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Pezume

JleukTHUkuTe 300pOBH CE CEMAHTHYKHA MPA3HU
300pOBH YME KOHKPETHO 3HAYCH¢ 3aBHCH O] KOH-
TekcToT. Jlemara co JiecHa MEHTalHa peTap/alnja
OBJIAlyBaaT CO MPaBUJIHA YIMOTpeba HA JCUKTUIKH
JICKCEMH 3HAYMTEIHO TOJOIHA BO cropenda co
JeraTa co MPOCEYHM HWHTENEKTYallHH CIocoOHOC-
TH, MefyToa HUBHUTC NOCTUTHYBamka oOAroBapaar
Ha JIOCTUTHYBamaTa Ha Jlerara co MCTa MEHTAJTHA
BO3pACT.

Ilen Ha oBa UCTpaXKyBame € Jia TH YTBPAU CBEHTY-
AJIHUTE Pa3IHMK{d BO COBJIAIyBAamETO HA JCHKTHY-
KHTE JICKCEMU Ka] MOHOJIMHIBAJIHUTE W OWJIMHT-
BaJTHHUTE JIeTla CO JIECHA MCHTAJIHA peTapaaluja.

[Ipumepoxor coapxku 90 HCIUTAHULIM CO JIECHA
MEHTaJIHA peTapAalyja, 1Bara 1oja, Ha BO3pacT Of
12 no 15 rogunau. ITpuMepoKOT € MojiesIeH Ha TpU
notnpumeporu co mo 30 ucnuranuiy. [IpBuor u
BTOPUOT MOTIPUMEPOK I'0 YHHAT MOHOJIMHTBAJIHU
Jena co pa3InyHO eTHUYKO IOTEKJIO, JoJeKa Tpe-
THOT MOTHPUMEPOK T'H ornaka OMITMHTBAITHUTE UC-
NUTaHUIH. MOXXHOCTA 32 yHoTpeda Ha JeMKTUYHU-
T€ JIEKCEMH € MCIIUTaHa co MpUMeHaTa Ha Ja3uuHu-
OT KOPIIyC 3a IIPOLICHa Ha ynoTpedaTa Ha AEUKTHY-
KHTE JIEKCEMHU.

PesynratuTe mokaxyBaaTr aeka CIIOCOOHOCTHTE 3a
COOIIBETHAa ymoTpeba Ha [EUKTHKara ce CTa-
TACTUYKH 3HA4YajHO TMOJ00pO pa3BHEHHU Kaj odere
TPyIH Ha MOHOJMHTBAJIHHM MCIHTAHUIN BO OJHOC
Ha OWJIMT'BATHUTE UCIIUTAHUIU CO JIECHA MEHTAIIHA
perapnanumja (p<0.001).
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Abstract

Deictic words are semantically empty words
whose meaning depends on context. Although
children with mild mental retardation acquire an
adequate usage of deictic words with significant
delay comparing to the children with average in-
tellectual capabilities, their performances could be
matched with those obtained by younger children
with same mental age.

The objective of this article is to determine possi-
ble differences between monolingual and bilingual
participants with mild mental retardation regarding
deictic words usage.

The sample consisted of 90 participants with mild
intellectual disability, of both sexes, aged from 12
to 15. Whole sample was divided into three subsets
with 30 participants in each of them. The first two
subsets include monolingual children of different
ethnical origin, while the third subset includes bi-
lingual participants. Possibility of an adequate us-
ing of deictic lexemes was determined by Lan-
guage corpus for the estimation of the deictic lex-
emes' usage.

Obtained results show that both groups of mono-
lingual participants attained significantly better
results than bilingual children with mild mental
retardation (p<0.001).
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Boegeo

U mokpaj Toa mrTo JAeUKca ce cMeTa 3a €IHa Of
KIYYHUTE CIIOCOOHOCTH 3a CTCKHYBaWmE Ha ja3H-
KOT, 00JlacTa JICMKTHKA € eJ[Ha OJ] HajMaJIKy UCTpa-
KYBaHWTE TMOJpayja Ha MParMaTUYHHUOT TOBOP.
Axo 3eMeMe MpeJBH]l TOA Jieka MHOTY aBTOPH TH
KOPUCTAT TEPMUHUTE HWHJIEKCHKATHOCT W JICUKCa
Kako MeryceOHO MEHIUBH, BO OBOj TPYJ MpPaBUME
pasnuka Mery OBHE TEPMUHH, HA HAYMHOT Ha KOj
Toa ro yuHeln JlesuncoH (1). JIeBHHCOH cMeTa Aeka
TEPMHHOT HMHJCKCUKAIHOCT Tpeba Ja ce KOPUCTH
3a 03HaUyBamkC Ha TONIMPOKUOT (PeHOMEH Ha KOH-
TEKCTyallHaTa 3aBUCHOCT, JIOJICKa JICUKCa O3HAYYBa
MOTECHO, JIMHIBUCTHYKU pEJICBAaTHU AacCIeKTH Ha
MHJICKCUKAJTHOCTA.

Wmajku npenBun neka NEMKTHYKUTE 300pOBHU MPH-
naraar BO rpyrnara CEMaHTHYKU IPa3HU JCKCEMH,
npaBUIIHATa yMoTpeba Ha HEKOW ACUKTHYKU 300-
poBU MOXe Aa Oupe MHOTY 30yHyBauka, Kako 3a
MaJIUTE Jiella TaKa 1 3a Jelara co MEeHTalIHa perap-
narnuja.

Bo HammTe HEKOTalHN UCTPaKyBamka CMe MPUMe-
HyBaje Ja3uueH KOpIIyC 3a IpoleHa Ha ynoTpeba-
Ta Ha JCUKTUYKH JekceMu (2) Ha mpumepok oxa 140
WCIUTAHUIU CO JIECHA MEHTAJIHA peTapiaivja, Ha
Bozpact of 10 1o 17 ronunu. 3a pasiuka on Jerna-
Ta CO MPOCEYHH MHTEIEKTYAIHH CIOCOOHOCTH KOU
CKOpO cHTe Omiie ycIlelHU Ha 0BOj TecT (2), mo-
Beke o1 80% on HamKTE UCTIUTAHUIM yCIeale n1a
JanaT TOYHU OATOBOPH HA CaMO YETHPH O] BKYITHO
TIeTHASCET TIOCTABEHH Tparrama (3).

Ce mokaxano JieKka UCIUTAHHUIUTE CO JIeCHa MEH-
TaJHa peTapialuja HemaaT eJUHCTBEHA IieMa Ha
JIOCTHTHYBamara, WITO IMMOKaXyBa JeKa HUBHATA
CITOCOOHOCT 3a pa3dmpame W COOJBETHA yHoTpeda
Ha JICMKTUKaTa HE 3aBHCH CaMO OJI CO3HAjHUTE
guHUTENN. J[BOjHAaTa TOMYyja3HIHOCT HAa  MHOTY
Jielia co JISCHa MEHTAJIHA peTapalnja MOKHO € Ja
Oume egHa O] HajBepojaTHATA MPHYMHA 33 pena-
THBHO clabuTe JOCTUTHYBaWma Ha OBHE Jella Ha
HaBeJIeHHOT TecT. Llen Ha oBa MCTpaxyBame € 1a
yKake€ Ha MOYKHHUTE Pa3IMKUd Mely MOHOJHMHIBaJI-
HUTE ¥ OWJIMHTBAJIHHUTE Jela CO JIeCHa MEHTAIHA
perapianuja BO OAHOCOT Ha COBIANAHOCTa Ha Je-
WKTHYKUTE JICKCEMHU.

Introduction

Although deixis could be seen as one of the core
ability for language acquisition it is also one of the
most understudied areas of pragmatic language.
Given that many authors use deixis and indexical-
ity as mutually changeable terms in this article we
are about to make a difference between these two
terms according to Levinson's specification (1).
Namely, Levinson argued that indexicality should
be use to label broader phenomena of contextual
dependency, while deixis denotates narrower lin-
guistically relevant aspects of indexicality.

Baring in mind that deictic words belong to the
group of semantically empty lexemes correct usage
of certain deictics could be quite confusing for
small children as well as for the children with in-
tellectual disability.

In our previous research we have applied Lan-
guage corpus for the estimation of the deictic lex-
emes' usage (2) in a sample of 140 participants
with mild intellectual disability, aged from 10 to
17. In contrast to the children with average intel-
lectual level who were almost all successful in this
test (2), more than 80% of our participants man-
aged to respond correctly to only four out of 15
assigned questions (3).

It was revealed that participants with mild mental
retardation did not have unique pattern of the at-
tainments, which shows that their ability to under-
stand and adequately use deictic words depends on
many factors, other than cognitive ones. Twofold
semilinguism of many children with mild intellec-
tual disability could be taken for one of the most
possible explanations for relatively poor accom-
plishment of these children in applied tests. The
objective of this research was to determine possi-
ble difference between monolingual and bilingual
children with mild intellectual disability in deictic

words acquisition.

JOURNAL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 2006, 1-2: 17-22



JAEDPEKTOJIONKA CTPYYHO-HAYYHA IIPOBJIEMATUKA

Memooonozuja na ucmpaxcyearoemo

Ilpumepok

[Mpumepokor ro unHaT 90 HCMUTAHHUIU CO JIECHA
MEHTaJHa peTapaainuja, oJ ABaTa 1ojia, Ha BO3pacT
on 12 mo 15 roguau. CuTe UCTIUTAHUIIN TTOCETYBa-
aT YYWIWINTA 32 JIela MOMpPEYeHn BO MEHTAITHHOT
pas3Boj.

L{enoKynHHOT HPUMEPOK € TIOJCNICH Ha TPH IMOT-
npumMeponid co no 30 ucnuranuim. IIpBurte nBa
MOTIIPUMEPOIIH TH YHHAT MOHOJMHTBATHUTE UCIIH-
TaHUIM CO PA3JINYHO E€THUYKO TOTEKIO-CPIICKO H
pomcko. [IpBuot mormpumepok-M1 ro yuHAT uc-
MUTAHUIIATE YME €THUYKO MOTEKJIO U MajUHMH ja3UK
¢ cprcku. JIpyruoT MOTIHPUMEPOK I'0 YUHAT POM-
CKM Jena Kow 300pyBaaT WCKIYYMBO Ha CPIICKH
ja3WK ¥ KOM Ce BOTJIABHO aCHUMIJIUPAaHU BO ja3Wd-
Kara AOMUHAHTHA CpeauHa. TpeTHoT MOTIpUMe-
POK TO YMHAT OWJIMHTBAJIHUTE UCIHUTAHUIM-Pomu,
KOM BO CEKOjIHEBHATA KOMYHUKAIIH]ja C€ CITyKaT U
CO POMCKH U CO CPIICKH ja3uK.

Texnuka na ucnumyearbemo

MoxHocTa 32 ynoTpeda Ha JICUKTHYKUTE JIEKCEMH
€ HCIHUTaHa CO MPUMEHATa Ha Ja3UYHUOT KOPIyC 3a
MpolleHa Ha ynoTpebaTa Ha AEUKTHUKUTE JIEKCEMH
(2). HaBegennoT ja3mueH Kopmyc ce cocTou ox 15
3aJlaud BO BUJ HA KOMYHUKATUBHU PCUCHUIIU WU
KpaTtok muckypc. Ha kpajoT om cekoja 3amada ce
MOHYICHH HEKOJIKY ACUKTHKH, a O/ HCIUTAaHUIINTE
ce Oapa 51a ja u3depar coojBeTHarTa jekcema. bapa-
HUTE 300pOBM MpHUIAraaT Ha JIMYHATA, MPOCTOPHA-
Ta ¥ BpeMEHCKara jaeukca. Bo mopanemHure uc-
TpakyBama Ha Jera co OITeTeH ciyX (2) mporre-
HaTa € peaJu3upaHa CO BIUIIYyBambe Ha N30PaHHOT
360p. Co 00sup Ha Toa JeKka rojieM Opoj mera co
MEHTAaHA peTapjalyja HEJIOBOJIHO o pa3dupaar
MPOYUTAHUOT TEKCT, HCIUTYBAKHETO € peau3upa-
HO Taka IITO UCTIUTYBAYOT TH YUTAT U PEUCHHUIIUTE
W TIOHYJEHUTE OATrOBOpHU. JIOKOJKY HMCHHMTAHHKOT
Mopajgy OrpaHMYCHUOT KamaluTeT Ha paboTHATa
MEMOpHja HE MOXeNl Ja 3aloOMHH Koja Owuiio
pedeHuIla, Taa € MOBTOpPyBaHa moBekenatH. Cekoj
TOYCH OJITOBOP € BPEIAHYBaH CO e/icH 0O/,

Bo cratuctuukara o0paboTka Ha MOJATOIMTE CE
KOPHCTEHU METOJU Ha JICCKPUITHBHATA CTATHUCTH-
ka u Kruskal-Wallis TecToT.

Methods

Sample

The sample consisted of 90 participants with mild
metal retardation, of both sexes, aged from 12 to
15. All participants attended schools for children
with intellectual disability.

Whole sample was divided into three subsets with
30 participants in each of them. The first two sub-
sets consisted of monolingual participants with
different ethnical origin-Serbian and Romany. Ser-
bian students who speak Serbian language were
included in the first subset of monolingual partici-
pants-M1. The other subset-M2 consisted of Roma
children who speak solely Serbian language due to
the fact that they had been assimilated into lin-
guistically predominant environment. The third
subset consisted of bilingual, Roma children who
speak both, Serbian and Roma language.

Procedure

Possibility of an adequate using of deictic lexemes
was determined by Language corpus for the esti-
mation of the deictic lexemes' usage (2). This lan-
guage corpus consisted of 15 tasks presented as
communicative sentences or short discourse. Par-
ticipants were asked to choose an adequate lexeme
within the group of several deictic words that had
been presented at the end of each task. Target
words belong to personal, spatial and temporal
deixis. In previous research, in the group of chil-
dren with hearing impairments, students were
asked to write an adequate word (2). Baring in
mind that many children with mild mental retarda-
tion do not understand written text, special educa-
tion teacher was reading sentences and multiple
choices as well. If the student could not recall cer-
tain sentence due to constrains in capacity of
working memory it was read more than once. Each
correct answer was assigned with one point.

Methods of descriptive statistics and Kruskal-
Wallis test were employed in statistical data proc-
essing.

HAEOEKTOJIONKA TEOPUJA U IIPAKTUKA 2006; 1-2:17-22

19



SPECIAL EDUCATION-PROFESSIOINAL AND SCIENTIFIC ISSUES

P esyaimamu Ha uCmpaiHcyearbemao

Bo pamkuTe Ha KOHTpojaTa Ha HCTPa)XKyBameTo,
YTBpAMBME 3HAYajHOCT Ha pa3jiMKara Mely HCIH-
TyBaHUTE NOTIPUMEPOLIA BO OJHOC HA BO3pacra U
HUBOTO Ha WHTEJUICHLINjaTa.

Tabena 1. 3nauajnocm Ha pasiuxkama mery ucnumyed-
Hume HOMNPUMeEpPOYU 60 0OHOC HA 603PACMA

Results

Significance of the difference between three sub-
sets regarding chronological age and intellectual
level was determined prior to statistical processing
of obtained results.

Table 1. Significance of the difference between esti-
mated subsets according to chronological age

[Mornpumepox (Subset) N AS (Mean) SD
M1 (M1) 30 13.63 1.25
M2 (M) 30 13.80 0.89
b (B) 30 13.60 1.22

Bpennoct Ha TectoT = 0.418; df =2; p=10.811

Tabena 2. 3nauajnocm Ha paziuxkama mery UCHUmyed-
HUme NOMNPUMEPOYU B0 OOHOC HA KOJUYHUKOM HA UH-
menuzenyuja

Test value =0.418; df =2; p=10.811

Table 2. Significance of the difference between esti-
mated subsets according to intellectual level

[Motmpumepox (Subset) N AS (Mean) SD
M1 (M1) 30 65.33 4.18
M2 (M) 30 68.87 2.29
b (B) 30 63.63 3.64

Bpennoct Ha tectoT = 0.705; df =2; p=0.125

PesyntatuTe Ha HCIHUTYBAWmETO NPHKAKAHU BO
TabGemara Opoj 1 m 2 mokakyBaar JeKa MPUMEPO-
KOT € PeIaTUBHO XOMOT'€H BO OJTHOCOT Ha BO3pacTa
W HUBOTO HA MHTEJIMICHIIMja, TaKa J]a CBEHTYAaHH-
TE€ pa3IMK{ BO JOCTUTHYBamaTa HA MOHOJIMHIBAI-
HUTE W OMIIMHTBAIHHATE UCIIUTAaHUIIU HEC MOXEC Ja
ce 00jacHaT CO Pa3IMKUTE BO HHBHOTO KOTHUTHBHO
(YHKIMOHUPAHE WA XPOHOJIOIIKA 3PEIIOCT.

Tabena 3. [Ipoceunu docmueHysarba Ha UCRUMYBAHUME
deya Ha mecmom 3a Npoyena Ha ynompebama Ha
Odeuxmuuxume jekcemu

Test value = 0.705; df =2; p=10.125

Research results presented in Tables 1 and 2 show
that the sample is relatively homogeneous regard-
ing chronological age and intellectual level. Thus,
possible differences between monolingual and bi-
lingual students could not be explained by differ-
ent cognitive functioning or chronological matur-

ity.

Table 3. Average attainments of estimated children in
the test for assessment of deictic words usage

ITornpumeporu Cta. rpemika MUH. Makxc.
(SILbsetI; N AS SD (Means ];Ii)fference) min. max.
M1 (M1) 30 14.27 0.785 0.143 12 15
M2 (M2) 30 14.50 0.777 0.142 13 15
b (b) 30 9.20 2.156 0.394 5 13
> 90 12.66 2.821 0.297 5 15
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JlBeTe TpymM Ha MOHOJHMHTBAIHU HCIUTAHHUIIA
TOYHO OJITOBOPHJIC Ha CKOPO CHUTE MOCTAaBEHU TIpa-
Iama. 3a pa3jivka oj HUB OMIIMHTBATHUTE UCITUTA-
HUIM MMajle BO TMPOCEK, TypH HEIITO moBeke o1 9
TOYHH OJATOBOPH, IITO 3HAYH JIeKa Ha IMMOBEKETO O
€IHa TPETHUHA Ha TIOCTaBCHUTE Ipalllamba UMaaT Ja-
JICHO HETOYHH OATOBOPH.

Tabena 4. 3nauajrocm Ha pasniukama 80 0OCMUSH)6A-
FaMa HA MOHOIUHSBATIHUME U OUIUHEBATIHUME Oeyd HA
mecmom 3a npoyeHa Ha ynompebama Ha OeUKmuyKume
JeKcemu

Both monolingual groups had almost all correct
answers. In the contrary, bilingual participants at-
tained little more than 9 correct answers on aver-
age, which means they had more than one third

false answers.

Table 4. Significance of the difference between mono-
lingual and bilingual children in the test for assessment
of deictic words usage

Ilornnpumeporu Tlornnpumeporu Paznuka Bo nmpocekoT
(Subsets) (Subsets) (Means Difference) p
M1 (M1) M2 (M2) -0.23 0.812
b (B) 5.07 0.000
M2 (M2) M1 M1) 0.23 0.812
b (B) 5.30 0.000
b (B) M1 (M1) -5.07 0.000
M2 (M2) 5.30 0.000

Pesynratute Ha UCTpakyBameTO NPUKAKAHU BO
Tabemara Opoj 4 mokaxkyBaaT Jcka Mery MOHO-
JIMHIBAJIHUTE MUCIHUTAHUIK CO Pa3IMYHO €THHYKO
MOTEKJI0O HeMa CTATHCTUYKHU 3HAYajHU Pa3IUKU BO
OJTHOCOT Ha CTETMICHOT HAa YCBOCHOCTA HA JICUKTHY-
kute yiekcemu. OJ Apyra cTpaHa Mak, JABara MoT-
npuMEpoOKa Ha MOHOJMHIBAJIHUTE WCIHUTAHUIIU
MOCTHUTHYBaaT CTATHUCTUYKH 3HAYajHO TOJ00pH pe-
3yJITATH BO OJTHOCOT Ha OMIIMHTBATHUTE UCTIUTAHU-
u (p<0.001).

Juckycuja

JleuaTa co jecHa MEHTaHA peTap/anyja MUHYBaaT
HU3 UCTH (Pa3u HAa CO3HAJHHUOT M FOBOPHO ja3MUHU-
OT pa3BOj Kako W Jelara CO MPOCEYHH HHTEIICK-
TyallHu crnocoOHocTH. KorHutuBHMOT neduiur,
HenoBoJHATa (hICKCHOMITHOCT Ha MHCIIEHUTE TIPO-
IIECH ¥ OTPaHUYCHATA CITIOCOOHOCT Ha CIAIUO TeM-
MopajyiHaTa OpPHEHTAIMja MOXKe 3HA4YajHO Jia TO Ofl-
JIOXKH BPEMETO KOora JIeTETO JICCHO MOYHYyBa Jia TU
KOPHUCTH 300pOBWTE KOW NpHITaraaT Ha JIMYHATA,
MPOCTOPHATa, BPEMEHCKAaTa M COIIMjaTHATa JICUKCA.

PesynraTute npukaxkanu Bo Tabenata 6poj 3 jacHO
IMOKaXXyBaaT JCKa MOHOJIMHIBAJIHUTE WCIHUTAHUIIU
noctapu o 10 TOAWHM yCIENTHO TH peliaBaar moc-
TaBEHHUTE 3aJlaud, Taka IITO HUBHWUTE JIOCTUTHY-
Bama Cce BO CKJIAJI CO HUBHATA MEHTAJIHA BO3pAacT.

Research results presented in Table 4 show that
there is no significant difference between two sub-
sets of monolingual participants regarding their
ability to understand and properly use deictic
words. On the other hand, both subsets of mono-
lingual participants attained significantly higher
scores than bilingual participants (p<<0.001).

Discussion

Children with mild intellectual disability proceed
through the same stages of cognitive and language
development as the children with average intel-
lectual capabilities. Cognitive deficits, insufficient
flexibility of thought processes and impairments in
spatio-temporal orientation could delay period
when a child starts to use words which belong to

personal, spatial, temporal and social deixis.

Results presented in Table 3 clearly demonstrate
older than 10
successfully resolve most of the tasks in a way that

that monolingual participants

their performances match their mental age.

HAEOEKTOJIONKA TEOPUJA U IIPAKTUKA 2006; 1-2:17-22

21




SPECIAL EDUCATION-PROFESSIOINAL AND SCIENTIFIC ISSUES

Co apyru 300poBH, Kaj MOHOJIMHTBATHUTE J€1Ia CO
JISCHa MEHTaJIHA peTapallija mpoiecoT Ha YCBOjy-
BamETO HA JICUKTUYKUTE JICKCEMU CaMO € YCIIOPEH,
HO HE € 3arpeH.

CrpoTHBHO Ha HHB, OWJIMHTBANHWTE Jella MMaaT
MOIIIHE TMOJIONIN JOCTUTHYBamba 0]l MOHOJMHIBAJI-
HUTE Jiella KOU Ce MPUOIMKHO Ha MCTa BO3PacT U
CTeTeH Ha WHTENEeKTyanHo (pyHKIuoHupame. Tpe-
0a 1a ce UMa BO MPEABH] JIeKa MPOCEYHATa Bpel-
HOCT HAa KOJMYHHUKOT HAa HMHTEJIMICHIIMja HA OBHE
JleTla € HemITO IoMalia O]l MMPOCEYHHUTE BPEIHOCTH
Ha KOJMYHUKOT HAa WHTENWTCHIIMja Ha MOHOJIMHT-
BanHute ucnutanuiy (Tabena 2.), HO yTBpacHaTa
pa3iuKa € HaJBOp OJl HUBOTO HA CTAaTUCTHYKA 3Ha-
gajHOCT. MHOTY € BepojaTHO JIeka M caMmara pasiii-
Ka BO CTCINCHOT Ha MHTEICKTYATHOTO (hyHKIIMOHH-
pame ¢ yciaoBeHa, bapeM JelyMHO, CO Hepa3Oupa-
HETO Ha MocTaBeHnuTe Hano3u. Cropen Toa, JOMIH-
T€ JIOCTHTHYBamba Ha OWJIMHTBAJHUTE MCIIUTAHUIINA
HE MOXe Jla ce o0jacHaT cO HUBHUOT MHTEIIEKTya-
neH gedunut. OBHe Aena HeMaaT cTaOWIHA ja3nud-
Ha OCHOBA HUTY BO €IHHOT ja3HK CO KOj CE CIIyXKaT
OJl HajpaHOTO JETCTBO. 3aToa dYecTo nxoara Jo
nHTep(epeHIrja Ha MEeMUTe Ha MajYnHUOT ja3uK U
MHO3HMHCKHOT ja3WK Ha CpeIrHaTa BO KoOja JETETO
*uBee. Bo ycioBu Ha HUCKA ja3WYHA KOMITCTCHIIH-
ja BokaOyJapoT ce orpaHudyBa Ha HajynoTpeOyBa-
HUTE 300POBH U CHHTarMu 4re 3HaueHe TJIaBHO HE
€ YCIIOBEHO O] KOHTEKCTOT.

3akayuox

BunuHrBanHHMTE AEna CO JieCHA MEHTAJHA peTap-
Janyja mpunaraat Ha Kareropujara CEeMUJIMHIBa-
JIA, OJJHOCHO JBOJHO TOJNTyja3uyHU jaena. HebamaH-
CHPaHHOT OMJIMHTBU3aM TPETCTaByBa HajroJeMo
OTPaHWYYBalke pPa3BOjOT HAa HHUBHHUTE TOBOPHH,
KOTHUTHBHHU ¥ COIMjAJTHU BEIITHHU M CIIOCOOHOC-
TH. PaHara eqykanuja BO MyITHKYJITYpPaTHOTO OK-
py)KeHHe, 3aCHOBaHa Ha TOTTUKHYBAaWmETO Ha
TOBOPHO ja3UYHUTE CIOCOOHOCTU HA JIETETO, KAKO
Ha MajuYdHUOT ja3WK Taka M Ha ja3WKOT Ha CPeIu-
HaTa BO KOja JETETO JKUBEe, MOXKEe Ja JOoBele Jlia
OWJIMHTBU3MOT OJ] XCHJIUKEI CE MPETBOPU BO KOM-
napaTHBHA MPEJTHOCT JIeIara.
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More precisely, in monolingual children with mild
intellectual disability process of deictic lexemes
acquisition is just delayed, but it is not stopped.

On the contrary, bilingual children obtained sig-
nificantly lower scores than their monolingual
peers with the same level of intellectual function-
ing. It is worth mentioning that the average 1Q of
these children is slightly lower than in monolin-
gual subset (Table 3). However, determined differ-
ence is out of the level of statistical significance. It
is likely that difference in the level of intellectual
functioning could be assigned to misinterpretation
of presented sentences. Hence, poor accomplish-
ment of the bilingual students could not be solely
explained by their intellectual disability. These
children do have solid language base neither in
Serbian nor in Romany language. That is why lin-
guistic schemes of the mother tongue are likely to
be interfered with the schemes of the second lan-
guage which is spoken in the environment. In these
circumstances of low linguistic competencies vo-
cabulary is usually constrained to the most fre-
quent words and phrases whose meaning is not
dependent of context.

Conclusion

Bilingual children with mild mental retardation
belong to the category of semilinguals, i.e. twofold
semilingual children. Unbalanced bilinguism could
be seen as the biggest disadvantage of these chil-
dren in the course of development of their lan-
guage, cognitive and social skills and capabilities.
Early education in multicultural society, based
upon speech and language stimulation in both,
mother tongue and environmental language, could
convert bilinguism from handicap to comparative
advantage of these children.
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br. 1, str. 107-116, 2005.

22

JOURNAL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 2006, 1-2: 17-22



CTPAHMIIA LIITO BOOIIIITO HE TPEBA JIA CE IIEUATU
(KAKO JIA JA HEMA)



