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DERIVATIONAL MORPHOLOGY AND SERBIAN EFL
LEARNERS: THREE PERSPECTIVES ON THE
ACQUISITION PROCESS?

Abstract: Although it has long been an under-researched topic in the field of ap-
plied linguistics, morphological knowledge is nowadays regarded as a key component of
vocabulary acquisition. The past two decades have witnessed a proliferation of studies of
both L1 and L2 learning contexts which shed light on various issues, ranging from mor-
phological processing to receptive/productive knowledge of derivational and inflectional
morphology. However, investigations into the acquisition of English morphology by Ser-
bian EFL learners have, to our knowledge, been scarce. The purpose of this paper is, there-
fore, to explore the productive derivational knowledge of upper-intermediate Serbian EFL
learners by means of three different instruments: a test focusing on the knowledge of the
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four main word family members (nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs), a test of cognate and
non-cognate derivatives employing six cognate English-Serbian suffixes (-ous/-oz(a)n,
-ize/-izovati, -ation/-acija -ism/-iz(a)m, -ist/-ist(a), -ity/-itet) and a contextualized
word-formation skill test. A combination of a qualitative and quantitative approach to data
analysis has revealed the difficulties Serbian EFL learners have been experiencing in their
morphology/vocabulary classes and it has enabled us to identify common mistakes and
weak spots. Our results have pedagogical implications and could be put to use in curricu-
lum design and methodology.

Key Words: word formation, derivational affixes, productive knowledge, deriva-
tives, cognates.

INTRODUCTION: VOCABULARY KNOWLEDGE,
WORD-FORMATION AND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

The complex nature of vocabulary knowledge is often discussed in the per-
tinent SLA literature in terms of breadth (how many words are known) and depth
(how well the words are known). In this regard, the latter encompasses morpho-
logical knowledge as well (Richards 1976; Nation 2001), that is, the knowledge of
two morphological processes: inflection and word-formation. Generally speaking,
inflection deals with the various forms which lexemes exhibit depending on their
grammatical context, whereas word-formation deals with the formation of new
lexemes by means of derivation or compounding. Distinct characteristics of inflec-
tional and derivational paradigms concerning productivity, semantic opacity, syn-
tactic relevance, etc. (Plag 2003) seem to have resulted in their presenting different
learning burdens for learners. Not surprisingly, native speakers commonly master
inflections before derivations (Berko 1958), as inflections are always suffixes and
do not change the part of speech in word-building, while derivations include both
prefixes and suffixes which frequently change the part of speech of the base word
(e.g. critic-criticize, solemn-solemnity) or its meaning (e.g. care-careless, milita-
rize-demilitarize).

Central to the issue of word knowledge is the concept of word families, that
is, base words and their inflections and derivatives which share a common mean-
ing, e.g. develop, development, developer, developed, developing are all members
of the same word family and can therefore be counted as one word for the purpose
of estimating the number of words a learner knows (Nation and Waring 1997) or
calculating the vocabulary size needed for a reader’s comprehension of a text. In
relation to this, Bauer and Nation (1993, 253) assert that “the important principle
behind the idea of a word family is that once the base word or even a derived word
is known, the recognition of other members of the family requires little or no extra
effort”, a view supported by some researchers (Tyler and Nagy 1989; Taft 1994).
Nevertheless, while this facilitative effect seems plausible when the receptive di-
mension of word knowledge is in question (e.g. knowing abandon can facilitate
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the recognition of abandonment in a written text), it is questionable for the produc-
tive one as “production involves a higher level of knowledge than reception does”
(Read 2000, 26). Studies in L1 acquisition have shown that children’s vocabulary
begins to grow rapidly from the fourth grade through high school, which can be as-
cribed to incidental vocabulary acquisition and the knowledge of affixed words
(Nagy and Herman 1987). Interestingly enough, productive knowledge of word
family members has been tested on UCLES FCE, CAE and CPE exams for years
now as a grammar component (Hughes 1989) even though “teaching word-forma-
tion rules has not had a high priority in recent approaches to vocabulary pedagogy”
(McCarthy 2001, 64). Nowadays, however, Nation (2005) maintains that teaching
high frequency affixes is one of the best ideas for teaching vocabulary and the fol-
lowing section of the paper will illustrate the greater emphasis which has been
placed on the role of morphological knowledge in EFL/ESL vocabulary acquisi-
tion.

A SPARKED INTEREST IN L2 MORPHOLOGICAL
KNOWLEDGE

Despite the fact that morphology has not received much attention as a
branch of applied linguistics in the post-Chomskian era (McCarthy 2001), the past
two decades have seen a sparked interest in L1 morphological learning/processing
under laboratory conditions as well as in L2 morphological awareness, receptive/
productive knowledge of derivational morphology and its interrelatedness with
vocabulary knowledge. Schmitt’s (1998) longitudinal study investigated the deri-
vational knowledge of three postgraduate students in the UK and found it incom-
plete, especially as regards adjective and adverb forms. Similarly, Schmitt (1999)
examined the derivative knowledge of undergraduate-bound international stu-
dents taking the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) and reached the
conclusion that derivatives for the four main word classes (noun, verb, adjective,
adverb) were produced solely in 12 out of 180 cases. On the same note, Schmitt
and Zimmerman (2002) focused on learners’ ability to produce derivative forms of
a word family in contextualized sentences and determined that full mastery of the
word family members tended to be problematic for L2 English learners, recom-
mending the introduction of derivative forms alongside new words in vocabulary
teaching, instruction in English affixes, a greater emphasis on adjectives/adverbs
and more reading input. The first to explore the correlation between learners’ vo-
cabulary size and their productive knowledge of suffixes were Schmitt and Meara
(1997), followed by Mochizuki and Aizawa (2000) who provided insight into a
possible affix acquisition order in the Japanese EFL context, concluding that five
factors played a significant role in the development of L2 affix knowledge: loan
words, instruction, frequency of affixes, frequency of words that contain a partic-
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ular affix, and the polyfunctional nature of affixes. On the other hand, Chuenjun-
daeng (2006) explored receptive knowledge of four English suffixes (-ment, -tion,
-er, -ity) among university students, inferring that it was insufficient and that the
students were unaware of useful vocabulary learning strategies. Furthermore, Nur-
hemida (2007) investigated the relationship between morphological awareness
and vocabulary knowledge, suggesting that morphological knowledge represented
a powerful vocabulary-building tool, whereas Nakayama’s (2008) empirical study
showed that intentional teaching of prefixes boosted short-term retention of vo-
cabulary items. Finally, Ward and Chuenjundaeng (2009) elaborated on learners’
knowledge of word-building techniques while Hayashi and Murphy (2011) sought
to demonstrate correlations between morphological awareness and vocabulary
size in two groups of respondents: native speakers of English versus Japanese ESL
learners.

To the best of our knowledge, no studies have so far described in detail the
difficulties L2 learners at a certain proficiency level face when dealing with Eng-
lish derivational morphology by testing them on various tasks. This paper is an at-
tempt to fill this void and will, hopefully, contribute to our growing understanding
of L2 morphological knowledge and its acquisition in the Serbian EFL context.

THREE STUDIES: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The first study (Dimitrijevi¢ Savi¢ and Danilovi¢ 2010) examining the pro-
ductive derivational knowledge of Serbian EFL learners — freshmen majoring in
English at the Faculty of Philology and Arts in Kragujevac — was conducted in a
manner consistent with Schmitt and Zimmerman’s (2002) work in this area. We
made use of a part of their instrument consisting of 16 prompt words and a series
of four similar contextualized sentences which were to be filled out with appropri-
ate word forms: adjectives, nouns, verbs and adverbs, e.g.

traditional (prompt word)

noun The celebration of Thanksgiving is an American

verb Americans Thanksgiving.

adjective Thanksgiving is a American holiday.

adverb  Thanksgiving is celebrated in American families.

The aim of this study was to establish which of the four word classes Ser-
bian EFL learners were most likely to know to the degree of mastery, to define the
extent of their productive knowledge of the word class members and to shed light
on the potential facilitative effect pertinent to learners’ productive knowledge of
the derivative forms.

Statistical analyses revealed that the learners were able to provide 62.7% of
the 64 derivatives and that they managed to produce all four derivatives solely in
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5.9% of all cases. Of the four word classes noun derivatives were the best known
(71.5% of the correct answers), followed by adjective derivatives (63.3%), verb
derivatives (60.7%) and adverb derivatives (55.3%). Furthermore, the chi-square
statistic test showed tentative evidence of a facilitative effect of productive knowl-
edge operating across certain word classes, namely, when:

* noun derivatives and adjective derivatives, chi-square (1, N =77) = 9.999,

p <.005;

» verb derivatives and adjective derivatives, chi-square (1, N=77) =43.616,
p <.001;

» verb derivatives and adverb derivatives, chi-square (1, N=77)=55.721, p
<.001, and

» adjective derivatives and adverb derivatives were compared, chi-square (1,
N=177)=233.252, p <.001.

The results of our investigation into Serbian EFL learners’ productive deri-
vational knowledge of the four lexical classes indicate that noun derivatives are
the best known and adverb derivatives the least known, while no significant dif-
ference was obtained for productive knowledge of verb derivatives and adjective
derivatives. A facilitative effect was, further, revealed for knowledge of some, but
not all derivative classes in a word family. A strong facilitative effect was observed
in terms of the productive derivational knowledge of noun derivatives and adjec-
tive derivatives, verb derivatives and adjective derivatives, verb derivatives and
adverb derivatives, and adjective derivatives and adverb derivatives. The results
did not support a facilitative effect for knowledge of noun derivatives and adverb
derivatives, nor of noun derivatives and verb derivatives.

Considering that the Serbian EFL learners in our study produced 62.7% of
the possible 64 derivatives, that is, on average, fewer than three of the four possi-
ble derivatives for a given word family and as full mastery of a word family (all
four derivatives) was observed in a very small percentage of cases (5.9%), we
must conclude that the strong version of the facilitative effect among word family
members is not supported by the results of our study. Learners who knew one
member of a word family did not demonstrate productive knowledge of all of the
other word forms. However, as nearly two thirds of derivatives were produced,
some degree of facilitation, possibly only between some classes of derivatives,
may have been in effect.

The results of this study do clearly indicate that the acquisition of deriva-
tional knowledge, an incremental process as in the case with (most) other forms of
lexical knowledge, is likely to be influenced by relationships within word families.
For example, as previously mentioned, no facilitative effect was revealed between
learners’ productive knowledge of nouns and adverbs, or of nouns and verbs. In
the case of nouns and adverbs, once relations between derivational classes are con-
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sidered (multiple affixation first and foremost), a (strong) facilitative effect
should, perhaps, not be expected at all. On the other hand, multiple affixation can-
not be a factor which can easily explain the lack of observed facilitation between
nouns and verbs as nominal bases are quite common with the more productive
verb-forming suffixes in English. An explanation which suggests itself is that Ser-
bian EFL learners require additional instruction in the morphological formal reg-
ularity of English derivational suffixes. Furthermore, the findings clearly indicate
that the productive mastery of word family members is no easy task for Serbian
EFL learners, and underscore the view that adverb forms (Schmitt and Zimmer-
man 2002) are least likely to be known.

The second study (Danilovi¢ 2010) was designed in accordance with Na-
tion’s (2001) productive measure of affix elicitation, that is, a test which required
the participants, freshmen majoring in English at the Faculty of Philology and Arts
in Kragujevac, to fill in 60 blanks in a large sample of sentences by producing ap-
propriate suffixed forms, relying on the prompt words provided in brackets, e.g.

1 really must (v. APOLOGY) for bothering you with this.
They resisted our attempts to (v. MODERN) the society by
reintroducing the rule of monarchs in Serbia.

He had always wanted an (adj. ADVENTURE) life in the
tropics.

She's (adj. NERVE) about something, in case you didn't
notice.

Its purpose was to explore the possible facilitative effect of English-Serbian
cognate lexemes/suffixes on the productive derivational knowledge of Serbian
EFL learners (e.g. apologize = non-cognate vs. modernize = cognate, Ser. modern-
izovati; adventurous = non-cognate vs. nervous = cognate, Ser. nervozan) based
on the assumption that morphological transfer is just as probable as any other kind
of transfer (Odlin 1989); “the existence of general lexical similarities is probably
a major influence on how much transfer of bound morphemes will take place”
(Ibid., 82). Additionally, Mochizuki and Aizawa (2000) maintain that knowledge
of loan words is part of a learner’s .1 competence and seems to transfer to his/her
L2 knowledge. However, while it stood to reason to hypothesize that the existence
of cognate lexemes/suffixes in English and Serbian (Klajn 2003) would result in
learners’ improved performance on the targeted cognate derivatives, the results
obtained by means of a statistical data analysis (SPSS 17.0) proved that there was
only a slight difference in scores (most notably for the suffix -ism) but that cognate
derivatives were not better known than non-cognate ones in all cases — on the con-
trary, they were less known in two instances (suffixes -ist and -ity).
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SUFFIX MINIMUM MAXIMUM MEAN STANDARD
DEVIATION
C NON C NON C NON C NON
-ouUs 2 1 5 5 4.73 4.26 .53 .94
-IZE 3 3 5 5 4.86 4.69 42 49
-ATION 4 3 5 5 4.70 4.77 46 48
-ISM 0 0 5 5 4.78 241 .76 .86
-IST 2 3 5 5 4.01 4.86 .39 38
-ITY 1 3 5 5 422 4.77 .98 45

Table 1: Knowledge of cognate (C) and non-cognate (NON) derivatives

This, in turn, suggests that Serbian learners may not be making the most of
their L1 knowledge in the process of English L2 acquisition which could be related
to the fact that English and Serbian are not closely related languages so, perhaps,
learners do not expect to come across morphological similarities between L1 and
L2, and consequently do not recognize word forms which share a common back-
ground and contain cognate suffixes. As there is no way of knowing whether stu-
dents were simply not familiar with certain derivatives in English, although all the
test items were excerpted from word formation sections of B2 CEFR textbooks,
and therefore achieved better results with some affixes (those ending in -ist and
-ity in the non-cognate category, for example) than others, further research focus-
ing specifically on cognate and non-cognate lexemes could provide more conclu-
sive evidence about students’ reliance on L1 and its role in the productive vocabu-
lary tasks in L2. Needless to say, the learners’ L1 knowledge, which we took for
granted for the purpose of this study, could be brought into question and deserves
more attention as well. On the other hand, as pertinent studies indicate (Sipka
2006; Cori¢ 2008) that the usage of foreign or *international’ suffixes (e.g. -ation,
-ist, -ism), is on the rise in Serbian as a result of internationalization and globaliza-
tion, instruction regarding these issues might facilitate the acquisition of numerous
English words for the Serbian EFL learners.

The third study was, in effect, a quantitative analysis of the data gathered by
means of two word-formation tests which the first-year students majoring in Eng-
lish at the Faculty of Philology and Arts in Kragujevac did at the end of their first
and second semester of study. The tests were modeled on word-formation sections
which can be found in UCLES FCE examinations (B2 CEFR) — we chose two
short authentic English texts and deleted 10 words (nouns, adjectives, adverbs,
verbs), offering the clues for the missing items in brackets e.g.
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History will long remember (1) (ADMIRATION) Nelson
Mandela for leading South Africa, (2) (HERO), from hateful
apartheid to free (3) (DEMOCRACY) majority rule, marvel
at his commitment to honesty and healing and celebrate his promotion of this
country as a (4) (DIVERSITY) and (5)

(TOLERATE) “rainbow nation”.

(Adapted from the New York Times)

The results of these two tests showed that even though the learners had
spent the whole academic year in an exposure-rich® environment, their productive
derivational knowledge was far from complete as they provided approximately
50% of the correct derivative forms on each test. What is more, the missing items
were, purposefully, the word forms familiar to students — they had encountered
them in the texts/exercises introduced in their vocabulary and text analysis classes.
This did not, however, have a bearing on the results as students made a number of
word class/spelling mistakes both on the first and the second test, and could be ta-
ken as an indication that receptive knowledge of word forms does not necessarily
imply their productive knowledge as well. Therefore, future research on explicit
teaching of word families/affixes and its short/long-term effects could yield valu-
able insights into this matter, contributing to a more effective classroom practice
and L2 learners’ improved results on word-formation tests.

Finally, taking into consideration the data collected from all three studies,
we have been able to pinpoint the following common mistakes and weak spots:

* nominal suffixes: -ance/-ence, -ant/-ent (e.g. *correspondance)

» adjectival suffixes: -able/-ible, -ic/-ical, -ant/-ent (e.g *irresistable, *psy-
chologic, *obediant)

» adverbial suffix: -ly/-ally (e.g. *legaly , *heroicly)

* nominal compounds of the NOUN + NOUN type (e.g. retirement age)

* confusable derivatives: tolerant — tolerable, unqualified — disqualified,
economic — economical

* the choice of a suitable negative prefix/suffix: dis-/un-/in-/im-/il-/ir-/-less
(e.g. *unattentive, *inpure,*unpleased, *illoyal, /*uncareful)

* problems with spelling (e.g. *strenght, *playfull, *readyness, *mercyless,
*incourage, *psichiatric, *persuation, *minimalizm)

While the problem with the production of nominal compounds of the NOUN
+ NOUN type is understandable as it can be attributed to the fact that nominal com-
punds in Serbian are structurally different, it is noticeable that many of the afore-

3 Exposure-rich environment in this context refers to at least 20 classes consisting of lectures
and practice in English which students received each week in both their first and second semester of
study.
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mentioned difficulties our upper-intermediate EFL learners encountered are inex-
tricably linked to their poor spelling performance. Even though they have all
experienced years of studying English, many are still baffled by the orthographic
representation of the sounds of English and obviously need guidance and practice
in order to become proficient spellers. Further, instruction could be particularly
useful in the case of confusable derivatives or ’synforms’ (Laufer 1988) — similar
lexical forms which are likely to cause confusion in L2 learners of English.

CONCLUSION

An important ramification of the increasing number of studies which have
explored teaching and learning vocabulary in a second language is that an under-
standing of the direct and systematic study of vocabulary as deserving of a place
in the language curriculum is no longer contested. Yet, there is still debate as to
which techniques do most to enhance learners’ vocabulary knowledge. A more
complete understanding of vocabulary learning in contexts which involve many
and varied opportunities for intentional and incidental vocabulary learning, as well
as explicit teaching of word formation in English, would present a significant con-
tribution to the development of a comprehensive approach to second language vo-
cabulary teaching and learning.

As far as Serbian EFL teaching/learning context is concerned, the results of
our studies indicate that upper-intermediate EFL learners’ productive derivational
knowledge is incomplete and that learners do not seem to be taking full advantage
of their L1 knowledge in L2 acquisition. Spending time in an exposure-rich envi-
ronment of English language and literature program at the Faculty of Philology
and Arts in Kragujevac alone was not enough for the productive mastery of deriv-
ative forms to develop. These findings are in line with other explorations (Schmitt
1998; Schmitt and Zimmerman 2002) and underscore the view that the acquisition
of derivational morphology in EFL/ESL learning contexts is not relatively auto-
matic. On the contrary, it obviously deserves a more prominent place in curricu-
lum design and methodology.

SUMMARY

Knowledge of derivational morphology is today considered to be a key
component of vocabulary learning in second language acquisition. Consequently,
there has been a constant rise in the number of studies which have concerned them-
selves with morphological processing, the receptive and productive dimensions of
the knowledge of derivational morphology and related topics in a wide variety of
teaching and learning contexts. At this time, however, there is also a notable gap in
the research literature where the acquisition of English derivational morphology



108 36oprux pagosa @unozogpcrkoz paxynimeimia XL1/ 2011

by Serbian EFL learners is concerned. This paper aims to contribute to this impor-
tant area of research in second language acquisition through a synthesis of the re-
sults of three studies which have taken different perspectives on the acquisition of
English derivational morphology by Serbian EFL learners, students at the Faculty
of Philology and Arts in Kragujevac. The first focuses on learners’ knowledge of
word family members belonging to different lexical word classes, the second on
learners’ productive knowledge of cognates and their potential facilitative effect in
vocabulary learning, the third on productive knowledge of word-formation in Eng-
lish. The results which emerge from a combined quantitative and qualitative re-
search methodology clearly delineate some of the most pronounced difficulties
faced by Serbian EFL learners in the process of acquiring knowledge of English
derivational morphology and, therefore, have clear pedagogical implications for
English language teaching in Serbia and beyond.

The results of the study which investigated productive knowledge of word
family members indicate that nouns are the best known and adverbs the least
known lexical word class, while learners’ productive knowledge of adjectives and
verbs appears to be on a par. It is interesting to note that results point to a strong fa-
cilitative effect between productive knowledge of nouns and adjectives from the
same word family, verbs and adjectives, verbs and adverbs, adjectives and ad-
verbs, but not nouns and adverbs nor nouns and verbs. However, as the learners
who took part in the research exhibited productive knowledge in only 62.7% of the
target derivatives, we are led to conclude that the results of this study do not sup-
port a strong version of the facilitative effect among all members of a word family.
In other words, these results underscore that learners’ productive knowledge of
one member of a word family should not be taken as indication of their knowledge
of any remaining members, a finding with clear implications for English language
teaching, most specifically, vocabulary teaching.

The goal of the second study discussed in this paper was to investigate the
role of cognates in the acquisition of productive knowledge of English derivational
morphology. The study focused on learners’ productive knowledge of English
words derived using suffixes which have cognates in Serbian (-ous/-oz(a)n, -ize/
-izovati, -ation/-acija, -ism/-iz(a)m, -ist/-ist(a), -ity/-itet); half of the English
words used in the data collection instrument have cognates in Serbian, whereas the
rest do not. The results of a quantitative analysis of learner responses, specifically
the comparison of learners’ productive knowledge of cognates and non-cognates,
lead us to conclude that Serbian EFL learners do not make the best use of their L1
knowledge in the process of acquiring English derivational morphology. Namely,
the learners who participated in this study did not reveal themselves to possess su-
perior productive knowledge of cognates compared to non-cognates. It is possible
that learners do not anticipate similarities between word-formation in English and
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in Serbian and are, consequently, unable to recognize them once they encounter
them or to use them to their best advantage. Further research is needed into the ef-
fects which explicit teaching might have on learners’ ability to recognize cognates
in English and Serbian and use this knowledge in the process of acquiring English
derivational morphology.

The results of the third study of Serbian EFL learners’ productive knowl-
edge of English derivational morphology indicate that even after two semesters in
an exposure-rich learning environment, learners were only able to produce ap-
proximately 50% of the derivative forms targeted by standard testing formats. A
qualitative synthesis of the results of this study suggests that upper-intermediate
Serbian EFL learners encounter the greatest degree of difficulty with the follow-
ing: the nominal suffixes ance/-ence and -ant/-ent, adjectival suffixes -able/-ible,
-ic/-ical, -ant/-ent, adverbial suffixes -ly/-ally, nominal compounds of the NOUN +
NOUN type, confusable derivatives (e.g. tolerant — tolerable, unqualified — disqual-
ified, economic — economical), choice of appropriate negative prefix and spelling.

In conclusion, the results of research into Serbian EFL learners’ productive
knowledge of English derivational morphology give us no pause in terms of agree-
ing with the inferences drawn by other researchers who have delved into issues
surrounding vocabulary learning in second language acquisition: the process of
acquiring productive knowledge of the derivational morphology of a second or
foreign language is not relatively automatic; it is, instead, a process to which more
attention needs to be devoted in the teaching and learning process to maximize
benefits for learners.
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JEPHUBALIMOHA MOP®OJIOI'MJA U YUEHULIN
EHIJIECKOI' KAO CTPAHOI' JE3WMKA YV CPBUJU:
IMTPOLIEC YCBAJABA U3 TPU VITJIA

Pesnme

[No3HaBamwe nepuBalMoHe MOpdoJoryje ce TaHac cMarpa KJbYYHUM 32 YCBajambe
BokadyJlapa y HacTaBM CTPAHOT je3HKa, Te je U cBe Behin dpoj ncrpakmpama koja ce dase
MUTambIMa MOP(OIIOLIKOT MPOLeCyHparkba, PeleNTHBHOT U MPOLYKTUBHOT 3Haba AepHBa-
roHe MOp(OoIIoTHje U HhHUMa CIMYHUM Y Pa3IUUYUTAM HACTABHUM KOHTEKCTHUMA. Y OBOM
TpeHYTKY, Mel)yTHM, HEIOCTaje HaM UCTPaXKMBaa KOja ce KOHKPETHO DaBe yCBajambeM Jie-
pHBaIioHe MOPQOIIOTHje SHITIECKOT je3MKa KO/l yUeHHUKa SHIVIECKOT Kao CTPaHOT KojuMa je
CpIICKM MaTeph ¥ je3uk. Hain pan npencrasiba MoKyInaj 1a ce J4 JOMPUHOC OBOj BAXHO)]
TEMH KpO3 CHHTE3Y pe3yJsiTara TpUjy UCTpakMBamba Kpo3 Koja je Mpoliec yCcBajamba AepruBa-
roHe MOp(oJIoTHje eHINIECKOT je3UKa MPH yuekhy SHIVIECKOT je3nKa Kao cTpaHor Ha du-
JIOJIOIIKO-yMETHHYKOM (akynteTy y KparyjeBlly carieiaH W3 pa3iM4MTHX yIJIOBa: Ha
OCHOBY T03HaBamba UMEHUIIA, [J1aroiia, IpuaeBa 1 MPUJIora u3 UCTUX MOPOIUIIA PeUH, T10-
3HaBama Peur y CPIICKOM U CHIVIECKOM je3UKYy W3BEICHUX MOMONY CpomHHX cydukca u
NPOIYKTUBHOT 3Halba TBOPOE peuH y SHINIECKOM je3uKy. Pe3ynaTaTu, mpou3alniy U3 KoM-
OuHalMje KBAIMTAaTUBHOT ¥ KBAHTUTATHBHOT NPHCTyIa 00paay NOOWjeHnX nojaraka, ja-
CHO yKazyjy Ha noreikohe ca kojuma ce cycpehy yueHHIN eHITIECKOT je3UKa Kao CTpaHoT
KOjUMa je CPIICKM MaTepiH je3UK Y Mpoliecy ycBajama JepuBannoHe Mopdororuje eHr-
JIECKOT je3HKa, Te UMajy Tie[larolke MMIUTMKALHje 3a HaCTaBy eHIVIECKOT je3nuka Kao cTpa-
Hor y CpOuju anu v mupe.

Pesynratu uctpaxuBama y KOMe CMO ce DaBuile IPONYKTUBHAM 3HaHEM pedr U3
onpeljeHe NepuUBaIMOHE MapagurMe Mmokasyjy Ja YUeHUIM HajOoJbe TI03HAjy UMCHHUIIE a
Hajcladuje mpuiore, TOK je BUXOBO MPOXYKTHBHO 3HAE MPHUIICBA U [TAroJia IMPUOIMKHO
jemHako. 3aHMMIBHBO je, ajbe, Ja pe3ylITaTH yKasyjy la MocToju jak edekar dacuimra-
Lyje Kaja je y mitamy Mo3HaBambe MMCHULA U TIPUJICBa U3 UCTE IepUBaLMOHE Mapagnrme,
mIaroJia ¥ MpueBa, Taroja U Npujora, MpuaeBa 1 MPUIora, ajid He ¥ MIMEHHULIA 1 TTPUJIoTa
HUTH UMEHHLA U r1aroia. MeljyTum, 0O531poM aa cy yUeHHUIH y MpOCeKy MOoKa3aiu Mpo-
JIyKTUBHO 3Ham€ TeK y 62,7 mpolieHaTa TPaKEHUX peur, MOPaMO 3aKJbYUUTH Aa pe3yTaTu
OBOT MICTpaKMBamka HE MOPXKABAjy jaKy Bep3njy edekra Gacunurayje Mmeljy cBUM wia-
HOBMMa ofipeljeHe nepuBannoHe napagurMe. J[pyriuM peanMa, Hallly pe3ysiTaT jacHO Mo-
Kazyjy Jla aKko yYeHHK TI03Haje je/IHy O WiaHuIa oipel)eHe nepruBanioHe mapagurme, Hije
BPJIO BEpOBATHO JIa MO3Haje U OcTalle, ITO MMa jaCHe UMIUIMKALIMje 32 HACTABY CHIJIECKOT
je3MKa Kao CTPAHOT, Tpe CBeTa 3a IMoIyJyaBame Bokadymapa.

Lib npyror ucTpaxuBama Ha Koje IajeMo OCBPT y HallleM paay Ouo je 1a ucrnuta
YIOTY CPOIHHX PeUH, TO jeCT, CPOTHMX Cy(HUKca y TpoLecy yCBajarba NPOAYKTHBHOT 3Ha-
Ha JepuBalioHe MOP(OJIOTHje SHITIECKOT je3nKa. Y MCTpakHBamwy je UCTIMTUBAHO MpOo-
IYKTABHO 3HAIE PEUU CHITICCKOT je3WKa M3BeIeHUX moMohy cy(hrKkca KOji UMajy CpomHe
cy(ukce y CpIICKOM je3uKy (-ous/-o03(a)H, -ize/-uzosaiiu, -ation/-ayuja, -ism/-uz(a)m, -ist/
-uciti(a), -ity/-uitieti); HEKe O PeUH UYHje je MPOAYyKTUBHO MO3HABAKE UCTIMTUBAHO MIMAJIC
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Cy CPOJIIHE PeuH y CPIICKOM je3HKY, 0K Apyre HUcy. Ha 0cHOBY pe3yarara KBAHTHTaTHUBHOT
nopehera NPoAyKTUBHOT 3Haa PeUr SHIVIECKOT je3UKa Koje UMajy CPOJHE peun y CpIic-
KOM U MPOIYKTUBHOT 3Hatba PeyuM SHIIECKOT je3MKa Koje HeMajy CpOIHe peUuH Y CPIICKOM
MOXXEMO 3aKJbYUUTH [la YYCHHULM €HIIECKOT je3uKa Kao CTPAaHOr KOojuMa je CpIICKHM Ma-
TepHU je3UK He KOpHCTe Ha HajO0JbU HAuMH CBOjE 3Habe MaTepEer je3uka TOKOM Mpolieca
yCBajama JieprBallioHe Mop(osorje eHreckor jesuka. HanMe, ncnutaHuLy y oBoM city-
Yajy HUCY NOKa3aJIM CyTNepuopHHje MPOLYKTUBHO 3Habe SHIIECKUX Pe4t Koje UMajy Cpoj-
HE Peun y CPIICKOM je3UKy y ONHOCY Ha eHIJIECKE peUt KOje HeMajy CPOJHE PeUH Y CPIICKOM
jesuxy. Moryhe je 1a yueHUIM He 04eKyjy CIMYHOCTH U3Mel)y CpIICKOT U eHIIECKOT je3nKa
Ha MaHy JAepuBaloHe MOp(oNoruje Te MOMEHyTe CIMYHOCTH HUCY y MoryhHocTH na
Npeno3Hajy U UCKOpHCTe Ha paBu HauuH. [1oTpedHo je nasbe ucmuTaty 1a Jid Ou eKkcriu-
LIMTHO MOAYyYaBatbe MOMONIO YYSHULIMMA J1a OCTOjabe CPOAHUX PEUH Y CPIICKOM M eHT-
JIECKOM je3WKy ymoTpede y KOPHCT ycBajama IepUBalioHe MOpdoJoruje eHrieckor
jesuka.

Pesynratu Tpeher uctpaxuBamba NPOLYKTHBHOI 3Hama JepuBalMoHe Mopdoo-
THje eHIVIECKOr je3UKa yKa3yjy Ia M HakoH MpBe FoIMHE OCHOBHMX CTYIMja aHIIIMCTHKE
YUSHUILIM MOKa3yjy oaroBapajyhiu cremneH NpoayKTHBHOT 3Hamwa AEPUBALIOHE MOP(OIIO-
rHje eHIIECKOTr je3nKa TeK y HellTo Bulle of 50 oacrto ciyyajeBa. KBauTaTuBHa CUHTE3a
pesyJsiTara cBa TPH UCTpaXKMBarba CyrepHile a yYeHUIIMMa SHITIECKOT je3ka Kao CTPaHor
Ha B2 HuBoy 3Hama y Cpduju HajBehe motemikohe mpeacraBibajy MMEHHYKH cy(UKcH
-ance/-ence v -ant/-ent, TpUIeBCKU cyuKkcH -able/-ible, -ic/-ical, -ant/-ent, TPUNOIIKY Cy-
tbukcu -ly/-ally, cnoxenuie TUNa UIMEHHULA + UMEHMLIA, U3BEACHUIIEC KOje MPUMAIajy uc-
TOj MOPOOMLIM PeYd Al HMMajy BeoMa pa3iuuuTa 3Hauewa (Ha mpumep, tolerant —
tolerable, unqualified — disqualified, economic — economical), n3dop oxrosapajyher npe-
(uKca ca HeraTUBHUM 3HaueHeM U MPoOJIeMH ca TaYHOM Ipad)eMCKOM penpe3eHTalljoM
nekcema (spelling).

Ha ocHOBY cBera HaBeJEHOT 3aKJby4yjeMO Ja C€ MOXEMO CJIOKUTH €a TBPIHOM
JpYTruX UCTpaXuBaya OBe MpodieMaTuke 1a ycBajame IepuBalMoHe Mopdonoruje eH-
IJIECKOT je3uKa MPH yuely SHITIECKOM je3MKa Kao CTPaHOr HUje ayTOMaTCkKH npouec, Beh
je mpoliec KoMe je, Kako OU ce yUeHHIH Y Hbera LITO yCTeHNje YKIbYUMIU, TOTPEOHO To-
CBETHUTH BHILE NaXHE Y HACTABH.

Kmyune peuu: nepuBanyona Mopdosoruja, AepuBaLloHd adUKCH, NPOAYKTUBHO
3Hambe, U3BEACHULE, CPOJHE Peyn.



