teachers’ perspectives on errors their stu-
dents make in consonant production.

Theoretical Background and Previous Research

Nowadays the number of pronunciation
studies has considerably increased, which is prob-
ably caused by the shift in opinion related to the im-
portance of pronunciation for spoken communica-
bility in a foreign language, English in our case. Pos-
sessing the knowledge of grammar and vocabulary
seems to be insufficient for making a positive im-
pression on the interlocutor in a foreign language
being studied, and a good command of pronuncia-
tion may even mask the lack of proficiency in the
previously mentioned areas (Burns 2003). Further-
more, special space is being devoted to teaching
pronunciation in the curriculum, with specially de-
signed exercises and activities, which is a significant
improvement whatsoever (Pourhosein 2012). Pro-
nunciation instruction thus provides indispensa-
ble perceptual and productive experience enabling
learners’ to adequately develop their interlanguage
phonology (Pennington 1994). Accurate pronun-
ciation is a marker of a learner’s proficiency, and a
crucial segment in learning oral skills that may in-
fluence a learner’s willingness to use the language
practically (McDonald 2002). In order to be fully ef-
fective, classroom instruction should develop pho-
nological competence by systematically present-
ing phonetic forms to learners with the appropriate
teacher feedback included. Several pronunciation
techniques were proved successful when consistent-
ly applied, especially explicit explanation, metalin-
guistic feedback, intensive training focused on in-
dividual sounds as well as complete sentences and
recasts as forms of teacher feedback (Derwing et al.
1998; Bradlow et al. 1997; Lyster 1998). Seldom do
instructors focus on features of connected speech,
however.

Having the previously mentioned issues per-
taining to the problem of intelligibility in mind, as
well as the lack of research regarding the appropri-
ate pronunciation teaching methods and techniques
and insufficient time and space devoted to the as-
pect of pronunciation in EFL curricula and text-
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books, the confusion of EFL teachers resulting in
the negligence of pronunciation seems inevitable
and comprehensible. Teachers either completely
avoid teaching pronunciation, or randomly devote
a few minutes during the usual grammar and vo-
cabulary teaching lesson (Harmer 2001). The ben-
efits of an efficient pronunciation training are by no
means negligible. Intelligible pronunciation is said
to increase learners’ confidence and promote inter-
actions outside the classroom (Morley 1991), and to
change learners’ social acceptance even, since heavy
foreign accent may lead to negative stereotypes and
discrimination at job interviews e.g. (Derwing et al.
2002). Lack of confidence for oral communication
in a foreign language and reduced intelligibility of-
ten cause misjudgments regarding learners’ overall
knowledge or decision making (Morley 1998). Pro-
nunciation hence has a considerable socio-cultural
value (Gelvanovsky 2002), as well, since it may de-
termine how others perceive, understand and judge
us.

Relatedly, pronunciation instruction repre-
sents a challenge for EFL teachers for various rea-
sons. The greatest amount of research of teachers’
beliefs is related to the teaching of grammar (Phi-
pps, Borg 2009), the teaching of reading (Johnson
1992) and vocabulary instruction (Zhang 2008).
Studies have also focused on the opinions of teach-
ers regarding the use of technology in the classroom
and the types of materials (Lam 2000). Fewer stud-
ies have concentrated on teachers’ attitudes about
the teaching of pronunciation, however. Three such
studies seem particularly relevant for our investiga-
tion. At a university in Colombia, Cohen and Fass
(2001) found that, according to teachers’ views, stu-
dents’ language performance was assessed based on
their pronunciation and grammatical accuracy rath-
er than fluency and intelligibility. In Australia, Mac-
Donald (2002) reported that teachers lacked moti-
vation to assess pronunciation due to scarce guide-
lines especially since the curriculum did not possess
clear objectives regarding this aspect of ELT. Ac-
cording to the afore mentioned study, teachers ad-

dressed the issue of pronunciation only if necessary,
and usually separately from the rest of the lesson.
Greek teachers believe that native speaker should be
the model for foreign language pronunciation, indi-
cating teachers’” lack of awareness of the potentiali-
ties of English as an International Language and its
relation to EFL classroom practices (Sifakis, Sougari
2005).

One of the reasons may be the stated lack of
time and unfamiliarity with the creative tools and
methods for teaching students how to pronounce
English sounds and sentences (Gilbert 2008). In-
stead, teaching pronunciation revolves around typi-
cal drilling exercises, often boring for both teachers
and students, which normally leads to disappoint-
ing effects. Another, even more serious issue, is the
question of how to view perception and production,
since there are no clear guidelines on how to teach
them even though both of them are recognized as
significant in successful FL acquisition (Bradlow et
al. 1997). Moreover, teachers state that they are not
provided with appropriate textbooks that may help
them improve their own pronunciation as well as
coursebooks and materials for the suitable pronun-
ciation instruction for students (Fraser 2000), with
the main emphasis of textbooks being the teaching
of phonetic symbols and pronunciation of individu-
al sounds (Dahmardeh 2009). Even if there are cer-
tain explanations and suggestions, they are never
level-specific, i.e. there are very few papers (Murphy
1991; Gilbert 2001) providing directions pointing to
activities appropriate at a specific level of proficien-
cy, with the most activities planned for high-lev-
el students. The situation is similar with other lan-
guages, as well. Namely, studies report insufficient
devotion to pronunciation in textbooks in France
(Loiseau 2008), Sweden (Olsson 2011) and Canada
(Molinié 2010). Other studies pointed to teachers’
lack of confidence as one of the reasons for avoid-
ing pronunciation instruction (Brown 1992; Yates
2001). Fraser (2002) listed the reasons EFL teach-
ers avoid teaching pronunciation and stressed their
falsehood. According to this author, teachers claim
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that pronunciation is a talent and cannot be taught,
students hate talking in class, there is not enough
time and explicit correction is intrusive. However,
the real reason may be that teachers do not actual-
ly know how to teach pronunciation. Furthermore,
another study demonstrated that the majority of
teachers never plan pronunciation teaching (Walker
1999). The situation seems to be similar with Serbi-
an EFL teachers, as well. One of our previous stud-
ies showed that Serbian EFL teachers avoid teach-
ing pronunciation predominantly due to the alleged
lack of time, available resources and equipment
(Jerotijevi¢ 2014). Some authors, however, indicate
that teachers regard pronunciation as the least use-
ful skill in EFL learning, so they neglect teaching it
in order to have more time for teaching other “more
important” linguistic areas (Elliot 1995). Anoth-
er discouraging reason why pronunciation teach-
ing is not so popular is the lack of immediately vis-
ible results and students usually forget about the fea-
ture they practised when they encounter the item in
question in a novel context. Teaching pronunciation
is not an easy task, whatsoever, and there are sever-
al important aspects to consider. Namely, a teacher
needs to carefully decide what to focus on, and to ad-
just the chosen activities to different learning styles.
Additionally, a teacher should cautiously choose the
amount and type of corrective feedback, as well as
exhaustively plan how to assess students’ perfor-
mance in both perception and production. When
teaching pronunciation, EF instructors should not
be hindered by the fact that each student in a class-
room may have a different pronunciation problem.
Supposing that they are well acquainted with both
phonetic systems they have to acknowledge the in-
evitable mother tongue interference and to know
how to provide useful clues for students to minimize
the influence as much as possible. There are several
ways in which teachers can deal with pronunciation
problems: mechanical (minimal pair drills and rep-
etitions), contextualized (listening and repeating a
key word), meaningful (choosing the correct word
in a sentence), realistic (role-plays) and real (talking

to students about their everyday life matters) (Pen-
nington 1996).

Methodology

The Aim of the Study

The study aims at discovering Serbian EFL
secondary school teachers’ views pertaining to their
students’ pronunciation difficulties and the possible
ways for overcoming them.

Research Questions

The present research was based on the follow-
ing research questions:

1. Are Serbian EFL teachers aware of their
students’ pronunciation problems?

2. What are the most problematic areas in
English pronunciation for Serbian stu-
dents, according to their teachers?

3. What are the possible ways for overcoming
the afore mentioned difficulties, according
to teachers’ opinion?

Participants

The total of 32 secondary school teachers
from Jagodina, Kragujevac, Nis, Kraljevo, Cacak,
Leskovac and Belgrade took part in the survey. The
particular sample was chosen to ensure the validity
of the results, since all the participants teach two fi-
nal years of secondary schools.

Instruments

The primary instrument for gathering data
was a questionnaire with Likert-scale question types
as well as open-ended questions. The questionnaire
was adapted from Ahmad and Muhiburrahman
(2013).
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Procedure

The questionnaire was distributed via email

Data Analysis

or personally during the second semester of the
2012/2013 school year.

Percentage scores were counted for all the an-

Results and Discussion

swers, and answers to open-ended questions were
qualitatively elaborated on.

To ensure clarity of presentation, the results

of the Likert-scale type of questions and open-end-
ed questions are provided in the ensuing tables and
graphs respectively.

Table 1. General questions on the problems and strategies

Results of the Likert-scale questions

More than a half of the teachers believe that
their students have poor pronunciation, however
they report that their students do not receive suf-
ficient pronunciation instruction during the regu-
lar English classes. The majority of teachers overtly
agree that listening to music and watching TV and
movies in English helps improve L2 pronunciation,
as well as exercises such as reading aloud with the
support of both recorded material and the instruc-
tor himself. Around 80% of the participants in the
survey regard situational dialogues as a useful tool
for overcoming pronunciation difficulties. All the
teachers agree that students can benefit from teach-
ers explanations about the pronunciation of sounds
represented by an appropriate phonetic symbol,
which is discrepant with the fact that they believe

i Strongl . Strongl
Questions &Y Agree |Notsure| Disagree | . &Y
agree disagree

Do you think that Serbian students have poor
English pronunciation? 12.5% >0% / 31.25% 6.25%
Do you think the students receive enough
pronunciation instruction in their present 12.5% 15.63% | 15.63% | 53.13% 3.13%
English courses?
Does listening to English songs help in 21.88% | 59.38% | 6.25% | 12.5% /
improving pronunciation?
Does reading aloud with the support of the
recorded English material help in improving 37.5% 56.25% 6.25% / /
pronunciation?
poes w.atchlng Engl.ls}} programs on TV help in 31.25% | 53.13% | 12.5% 3.13% /
improving pronunciation?
Poes w.atchlng Engl.IS}.l movies help in 34.38% 53.13% 12.5% / /
improving pronunciation?
Does. re:ading a.loud with th.e t.eacher’s support 40.63% 56.25% / 313% /
help in improving pronunciation?
Does having situational dialogues help in
. . - 28.13% | 53.13% | 15.63% 3.13% /
improving pronunciation?
Does the teachers’ explanation of how to
pronounce phonetic symbols help in improving | 56.25% | 43.75% / / /
pronunciation?
Er(; rl:lulrrlléggl(;gflr practices help in improving 62.5% 34.38% | 3.13% / /
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Table 2. The frequency of the application of strategies

Questions Always Often | Rarely Never
Do you a.pp.ly a'ny of the previously .rnentioned ways of improving / 53.13% | 46.88% /
pronunciation in your regular English lessons?
With regard to each item, is it taught or do you practise it in your
English classes? 6.25% 43.75% 50% /
Word pronunciation b
Oral reading of textbook 25% 50% 18.75% 6.25%
Vowel pronunciation 18.75% | 43.75% | 31.25% | 6.25%
Consonant pronunciation 15.63% 34.38% | 43.75% 6.25%

- . 2

How often do you teach the following pronunciation items? 12.5% 46.88% 37.5% 3.13%
Sounds
IPA 15.63% 15.63% 37.5% 31.25%
Stress / 12.5% 50% 37.5%
Rhythm / 9.38% 46.88% 43.75%
Intonation / 3.13% | 43.75% | 53.13%

their students do not receive adequate and sufficient
phonetic instruction. Teachers likewise view mini-
mal pair drills as beneficial for pronunciation im-
provement.

Although the majority of the teachers agree
that the afore mentioned ways for improving pro-
nunciation can be beneficial for pronunciation en-
hancement, a large percentage (46.88%) of inter-
viewees reports that they rarely use them in class.
The percentage is similar to those who use the
strategies often, so we are dealing with split opin-
ions so to speak. The greatest percentage of teach-
ers uses oral reading of the textbook as one of the
major tools for practicing pronunciation, which is
probably the remnant of the exceeded, but in Ser-
bia still popular Grammar-Translation method. It is
interesting to note that a larger number of teachers
practices vowels more frequently than consonants,
probably due to the fact that English possesses more
vowels in the phonological inventory than Serbi-
an. However, the previously mentioned goes in line
with the fact that teachers focus more on the seg-
mental level of phonology since more than 50% of
them prefer to teach sounds often. IPA symbols are

rarely taught, which makes it difficult for students to
write down the problematic pronunciation on their
own with the appropriate symbols, instead they fre-
quently resort to writing the pronunciations in their
mother tongue. The suprasegmental level of Eng-
lish phonology is rarely or never taught which can
be concluded from the results that more than 80%
of teachers rarely or never teach stress, rhythm and
intonation.

Results of the open-ended questions

The afore presented part of the survey con-
tained the question regarding how often teachers
employed different ways of improving intonation,
yet they were expected to list the most frequently ap-
plied strategies in the open-ended part of the ques-
tionnaire. The results showed that reading aloud
with the help of the teacher was the most popular
technique, as well as listening to songs and minimal
pairs drilling. Surprisingly enough, more than a half
of the teachers reported to have implemented expla-
nations as one of the techniques as well as watching
films during the regular English classes.
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Graph 1. Learners’ Strategies
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The next question required that teachers list
the possible causes for their students’ pronuncia-
tion difficulties. The participants think that mother
tongue interference represents the most important
reason that triggers pronunciation problems. Lack

Graph 2. Causes of Pronunciation Problems

of English speaking environment, i.e. genuine L2 in-
put, seems to be another significant cause for pro-
nunciation problems. Slightly less than a half of the
teachers believes that students’ lack of interest might
be the source of problems, and only 25% of teachers
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Graph 3. Proficiency Aspirations
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regard lack of systematic practice of phonetic tran- ciation, yet it is interesting that almost a third of the
scription as the reason why their students have pro- teachers see native-like proficiency as the aspiring
nunciation difficulties. goal which mismatches the fact that students almost
According to the interviewed teachers, the completely lack systematic phonetic instruction.

goal for the students should be intelligible pronun-

Graph 4. Consonants Difficult to Pronounce
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Regarding the opinion of teachers as to
what consonant sounds are the most difficult to pro-
nounce for Serbian students, the greatest percent-
age sees both voiced and voiceless interdental frica-
tives as the most demanding to pronounce, followed
by the approximants /r/ and /w/ and other English
consonants. The results point to the fact that Serbi-
an teachers believe that the consonants absent from
Serbian phonological inventory and present in Eng-
lish, represent the greatest challenge for the stu-
dents.

According to the teachers participating in the
survey, the most problematic vowels for Serbian stu-
dents are monophthongs /a/ and /3:/, and a diph-
thong /ou/, once again vowels that are absent from
Serbian vocalic inventory.

The results of the conducted questionnaire
generally match the findings from the previous
study by Ahmad and Muhiburrahman (2013) (natu-
rally the exact percentage scores differ, but the over-
all results are similar), except for several incongrui-
ties which we shall elaborate on. Unlike the teachers
from the present study who reported never to have
taught suprasegmental features of English pronun-

Graph 5. Vowels Difficult to Pronounce

ciation, around 50% of Saudi teachers sometimes
instruct their students regarding rhythm, stress and
intonation. Interestingly enough, Serbian teachers
agree that songs can improve pronunciation, while
50% of Saudi teachers do not believe so. Serbian
teachers declared that native-like proficiency should
be the desired goal in learning in a greater percent-
age, i.e. three times higher than Saudi teachers,
which probably has to do with the applied teaching
approach. Understandably, due to the distinct pho-
nological systems of Serbian and Arabic, the report-
ed consonants that are difficult for students accord-
ing to the teachers differ significantly. Namely, while
the teachers from the previous study think their stu-
dents have the greatest problems pronouncing /p/,
Ivl, Itf1, I3/ and /1/, Serbian teachers believe inter-
dental fricatives are the most demanding to pro-
nounce, while /v/, /t[/, /3/ and /n/, although on the
list of problematic sounds, follow with significantly
lower percentage.
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Conclusion

A brief account of the basic theoretical no-
tions related to the study is followed by the results of
the conducted questionnaire aiming to investigate
Serbian EFL teachers’ attitudes regarding their stu-
dents’ pronunciation problems and potential strate-
gies employed for overcoming them.

Although Serbian teachers believe their stu-
dents have poor pronunciation of English, little is
actually done in terms of specific phonetic instruc-
tion that might moderate the existing problems. Es-
pecially alarming is the negligence of the supraseg-
mental level L2 phonology, i.e. rhythm, stress and

The possible limitations of the study may be
the number of the participants as well as the lev-
el of English they teach. Perhaps the results would
have been different had we conducted the research
with college teachers working with students of ad-
vanced proficiency. However, the study once again
pointed to the general neglect of pronunciation in-
struction, even though apparently there is a recog-
nized need for it. Thus the suggestion for the teach-
ers, based on the findings in our paper, would be
increased systematic instruction of both segmental
and suprasegmental features of English pronuncia-
tion through various communicative and coopera-
tive techniques and activities, including the availa-

intonation.

ble online resources.
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Serbian EFL Teachers’ Attitudes Regarding Their Students’ Pronunciation Problems and Strategies for Overcoming Them

Januma Jeporujesuh Tumma
Yuusepsuret y Kparyjesiry, ®umonomko-yMeTHIIKY aKynTeT

CTaBOBM CPIICKMX HACTABHMKA €HITIECKOT je3MKa Kao CTPAHOT O mpobneMmnma y
WM3TOBOPY U CTpATErnjaMa 3a lbIIX0BO IPeBa3NIAKemhe

Pesume: Y itipenyinino otimitieiipuxeahenoj u uciipaiusanoj nuiiiepailypu mehyjesuuxe
goronoiuje ociliajy Hepeulena Uuiiarea y 6e3u ca epuKacHOCHiU HACTiase U3i060pa eHineckol jesu-
Ka Kao citipanoi, a iiakohe je Mano pagosa Koju ce WUy Cllas06a HACia6HUKa tipema teuikoha-
Ma ca Kojuma ce yueHuyu cycpehy iipu casnagasary usiosopa. Y cplickom HayuHOM KOHILEKCILY,
KONUKO HAM je TI03HATH0, gatliux pagosa 10mioso ga Hema yotiuiie. Moxce ce pehu ga je Hepeute-
HOCIL TUTHAA Y 6e3U €A eUKACHOCIAY PUCTHLYTia HACTIABU U3lo60pa Tiocreguya Hecyinacuua y
€3l ca yuvesUMa y casnagasarny usiosopa, jep je goopo osHaiia gedatia oxo wwoia uemy iipeda
excuiliu y u3iogopy cliparol jesuxa — OUiioj pasymmepusociiiu Uy usiosopy HaIuK maiieprum
iosopHuyuma (Scovel, 2000). Cam iiojam pasymmpueocitiu U3io60pa ce Hepeliko Hpeuciiuiniyje, iie
ce HACIABHUUUMA caselilyje ga Uaxbueo Upoyde wiitia oH iogpasymesad, kako Ou HA agekearian
HauuM Upoyerusani u3losop c60jux yueHuxad, jep UoHexu ayimiopu 4ax cMaipajy ga HactiasHu-
YU HUCY MePOogasHU OyeruUsaull U3iosopa, jep cy ce HABUKIU HA APTUUKYLIAYU]Y CBOJUX YUeHUKA
(Munro, Derwing, 1995).

Citioia ce Hawi pag dasu tipoyuasarbem Ciia606a CPUCKUX HACTHABHUKA eHINecKol je3uxa
Kao ciipanoi Upema Hoilieuikohama y usioeopy ca KOjuma cy cyoueHu rwuxosu yueHuyu Ha céa-
KogHesHom Husoy. [axne, UOKyulanu cmo ga OUWIKpujemo y Kojoj mepu Cy HACUABHULUU CBECHU
fiocifiojarea tipodnema y usiosopy Kog yueHuxa, Kao u ga iu cy yiosHaiiu ca moiyhum ciapaitie-
iujama Koje yueHuyu Kopuciie ga ux tpesasuly, ilie ga jour jegHom ckpeHemo taxry HA LOMANO
3aHemapeHu ceiMeHill y4eroa enisieckol jeuxa Kao ciipanol, o jeciti Ha Haciiasy usiosopa. Kaxo
Oucmo 0giosopunu Ha HOCHIA6/beHA UCTUPANUBAYKA UUTHAA, CUPOBENU CMO AHKelLy, gaKe, Upu-
MAPHU UHCTAPYMEHTH 3a UpuKyilbarve fiogaiiaka Suna je ankeilia, MOguPUKosana us jegre tpei-
xogne citiyguje (Ahmad, Muhiburrahman, 2013) koja je cagps#ana uuitiarea ca JIuxepitiosom cka-
7I0M 0giosopa, Kao u Auitiara ouieoperol iuia. Ankeily cmo cliposenu WioKom gpyioi tionyio-
guuwiiiia 2012/2013. wikoncke iogure ilyiiem eneKipoHcKe Howiitie Ui Iu4Ho. YKyiro wpugeceii
g6a HACABHUKA eHilecKol je3uka y cpegroum uikonama y Jaiogunu, Kpaiyjesuy, Huuy, Kpamwe-
6y, Yauxky, /leckosuy u beoipagy yuecitieosana cy y ankeimiupawy. Jaitiu y3opax usadpar je kaxo
Oucmo GoOWTHOEANU KPUTHEPUJyM BANUGHOCTHU U H0Y3GAHOCTAY, jep Cy u3adpanu HACTHABHULYU C6U
fipegasanu tlocnegroum géema 10guHama cpegroe uikose. 3a aHanusy godujeHux ogaimiaka Kopuc-
WUNU CMO Ce KBAHTUUTHATUUBHOM U KBANUMATIUBHO-JeCKPUTILUBHOM MelogoM, Haume, UpoyeH-
wyannu apopauyH kopuuiher je 3a uspauynasarve ogiosopa ca JIuxepitiosom ckanom, gok cy ogio-
80pU HA TUTHAHA OTHE0PeHOT WUl KEANUTLATTIUEHO 00paA3TIONEHU.

Pesyniniaitiu ankeilie cy iloka3anu ga cPpucku HACIABHULU CMATUPAJY ga yueHUYU 1eHepasHo
uMajy now u3iosop eHineckol jesuka, anu ce y peanHociiu 6en0 Maso woia ipegysuma kako Su ce
i0cedHo ocmubeHUM Upoipamom Haciliase, Unu gena Haciiase, yonaxcunu iociiojehu ipodnemu.
Hapouuitio je 3adpurasajyhe 10iioso iotiilyHO 3aHemapusarve Upo3ogujckux ocodeHoCiu cilipa-
HOT je3uxa, WO jecitl putima, akueHita u uniionayuje. Jaitia cuiiiyayuja je jegar og peiikux acile-
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Kaula y Kojuma pe3yninaiiiu Haule citiyguje ogygapajy og upeitixogte, y x0joj je ciiposegeHa cnuu-
Ha aukeiiia, gox ce 6ehuna 0giosopa Ha ociliana UUiarea yinasHoM caaxe ca PaHujum Hanasuma
(Ahmad, Muhiburrahman, 2013).

Bpoj uciuiianuxa moxce fiottienyujanto ipegcitiasmpaiiiu oipanuverve Hauel UCHPatcU-
8ara, Kao u HUeo tocimiuinyha na xom tpegajy. Moiyhe je ga du ce godunu gpyiauuju pesyniiaiiu
yKonuko du ce aukemia ciiposena ca PaxyniiellicKum HACABHUUUMA, 1ge Cy CllygeHiliu HA HA-
tupegHoM HUBOY.

Be3 o63upa Ha o, pag je jous jegHom HOMUPTHAO BANHOCTH CKPelliatba Haxtbe HA CUCTTe-
Matiu4Hy Haciliasy u3iosopa, camum Wum, U Ha oduiille MapiuHaniu3osare Hacitiase usiosopa y
CPUCKUM YUUOHULAMA Y KOJUMA Ce eHINeCKU je3uk yuu Kao ciipanu. Pesynitiaitiu cliposegete anke-
ifie yKasyjy Ha HeouXogHOCT Haxbueol UpUciiyila Hacilasu u3iosopa He camo HA HUB0Y PoHema
éeh u Ha fipo3ogujckom HUBOY, KPO3 pa3He KOMYHUKATAUBHE U KOoUepallieHe aKIUBHOCIIY, Ti0-
Mmohy caspemenux wiexHuxa u iomaiana oyl pauyHapa u uHiiepHeiia, u oCianux goculyiHux
maiiepujana.

Kmyune peuu: eninecku je3ux kao ciipanu, HAcillaéa usiosopa.




