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Pe3ume

LlenTa Ha UCTpPaXYBAKETO € Ja CE COoriieqa Taju
paboTata Ha CICIUjaTHUTE CSIyKaTOpu M pexa-
OwyTatopu BiMjac MO3WTHBHO HA OAHOCOT CO
BPCHUIIUTE My YUCHHUIUTE CO 3aJI0IHET KOTHH-
THBEH Pa3Boj.

AXI1IeHTOT Oerie CTaBeH Ha KBAIUTETOT Ha IpHja-
TEINICTBATa, COIMjATHITE KOMITETEHIINN U aHTHCO-
IUjATHOTO OJIHECYBame. cTpakyBamero ondaru
150 y4enuim co 3a0aBeH KOTHHTHBEH pas3Boj; 52
OJ1 HUB MMaaT MOJPIIKA OJ1 CTICIjaJTHU €yKaTo-
pU M peXaOWIMTaTOpyd BO PEIOBHOTO 00Opa3oBa-
HUE, JloJieka 98 ydeHWIM HeMaaT TakBa MOJIpII-
ka. KBaymreror Ha mpujartesncrara Oelrie mmpoire-
HET CO NPAWANHUK 34 KEANIUMEmom Ha npujamein-
cmeama. 3a POLICHKA Ha COLIUjaTHUTE KOMITCTCH-
IIUM ¥ aHTUCOLIM]ATHOTO OJHECYBambe, Oele yro-
Tpebena Ckarama 3a CoyujairHo OOHeCy8arbe 80
yuunuwme. Paznmukure Bo rpymara Oea MCITUTaHA
Cco t-mecmom Of COQPTBEPCKHOT TaKeT Ha
Windows SPSS 14.

Pesynrarute mokaxaa jeka yYSHUIIUTE CO 3a]I011-
HET KOTHUTHBEH Pa3B0j KOMIIITO UMAAT MOJIPIIIKA
O]l CTICITHjaTHA €IyKaTOpH M PexaOMINTaTOPH TO
MIPOLIEHyBaaT HUBHOTO APyTapyBamke KaKko MOKBa-
JIUTETHO. YYEHWIIUTE CO 33/I0HET KOTHUTHUBEH
Pa3Boj KOMINTO MOCETYBAAT YUMIUINTA BO KOHIITO
HEMa CIICIUjaTHU EIyKaTOpU M peXaOWIUTaTOpH
MOCTUTHYBAAT JIEMOHCTPATHUBHO MOZ00PO HUBO Ha
COITHjaJTHa KOMIICTCHITH]a.
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Summary

The purpose of the research was to see whether
work of special educators and rehabilitators in
the regular school has a positive influence on
peer relationship among students with delayed
cognitive development.

The accent was on friendship quality, social
competence and antisocial behavior. The
research comprised 150 students with slow
cognitive development, 52 of who have support
of special educators and rehabilitators in regular
education, while the remaining 98 students are
without support. Friendship quality was
evaluated applying  Friendship  Quality
Questionnaire. School Social Behavior Scale
was used in order to evaluate social competence
and antisocial behavior. Differences among the
groups were examined by t-test from SPSS 14
Windows software package.

The results have shown that students with
slow cognitive development having support
from special educators and rehabilitators
evaluate their friendship more qualitative.
Students with delayed cognitive development
attending schools without special educators
and rehabilitators engaged demonstrate better
level of the social competence.
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HAEDEKTOJIOLUIKA CTPYYHO-HAYYHA IIPOBJIEMATHKA

IIITo ce omHecyBa JO aHTHUCOIU]jaTHOTO OJHE-
CyBame, He ce 3a0elNie)kaHu HUKAKBU DPA3JIMKH.
JloOueHuTe pe3ynTaTd yKakKyBaaT Ha HEOII-
XOJTHOCTA J1a ce peerHupa yJiorata Ha CIelH-
JaTHUTE €IYKATOPH W pPEeXaOMIIUTaTOPH BO pe-
JIOBHUTE OCHOBHH YYHJIUIITA.

Knyunu 360posu: pedosno ocrosno obpazosa-
HUe, CheyujarHu e0yKamopu u pexaduiumamo-
pu, 00HOC Mery 8pCHUyume

Boeeo

Wnknysujata Ha gena co moceOHM MOTpeOH, BKITY-
YyBajkd T W Jelara CO 3aIOIHET KOTHUTHBEH
pa3Boj, BO PEAOBHUTE OCHOBHM YYWIIMIITA BO
BocHa 1 Xeplieropuna ¢ peryJimpaHa BO paMKUTES
Ha 3aKOHOT 32 OCHOBHO M CpPEJHO 00pa3oBaHHE
on 2003 (1). Bo unen 19 crou nmeka ,jenara u
MJIaJIITE CO TTOCEOHM MOTPeOH Ke ce oOpasyBaar
BO PEIOBHU YUMIIMILTA U CIIOPE IporpamMa ajarn-
THpaHa Ha HUBHHUTC HWHAWBHIYAJIHH MOTPEOH ™.
3aKoHOT He TH 00Bp3yBa YUWJIHIITATA J1a Bpado-
TyBaaT CIICUWjaHU €IyKaTopu U pexaOuiInuTaTo-
pHM MaKo WHKJIy3WjaTa Ha Jierara co IMOCeOHH I1o-
TpeOW BO PEIOBHUTE YUHIIMINTA € HEOCTBAPIIUBA
0e3 podhecHOHATHA TIOMOIII. 3371a4UTe Ha CTICIIH-
JATHATE €IyKaTOPH M PEXaOMITUTATOPH BO PEIOB-
HHUTE YYWIMINTA Ce MOBP3aHH cO 00e30emyBame
NOAZIPIIKA HA Jierara co MoceOHM MoTpeOH, Ha
poAuTeNuTEe, HACTABHUIIUTE U HA BPCHHIIHTE.
CBETOT Ha BPCHHUIIUTE € MHOTY Ba)KHA COIHMjaTHA
Cpe/liHa BO KOjallTo JIETETO pacTe M Ce pa3BUBA.
Bo rpyna ox BpcHHIM AETETO ce 3amo3HaBa CoO
noTpeduTe 3a MHTUMHOCT, 3a (opMuTe Ha cede-
NPETCTAaBYBAE, YCBOjyBa COLUjaTHH CIIOCOOHOC-
TH, Y4H JIa TIoMara, /1a CIIoZIeNIyBa U Jia copadoTy-
Ba (2, 3), a ICTO Taka ce pa3BHBa U EMOITMOHAITHO
(4) n xorautuBHO (5). Ilpexy wHTepakumja co
BPCHHUIIUTE JICTETO UCITUTYBA PA3IMYHKA POPMH Ha
COIIMjaTHO OnHecyBame (6, 7). BucokokBanureT-
HHTE MPUjaTeICcTBa Ha BO3PACT KOra Jerara ce Bo
OCHOBHO YUWIHIIITE TIO3UTUBHO CE MOBP3yBaar co
YCIEXOT M 3aJ0BOJICTBOTO BO yumiuiire (8) u
HEraTHBHO CO OCAMEHOCTA M CAMOIIOYUTYBAHETO
(9, 10).

[loBekeTo UCTpakyBama yKa)KyBaaT Ha MMO3UTHB-
HOTO BIIMjaHUE HA OJIHOCOT Ha BPCHUIIUTE 32 pa3-
BOjOoT Ha xaereto, moaeka Landsford u cop. (11)
cyrepupaar Jeka BPCKHTE CO BPCHHUIIMTE MOXKAT
Jla UMaaT HETaTHBHO BJMjaHHE Ha Pa3BOjOT Ha
WHMBU/yaTa.

As far as antisocial behavior concerns, no
differences were found. The results obtained
indicate need for redefining the role of
special educators and rehabilitators in regular
primary education.

Key words: regular primary education, speci-
al educators and rehabilitators, peer rela-
tionships

Introduction

Inclusion of children with special needs,
including children with delayed cognitive
development, in regular elementary schools in
Bosnia and Herzegovina is regulated by the
Framework law of primary and secondary
education from 2003 (1). Article 19 states that
"children and young people with special
educational needs shall be educated in regular
schools and according to programs adapted to
their individual needs." The law does not oblige
schools to employ special educators and
rehabilitators although inclusion of children
with special needs in regular schools is not
conceivable without professional support. Tasks
of special educators and rehabilitators in regular
school are related to providing support to
children with special needs, parents, teachers
and peers.

The world of peers is a very important social
environment in which a child grows and
develops. In the same age group, a child meets
the need for intimacy, the forms of self-image,
acquire social skills, learn to help, share and
collaborate (2, 3) as well as develops emotio-
nally (4) and cognitively (5). Through interac-
tions with peers, a child experiments various
forms of social behavior (6, 7). High-quality
friendships in primary school age were
positively associated with success and satisfac-
tion in school (8) and negatively with loneliness
and self-esteem (9, 10).

Most researches point out a positive impact of
peer relationships on a child development,
while Landsford et al (11) suggests that
connections with peers can have a negative
impact on the development of an individual.
The same principles of development are valid
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Banmmau ce ucTuTe NPUHIMIN Ha Pa3Boj | 3a Jie-
1aTa co 3aI0IHET KOTHUTHBEH Pa3Boj 1 32 HUBHU-
T€ BPCHUIIM CO THUIHMYEH Pa3B0oj, HO OBHE Jela
UMaaT TpoOJIeMH BO JIOMEHOT Ha COLMjaJTHUTE
KOMITETEHIIMM W OJHOCOT co BpcHuimte (12—14).
Heiman (15) wamumupa nexka TpHjaTEICKUTE
BPCKH Ha Jieriata co 3a/I0IHET KOTHUTHBEH Pa3Boj
Cce KapKTepr3WpaaT CO TeIIKOTHH 32 BOC-
MOCTaByBalk€ MHTUMHHU OJHOCH, JTOJIeKa BO IOC-
TOCUKHTE OJHOCU 3a0CICHKIIMBY Ce (pycTpaiuja
1 HE3aJI0BOJICTBO.

Tur-Kaspa u cop. (14) nokaxaa qexa y4eHHUIIUTE
CO 3aJI0IIHET KOTHUTHBEH Pa3BOj MMaaT MOMAJKy
PELUIIPOYHH MPHUjaTeICTBa U MOBEKE PELMIPOYHH
on0uBama BO CIOpenda CO HUBHHUTE BPCHUIIH CO
TATIMYEH pa3Boj. Vaughn u cop. 3abemexane mexa
BO WHKJIy3WBHA CpEIWHA, 3HAYACH IPOLEHT O]
YYCHHLIUTE CO 33J0LHET KOTHHTHBEH Pa3Boj
“Maat HajMaJKy elieH pernumnpodeH mpujaten (16).
Vaughn u cop. (17) mokaxyBaar Jeka IpHja-
TeNcTBaTa Ha Jelara Ha YYWIMIIHA BO3pacT CO
TUTIMYEH Pa3Boj ce 3HAYUTEITHO ITOJI0OPH OTKOIIKY
Ha YYEHHIIUTE CO 3aJ0IHET KOTHUTHUBEH Pa3Boj, a
ucTpaxyBameTo Ha Margalit and Meira (18)
MOKa)KyBa JieKa OBHE Jiella YyBCTBYBaaT MOMAlio
BIIMjaHUE OJl TIPHjaTeIIUTe ¥ CE TIOMAJIKy
CITIOCOOHU 32 pa3pellyBambe KOH(IMKTH.

Enen mozen Ha omHOC MOMel'y BPCHHUIIM, OTUILIAH
on Bukowski and Hoza (2), ce 6a3mpa Ha aBe
TJIaBHU TUMEH3UH Ha OJHOCOT Mery BPCHHUIIHTE:
MOMyJlapHOCTa M TpHjaTtencTBoTo. Bo oBa
WCTpaxyBamkbe (OKYyCcOT € Ha TMpoIleHKara Ha
BIIMjaHUETO Ha CICIMjaJHATE eAyKaTopu |
pexadWMTaTopi Ha  KBAIWTETOT HA  IIPH-
jarerncTBaTa ¥ TIOCTUTHATUTE HWBOA HA COIHjai-
HaTa KOMIICTCHITMja W aHTHCOIIHjaJTHOTO OJHECY-
Barkb¢ BO YUWIMIIHATA CpeAuHa. JluMeH3uuTe Ha
npHjaTencTBaTa ce n30paHu Kako Cy0jeKT Ha Hc-
TpaXXyBameTo, OWJEjKM Toa € Bapujadiia mTo e,
BO TTOTOJIEMHUOT JIEN, OTIPEIENieHa Ol KapaKTepuc-
TUKHTE Ha Je[ara co 3aJ0LHEeT Pa3B0j Ha KOUILTO
MOYKAT J1a BIIMjaaT CIeHjaTHUTEe eyKaTOpH U pe-
XaOMIINTaTOPH TIPEKy HUBHATA paboTa.

Bo cormacHocT co cy0jeKTOT Ha HCTPaXyBambeTo,
1esTa Ha OBOj TPYA € 1A IO MPOYYH BJIMjaHHETO Ha
CTICTIHjaTHATE €IyKaTOPH W PEXaOMIUTATOPH BO
PEIOBHOTO YUHJIMINITE HAa OAHOCOT CO BPCHHIIUTE
Mel'y yYEHHIUTE CO 3aJJ0IIHET KOTHUTHBEH Pa3Boj.

both for children with delayed cognitive
development and for their peers with typical
development, but these children have problems
in the domain of social competence in peer
relationships (12-14). Heiman (15) indicates
that friendship bonds of children with delayed
cognitive development are characterized
primarily by difficulty in establishing
intimate relationships, while frustration and
dissatisfaction are present in existing relati-
onships.

Tur-Kaspa et al (14) showed that students with
delayed cognitive development have fewer
reciprocal friendships, and more reciprocal
rejections compared to their peers with typical
development. Vaughn et al., (16) observed that
in an inclusive environment, a significant
percentage of students with delayed cognitive
development have at least one reciprocal friend.
Vaughn et al., (17) pointed out that school age
children of a typical development estimate their
friendship significantly better than students
with delayed cognitive development, and
research of Margalit and Meira (18) showed
that these children feel less affection by friends
and are less able to resolve conflicts.

A model of peer relationships, described by
Bukowski and Hoza (2), is based on two main
dimensions of peer relationships: popularity and
friendship. In this study, the focus is on
assessing the impact of special educators and
rehabilitators on the quality of friendship and
achieved levels of social competence and
antisocial behavior in school environment.
Dimensions of friendship have been chosen as
a subject of the research because it is a variable
that is, for the most part, determined by the
characteristics of children with delayed
cognitive development which special educators
and rehabilitators can have influence on through
their work.

In accordance with the subject of the research,
the aim of this paper is to study the influence of
the special educators and rehabilitators in
regular school on peer relations among students
with delayed cognitive development.
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Memooonocuja na paboma

Yuecnuyu

HUctpaxkyBameTo BKIydyBa YYSHHUIIH CO 33/IOIHET
korauTHBEH pa3Boj (N = 150), Ha Bo3pacT ox 8 1o
14 romuHu, onx JBara II0JIa, OJi IIECT OCHOBHH
yumiminTa Bo Ty3nanckuot kantoH. [Ipumepokot
O]l YYCHHUIIM CO 33JI0IIHET KOTHHTHBEH Pa3Boj €
MOZIeTIeH Ha B MOATPYMH: JIela MOAIPKaHU OJ1
crienyjajieH exykarop u pexadbmmurarop (N = 52)
W Jielia ITO He Ce MONAPXKAHH OJ CIIeIHjaTHA
emykatopu u pexabmmmraropu (N = 98).

Hucmpymenmu 3a npoyeHka

EBanyanujata Ha KBaJIMTETOT HA TIpHjaTeiCTBaTa
Mely BPCHHUITMTE Oellie W3BpIIeHa CO MpHMEHa Ha
[pamajHUKOT 32 KBAJIMTETOT HA TNpHjaTe]-
crBara (11). [pamamankor compxu 40 TOUKH.
W3jaBute ce eBalyupaHd Bp3 OCHOBA Ha IIeT
MOHYJICHH OATOBOpH BO oricer of1 0 - ne e gucmuna
1o 4 - HasucmuHa.

[IpamagHUKOT € COCTaBeH OJ IIECT CYICKAJIM:
Pasmena na unmumnocm (,,ceKoraim ia c ra Ka-
JKyBaMe IpOoOJIeMUTE eeH Ha Ipyr™, ,KayBarmbe
TajHH Mery cebe™, ,,KaKyBame Ha MPUBATHATE pa-
ootu Mery cebe™), Paspeutysarbe KoH@IUKMU
(,;,omecHyBame KaBra‘, ,,0p30 HaIMUHYBambE MPEKy
HaIIUTE apryMEHTH ", ,,pa3roBOp 3a HaIMUHYBame
Ha MeryceOHarta myTtuHa™), /[pyeapyearve u pex-
peayuja (,,cCeKoraI ceiere 3aeIHo", ,,CEeKorarl 13-
OupajTe ce eeH co Apyr 3a MapTHEp 3a NMpaBeme
HeITa“, ,IOCETYyBajTe Ce €ICH CO IpPYyr aoma’),
Tomow u nacoxu (,,MHOTY TIOMarajTe cu €/ieH CO
JpyT BO YUWJIMITHATa padoTa’, ,IpaBeTe CH II0-
ceOHH YCIIyTH €/IeH Ha Apyr*, ,,Jenere cu I'u pado-
tute"), Banuonocm u epudica (,,MH BEIH JIeKa CyM
nobap BO M3BpIIyBame Ha HeITaTa®, ,,paBar
€JICH Ha JPYT J1a CE TyBCTBYBA BaYKEH U MMOCEOCH",
,,HE TH Ka)XyBa Ha IPYrUTe MOHTE TajHU ) U KOH-
¢auxkm u usmnesepysarve (,MHOTY CE€ HATYTH",
MHOTY Ce 3a]ieBaar", ,,MHOTY Ce KapaaT).
BHarpemnara BepoJOCTOJHOCT Ha CeKoja Ofl CKa-
nmTe e 3agoBosutenHa. [locton ymepeHa 10 BUCO-
Ka MHTEpKOpeNnaluja Mely CKaJnuTe, Ha KOHIIITO #S
e Bo omcer ox 0,16 mo 0,75 Ha amncoryTHaTa Mar-
HUTya. KOH(QIMKTOT 1 M3HEeBepyBameTo MMaar
HEraTHBHA KOpENnanyja co IpyruTe CyICKald, J0-
JieKa JPYTUTE CKald MMaaT 3a€MHO TIO3UTHBHA KO-
pernanuja.

BHarpemnara BepoJ0CTOjHOCT Ha CyICKaInuTe Oe-
I1€ TeCTHpaHa Ha UCTPaKyBauyKy IIPUMEPOK, a J0-
Ouenure BpenHocTr Ha Kponbaxosara asnda moka-

Methods of work

Participants

The study included students with delayed
cognitive development (N = 150), aged 8-14
years, both sexes, from six primary schools in
Tuzla Canton. A sample of children with
delayed cognitive development is divided into
two subgroups: children supported by a special
educator and rehabilitator (N = 52) and children
not supported by a special educators and
rehabilitators (N = 98).

Assessment instruments

The evaluation of peer friendship quality was
conducted applying “Friendship Quality
Questionnaire” (11). The questionnaire
contains 40 items. The statements are
evaluated on the basis of five offered answers
in the range from 0 not true at all to 4 really
true.

The questionnaire is composed of six
subscales: Intimate exchange (“Always tell
each other our problems”, “Tell each other
secrets”, “Tell each other private things”),
Conflict resolution (“Make up easily when we
have a fight”, “Get over our arguments really
quickly”, “Talk about how to get over being
mad at each other”), Companionship and
recreation (“Always sit together”, “Always
pick each other as partners for things”, “Go to
each other’s houses”), Help and guidance
(“Help each other with schoolwork a lot”,
“Do special favors to each other”, “Share
things with each other”), Validation and
caring (“Tell me I am good at things”, “Make
each other feel important and special”, “Does
not tell others my secrets”) and Conflict and
betrayal (“Get mad a lot”, “Bug each other a
lot”, “Fight a lot”).

Internal reliability of each of the scales is
satisfactory. There is moderate to high inter-
correlation among the scales, where rs is in
the range from 0,16 through 0,75 on absolute
magnitude. Conflict and betray is in negative
correlation with other subscales, while other
scales are in mutual positive correlation.
Internal reliability of the subscales was tested
on a research sample and the obtained values
of Cronbah's Alpha show that subscales
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KyBaaT JieKa CYyIICKaluTe Pazmena Ha uHmum-
nocm (0,85), IHomow u mnacoxu (0,82) wu
Banuonocm u zpusica (0,81) nmaar MHOTY mOOpa
BHATpEIIHA  BEPOJOCTOJHOCT.  3aJI0BOJYBAauKO
HUBO HAa BHATpEIIHA BEPOJOCTOJHOCT MMAaar
cynickaimute Kougauxkm u usnegepysarve (0,64) u
Hpyeapyesarve u pexpeayuja (0,66). Ha rpanuiia Ha
33/I0BOJTyBauka BHATpPEIIHA BEPOJOCTOJHOCT €
cynickanmara Paspewysarve  kongauxmu (0,59).
OBoj KoeUIMEHT € BO rojieMa Mepa MOBp3aH €O
JOJDKUHATA Ha cKayaTta (OpojoT Ha WM3jaBH), Taka
IITO, KOra cKajara € CO IOMaJKy O TIeT
Tpalama, He MOXKe Jla C€ OYeKyBa BHCOKAa BEPO-
nocrojHoct. Cyrickanara Paspeutysarve koHgpauk-
M COIP KU TPU M3jaBH, TaKa IITO HE MOYKEIIIE [la Ce
OYEKyBa BHCOKa BHATPEIIHA BEPOAOCTOJHOCT.

3a eBamyanyja Ha COIMjaJJHaTa KOMIICTEHIMja M
AHTHUCOLIM]ATHOTO OJIHECYBame Oele yrnorpedeHa
CkaJia 32 cOLMjaJIHO OJHECYBAK-€ BO YUUJIUILITE
(School Social Behavior Scales - SSBS) (19).
CkanaTta ¢ HaMeHeTa 3a eBajTyaryja Ha COITHjaTHa-
Ta KOMIICTEHIIHja U aHTHUCOLMjaTHOTO OJIHECYBAHE
Ha Jiena ¥ MIIaJM Ha Bo3pacT of S5 j1o 18 roauHu.
Conpxxu 64 TOUKH, MOJENEHH BO JBE CYICKaJIM:
Ckana 3a coyujarna xomnemenyuja (ckaia A) u
Ckana 3a anmucoyujanto oonecyearve (cxkana b).
Ckanama 3a coyujanua xomnemeHyuja COAPu 32
TOYKH, ONUILYBA aAalTHPAHO WM ITO3UTHUBHO OJI-
HeCyBalh¢ Ha YYCHHWIIM W Ce OYEeKyBa Ja TH
Haco4yBaaT KOH TIO3UTHBHU JIMYHU WM COLHjajl-
HU TipunoOuBku. Toukute ce HoOMBaaT of mer
MOHYZIEHH O/ATOBOPH BO oricer of 1 (huxoeawut) 110
5 (uecmo). Touxwure Ha Ckanara 3a colHjajHa
KOMIIETEHIIMja CE TOJCIICHH BO TPH CYIICKAJIH:
OoHnoc Ha epcruyu (,,AHTEpPaKIMja co ToleM Opoj
BpPCHHULIM, ,pa30Hpame Ha MpobieMHTe W
noTpeOuTe Ha APYTUTE YUCHHITH' , ,,3a0€NeIIKN 1
KOMILUTIMEHTH 32 TIOCTHTHYBamaTa Ha APYyTrute’),
Camoynpasyearve/ycoenacenocm (,,copabOTKa cO
JPYTUTE YYSHULU, ,,CIIC[ICHh¢ HAa MPABHIIATA BO
YYMITHAIATA U BO YYWIIMINTETO, , Ipudakame Ha
JIPYTUTE YYEHHLHM ) U AKaAdeMCcKo 0OHecy8arbe
(,,M3BpIIIyBamke HA YIUITUITHATE 0OBPCKH 0€3 TIOT-
ceTyBame", ,,0apame MOMOII HAa COOJBETCH Ha-
YUH", ,,A3BPIIYBakb¢ HA yUJIMIITHUTE 3a/1a9M Ha-
Bpeme*‘). OBaa ckayia uMa 4YeTHpU HUBOA Ha COIIU-
jamHO (DYHKIIMOHUpame: BHUCOKO, TPOCEYHO, PH-
3WYHO U MHOTY PU3HYHO.

Ckanama 3a aHMUCOYUJATHO OOHECY8arbe WCTO
Taka COAPKH 32 TOUKH, ONUIIYBa MPOOJIEMH BO
JIETCKOTO OJTHECYBAaE€ W OTHECYBAmhETO Ha MIIa-
nute. OBHE O/THECYBaba CE TPETHPAAT KaKo aHTH-
COIMjaJTHA 3aIITO MMIUTUIUPAAT APYTH U, HajBe-

Intimate exchange (0,85), Help and guidance
(0,82) and Validation and caring (0,81) have
very good internal reliability. Satisfactory
internal reliability belongs to Conflict and
betrayal (0,64) and Companionship and
recreation (0,66) subscales. On the border of
satisfactory internal reliability was Conflict
resolution subscale (0,59). This coefficient is
largely associated with the length of scale
(number of statements) so, when the scale is
less than 5 questions, high reliability cannot
be expected. Conflict resolution Subscale
consists of three statements, so it is high
internal reliability could not have been
expected.

School Social Behavior Scales (SSBS) was
used for evaluation of social competence and
antisocial behavior (19). The scale is intended
for evaluation of social competence and
antisocial behavior of children and young
people aged from 5 to 18. It consists of 64
items, divided into two subscales: Social
competence scale (Scale A) and Antisocial
behavior scale (Scale B).

Social competence scale consists of 32 items
describing adaptive or positive behavior of
students which are expected to lead towards
students’ positive personal or social
outcomes. The items are evaluated on the
basis of 5 offered answers in the range from 1
(never) to 5 (often). Social competence scale
items are divided into three subscales: “Peer
relationship” (“Interact with a wide variety of
peers”, “Understand the problems and needs
of other students”, “Notice and compliment
the accomplishments of others”), “Self-
management/Compliance” (“Cooperate with
other students”, “Follow school and
classroom rules”, “Accept other students™)
and “Academic behavior” (“Complete school
work without being reminded”, “Ask for help
in an appropriate manner”, “Complete school
assignments on time”). The scale has four
levels of social functioning: High, Average,
Risky, and Very risky.

Antisocial behavior scale consists of 32
items, too, describing problems in child and
youth behavior. These behaviors are treated
as antisocial because of being directed to
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pojaTHO, BOJAT KOH JICTMKBEHITN]a HJIH HETaTHBHU
COLIMjaJIHH MOCIIEINIIN, KaKo IITO €: 0J0MBambe Ha
BPCHHIIUTE, TeH3Hja BO OJJHOCUTE CO IPYTHTE yUe-
HHIM, HACTABHHIH, POAUTENH U CO JAPYTHTE BO3-
pacHu. MozenoT Ha eBaiyallfja co cKauara € UCT
KaKko oHoj Ha CkaJara 3a COLHjaiHa KOMITETEHLIH-
ja. Toukure Ha CkaymaTa 3a aHTHCOIM)jAJTHO OfHE-
CyBam€ ce TOJICNICHH Ha TpH cynckanu: Henpuja-
mencku/upumupauxu (,,00BUHYBalbe¢ Ha JPYTUTE
3a HETOBHUOT/HEJ3UHUOT MPoOIeM”, ,, HaBpeoyBathe
BPCHUIIH, ,,ITAMOJICELE | XKaJlewe ‘), Aumucoyuja-
JieH/azpecusen (,,ynara Bo KaBru‘, ,,(pM3UUKH arpe-
CHBEH", ,,HEUECEH, KaKyBame JIaru") u llpeoussu-
KY8auKu/8o3nemupyeauxu (,,TEIIKO C€ KOHTPOIH-
pa“, ,,Hecepro3eH", ,[M HapyllyBa KpajHUTE aK-
TiBHOCTH ). CKajlaTa MMa TpH HUBOA Ha COLHjall-
HO (PYHKIIMOHHPAHE: TIPOCEUHO, PH3HIHO 1 MHOTY
PpHBUYHO.

SBS mma MHOTY jaka BHaTpeIlTHa CTaOMITHOCT. 3a
BKYITHUOT pe3yJTaT Of] IBEeTe IJIABHH CKaJH, OIl-
CEeroT Ha Koe(hUITMEHTHTE 3a ajida u 3a IMOIeNIN Ha
nonosuHa e o1 0,96 no 0,98.

OBHe MHCTPYMEHTH 332 MEPEHme Ce IPUIIATOIeHN
Ha Ja3UKOT ILTO ce 300pyBa Bo o0acta BO KOjaIlTo
ce IpUMEHyBaar.

Memoo na uzeedysare Ha UCHIPANCYBAILEMO

HcrpakyBamero Oemie W3BEICHO BO TEKOT Ha
yueOnara 2008/2009 roguHa BO MIECT OCHOBHH
yumnuiita Bo Ty3nanckuor kaHToH. Jlemara Oea
TECTUPAHU WHAMBUIYaHO, CO COIJIACHOCT Ha
HUBHHUTE POAMTENH. bellle WACHTU(UKYBaH Haj-
JOOPHOT TIPHjaTeNl Of OIICTICHHETO W HETOBOTO
UMe ce ymoTpeOyBalre BO TEKOT Ha MPOICHyBa-
weTo. Crammte SSBS Oea xoMIieTupaHu of of-
JICJICHCKUTE HACTaBHUIIY.

Memoo na oopabomka na nooamovyume

[TOCTUTHATOTO HUBO HA KBATUTET HA TpHjaTen-
CTBOTO M COIMJATHOTO OJIHECYBALE BO YUMIIUIIIHA
cpenuHa Oca aHAIM3UPAHU CO YNOTpeOa Ha METO-
JIOT 3a JICCKPUNTHBHA CTATHCTHKA (3HAYM, CTaH-
JapiHa Jeujanyja). Pasnukure nomery cymmpu-
MeporuTe Oea oIpeeTIeH! Co yIoTpeda Ha t-mec-
mom. OOpaboTKkaTra Ha CTATHCTHYKHUTE IOJATOIH
Oemie W3BpIICHA CO COPTBEPCKHOT TIAKET 3a
Windows - SPSS 14.

others, and probably lead towards
delinquency or negative social consequences
like peer rejection, tension in relationship
with other students, teachers, parents and
other adults. The mode of scale evaluation is
the same as that of Social Competence Scale.
Antisocial behavior scale items are divided
into three subscales: “Hostile/Irritable”
(“Blame others for his/her problems”, “Insult
peers”, “Whine and complain™), “Antisocial/
Aggressive” (“Get into fights”, “Be
physically Aggressive”, “Be dishonest; Tell
lies”) and “Defiant/Disruptive” (“Be difficult
to control”, “Be independable”, “Disrupt
ongoing activities”). The scale has three
levels of social functioning: average, risky
and very risky.

SSBS has very strong internal stability. For
the total scores of the two major scales, the
alpha and split-half coefficients range from
0.96 to 0.98.

These measuring instruments are adjusted to
the language speaking area where applied.

The method of conducting research

The research was conducted during the
academic 2008/09 year in six elementary
schools in Tuzla Canton. Children were
tested individually, with the consent of their
parents. Best friend from class was
identified and his name was used during the
assessment. SSBS scales were completed by
class teachers.

Data processing method

Achieved level of friendship quality and
social behavior in the school environment
were analyzed using methods of descriptive
statistics (means, standard deviations). The
differences among the subsamples were
determined using t-test. Statistic data
processing was made in SPSS 14 software
package for Windows.
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Pe3zynmamu Results
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Cnuxka 1: Pesynmamu 00 npoyenxama Ha
K8anumemom Ha npujameicmeomo

Figure 1. Results of evaluation of friendship
quality

Jlerenna: BI/VC - Bammanoct u rpmka; Pa3./ConR kongu. - paspemyBame koHpmukt; KU/CB - kondmukr n
n3nesepyBawe; [IH/HG - momom n nacoku; [IPekp./CRec - npyrapyBame u pekpeaunja; PU/IE - pasmena Ha
natumHocTr/ Legend: VC - Validation and caring; ConR - Conflict resolution; CB - Conflict and betrayal; HG - Help
and guidance; CRec - Companionship and recreation; IE - Intimate exchange

[Npexy ananuza Ha caukata 1 Moxe 1a ce 3abene-
KM JeKa YUYCHUIUTE IITO TOCETyBaaT yUMIUILTA
BO KOW MMa TIOJIPIIKA O] CHICIHjATHH €yKaTopy
U pexaOHIMTAaTOpH, MOCTUTHYBAaT MoAoOpu pe-
3yJNTaTH HAa CUTE CYIICKAIM, BKIYYYBAjKH ja |
cynckanara Kowgaukmu u usnesepyearbe, Ha
KOjaIlTo 1morojeM Opoj MOSHH 3HAYH TIOJIOIIH pe-
synratd. OBUe Jena MpOLEHWIE J1eKa HUBHOTO
MPHUjaTeNICTBO ce KapaKTepH3upa cO MOBUCOK CTe-
TMeH Ha pa3MeHa Ha MHTUMHOCTH; Pa3roBapaar co
CBOHTE Hajo0pW MpujaTenH 3a MmpoOlieMuTe, 3a
paboTH IITO TH TIpaBaT TaKHHU, 3a IPUBATHH Padbo-
TH; ja JOBepyBaar CBOjaTa TajHa, Op30 M JIECHO
pemaBaatT KOH(JIMKTH, CEKOraml ceJaT BO HCTa
KJIyna cO HajaoOpuoT IpHjaTell, To u30Hupaar 3a
napTHEp BO WMIpa, T MOMHHYBAaT OIMOPHTE CO
Hero u cil. (/pyeapysarve u pexpeayuja). Hajno6-
pHOT TpHjaTeNl UM ToMara moOp30 Aa 3aBpluar
HEKOW 3a/Ia4d, UM I103ajMyBa PabOTH, UM JaBa
noceOnu ycnyru (Ilomows u macoxu), TH TORAP-
’KyBa HUBHHTE HJICH, M Ka)XyBa JIeKa ce I00pu u
YMHH, c€ TPWKH 32 HUBHHUTE 4yBCTBa M CIl. (Ba-
auonocm u epudica). Cemnak, MPOLEHYBaaT IeKa
HUBHOTO TIPHJaTEJICTBO CO HAjA00OPHUOT MpHjaTe

Analyzing Chart 1, it can be seen that children
attending schools with support of special
educators and rehabilitators achieve better
results on all subscales, including the
“Conflict and betrayal” subscale, where
higher number of points means worse results.
These children have estimated that their
friendship is characterized by a greater degree
of intimate exchange; they talk to their best
friends about their problems, things that make
them sad, private matters; they confide their
secrets, resolve conflicts quickly and easily,
always sit in the desk with their best friend,
choose him as a partner in the game, spend
vacation with him, etc. (“Companionship and
recreation®). Best friends help them finish
some tasks before, assist them with school
work, lend them things, make special services
("Help and guidance"), support their ideas, tell
them that they are good and smart, they care
about their feelings and etc. ("Validation and
caring"). However, an estimate that their
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BO 3HAYUTENTHO TOTOJIEMa Mepa Ce KapaKTepH3upa
co KOH(MIIMKT U u3HeBepyBame. Hajuecto ce pac-
npaBaaT Cco HajaoOpuUOT MpHjaTes, Ce 3ajeBaar
€IICH CO JIPYT, Ce JIyTaT e/ICH Ha JIPYT.

Tabena 1: Paznuxume mery cybepynume 80 npoye-
HYB8AFeMOo HA KEATUMEmMom HA npujameicmeama/

friendship with best friend in a slightly greater
level is characterized by conflict and betrayal.
More often, they fight with their best friend,
tease each other, get angry at each other.

Table 1 Differences in evaluation of friendship
quality among subgroups

CrangapaHa AeBHjanuja
NMPHCYCTBO HA CIELMjaTHU eLyKaTOPH
H pexadujauraropu / i
Cynckann/ Subscales Standard deviation t df 3 m.'qa‘IHOCT/
Presence of special educators and Significance (p)
rehabilitators
Ha/ Yes He/ No
Bamunoct u rpika / 6,38 7,79 -4,343 148 0,000
Validation and caring
Paspeuysarse konumir / 347 3,51 -1,939 148 0,054
Conflict resolution
Koudnukr n u3HeBepyBame /
Conflict and betrayal 597 4,07 -3,643 148 0,000
Towmorn 1 nacoku / 7,00 8,14 2,208 148 0,023
Help and guidance
JlpyrapyBarse i pekpeaunja 433 4,86 1,595 148 0.113
Companionship and recreation
Pa3.MeHa Ha MHTUMHOCTH / 7.53 7.73 3307 148 0,001
Intimate exchange

Pesynrarute on t-rectoT (Tabena 1) mokaxya-
aT JieKa IMOCTojaT CTATUCTHYKY 3HAYAjHU Pa3iiu-
KA Mely cyOrpynure Ha CyInckaiuTe Banuo-
Hocm u epudica (t=-4,34; p<0,01), Konpruxm u
usnegepysarve (t=-3,64; p<0,01), Pasmena na
unmumnocmu (t=-3,30; p<0,01) u Ilomow u na-
coxu (t=-2,29; p<0,05). loOueHuTe pa3nuku Ha
cynckaimure Bamuowocm u epusica, Ilomow u
Hacoxku, Paswena Ha uHmMUMHOCMU CE€ BO
KOpUCT Ha Jemara co 3a0aBeH KOTHUTHBEH
pa3Boj KOMINTO TIOCETyBaaT YYWIHINTA CO
CIIEITHjaTH! eayKaTopu U pexadmimmraropu. Ha
cynckanata Kowgauxkm u  usnegepysarbe
JIOOMEHHTE Pa3jIvKH Cce BO KOPUCT Ha Jerara co
3a0aBeH KOTHUTHBEH pa3BoOj INTO ITOCETyBaaT
yauidmra 0e3  CHelHjalHd  eAyKaTopu |
pexaduIuTaTopH.

Results of t-test (Table 1) indicate that there are
statistically  significant differences among
subgroups on “Validation and caring” (t=-4,34;
p<0,01), “Conflict and betrayal” (t=-3,64;
p<0,01), “Intimate exchange” (t=-3,30; p<0,01),
and “Help and guidance” (t=-2,29; p<0,05)
subscales. The obtained difference on
“Validation and caring”, “Help and guidance”
and “Intimate exchange” subscales is in favor
of children with slow cognitive development
attending schools with special educators and
rehabilitators. On the “Conflict and betrayal”
subscale, the obtained difference is in favor of
children with slow cognitive development
attending schools without special educators and
rehabilitators.
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Cnuka 2: Pesynmamu 00 deyama na cynckaiama u
HA CKAAAMaA 3a COYUjanHa KOMNEMeHYUja 60 Yerocm

AO/AB

B CneuujaneH egykatop
u pexabunutatop OA/
Special educator and
rehabilitator YES

CneunjaneH egyKatop
u pexabunutatop HE/
Special educator and
rehabilitator NO

CK/SK

Figure 2. Results of children on subscales and
Social competence scale in total

Jlerenna: OB — oxnoc Ha Bpcuunure; CVY - camoymnpaByBame/ycoriaacenocT; AO - akaneMcko oxHecyBame; CK —
coumjanHa kommeteHiuja / Legend: PR — Peer relationships; SM - Self-management/Compliance; AB - Academic

behavior; SK — Social competence

JleuaTa IITO MOCETYBAAT YUHIUINTA O3 CIIeIH-
JaJIHA €IyKaTOpH W PEeXaOWIUTATOPH BO CUTE
CYTNCKalld 3a COLHWjalHAa KOMIICTEHIMja W Ha
CKaJIUTE BO LEJINHA, TIOCTHTHAJIE TI0J00ap mpo-
cedeH pesynrtar (cmuka 2). Bo Oodwocom Ha
epchuyume, Axademckomo oouecysare u Co-
yujarnama KomnemeHyuja BOOIIITO, IeuaTa
MITO TOCETyBaaT YYHJIMIITA BO KOHINTO HMa
CHCIMjalieH eIyKaTop U pexaOuiuTaTtop MoKa-
’KyBaaT HUBO Ha PHU3UK BO COIHjaTHOTO (PyHK-
nuonupame. O Ipyra crpaHa, nenara Iiro Imo-
CeTyBaaT yUWIHIITa 0€3 CICIHjaTHA eTyKaTOpH
M pexaOMIUTATOpU MOKaXyBaaT MPOCEYHO CO-
nujamHo (GYHKIIMOHUPAKE Ha CYIICKAINTE W HA
cKajara 3a COI[MjaJiHa KOMIICTEHIMja BO IIe-
JIOCT.

Ogue nela MOMaJKy UM TOMaraar Ha JIpyTHTe,
Y4eCTBYBaaT BO TPYITHH JTUCKYCHH, TH pa30oupa-
aT MOTpeOuTe, TPYKUTE U YyBCTBATA 32 JIPYTH-
Te, Mer'yCceOHO BIIHjaaT CO IIHMPOK KPYT BPCHU-
I, T MOYUTYBAaT MpaBUJIaTa BO YYHIIHHUIIATA
M BO YYWJIHIITETO, COpAObOTyBaar co Jpyr yde-
HUIIM, C€ OJJHECYBaaT COOJBETHO BO YUMJIHMILITE-
TO, TIOKa)KyBaaT CAMOKOHTPOJIA H CII.

Children who attend schools that do not have
special educators and rehabilitators in all
social competence subscales and the scale as a
whole achieved a better average score (Chart
2). In Peer relationship, Academic behavior
and Social competence in general, children
who attend schools in which they have a
special educator and rehabilitator demonstrate
a risk level of social functioning. On the other
hand, children who attend schools without
special educators and rehabilitators exhibit
average social functioning on subscales and
the scale of social competence in general.

These children offer assistance to others less,
rarely participate in group discussions,
understand needs, concerns and feelings of
others, interact with a wide circle of peers,
respect the rules of classroom and school,
collaborate with other students, behave
appropriately in school, show self-control, etc.
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v pexabunutatop OA/
Special educator and
rehabilitator YES

CneumnjaneH egykatop
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Special educator and
rehabilitator NO
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Cauka 3: I[locmucnamomo HU80 HaA COYUjANHO
@yuryuonuparse Ha deyama na Cynckarama 3a
AHMUCOYUJATIHO OOHECY8arbe

Chart 3. Achieved level of social functioning of
children on Antisocial behavior subscale

Jlerenna: XU - HenpujaTencku/uputupadku; AA - antucornujanen/arpecuse; [1B - npean3BuKyBauki/Bo3HEMHPYBad-
ku; AO - antuconmjanHo onHecyBame / Legend: HI - Hostile/Irritable; AA - Antisocial/Aggressive; DD - Defiant/

Disruptive; AS - Antisocial behavior

Jlenara mro moceTyBaar yUmIUINTA CO CIICIHja-
HU CIyKaTOpH U pexaOWIIUTATOpU HA CUTE CYII-
CKaJIH 33 aHTHCOIMjATHO OJIHECYBAFhC M Ha CKaJla-
Ta BO LEJIOCT UMAaT HEIITO MOBUCOKA APUTMETHY-
Ka CpemuHa Ha 30MpHUTE BapHjadid oI Jerarta
IITO J0araaT Off YYWIMIITA IITO HEMAaT CHEIH-
JTHA emyKaTopu M pexadmimuraTtopH (cimka 3).
JlBere rpymu nienia iMaar MpOCeYHO HUBO Ha CO-
mjaTHo  (DYHKIIMOHHWpAamke Ha BapHjadinTe 3a
MPOLICHYBaE HETIPH]jATEIICKO/UPUTHPAYKO, AaHTH-
COIIMjaJTHO/arPECUBHO U MPEIN3BUKYBAUKO/BO3HE-
MHUPYBA4KO OJTHECYBAHE.

Tabena 2: Paznmuxu mery cybepynume 60 nocmue-
HAMOMO HUBO HA COYUJATTHO (DYHKYUOHUDAFbE

Children who attend schools with special
educators and rehabilitators on all subscales
of antisocial behavior and on the scale in
general have slightly higher arithmetic mean
of summary variables than children coming
from schools that do not have special
educators and rehabilitators (Chart 3). Both
groups of children have an average level of
social functioning on variables assessing
hostile/irritable, antisocial/aggressive and
defiant/disruptive behavior.

Table 2. Differences in achieved level of social
functioning among subgroups

Cranpapana ieBujanuja
MPUCYCTBO HA CHELHjaJHU eTyKATOPH U pexaduauraTopu /
Cynexanm/ Standard deviation t df p
Subscales Presence of special educators and rehabilitators
Ja/Yes He / No

Onroc Ha BpeHmim / 7,61 12,03 2278 | 148 | 0,024
Peer relationship

CaMoynpaByBame/yCcOrIaceHoCT /

Self-management/Compliance 7.56 941 3,137 148 0,002
AxazieMcko ontHecysame / 5,81 7,58 1,851 | 148 | 0,066
Academic behavior > ’ i ’
Coyujarna roxnemenyuja / 16,97 25,51 2676 | 148 | 0,008
Social competence ’ i ’ ’
Henpujatencku/uputupadxu /

Hostile/Irritable 16,50 14,00 -1,292 148 0,198
AHTHCOLHjaJIeH/arpecuBeH / 12.45 10.68 1234 148 0219
Antisocial/Aggressive ’ > i ’
IIpean3BrKyBaYKN/BOSHEMUPYBAUKH /

Defiant/Disruptive 7,70 8,26 -1,100 148 0,273
Anmucoyujanno oonecysarve / 3554 31.66 1307 148 0.193
Antisocial behavior ’ i > ’
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Pesynrature of t-TecTOT MoKakaa JIeKa UMa CTa-
TACTHYKU 3HAYAJHU Pa3IUKA Mery CYIIpHUMEpO-
UTe Ha 30MpHUTE Bapujabiu Ha CYyICKaIWTe 3a
OJHOCOT Ha BpcHuuure (t=2,28; p<0,05), camo-
ynpaByBameTo/ycoriacenocta (t=3,14; p<0,01) u
30upHUTEe Bapujabmm Ha Ckanara 3a coldjayiHa
KoMmmeTeHmja Bo 1enocT (t2,68; p<0,01).
PasnmukuTe ce BO KOPHUCT Ha Jelara IITO
MOCETYBaaT YUYWIMIITA IITO MMAaT CIEIHjaTHA
enykaTopu U pexabunmmuraropu. Pesynrarture of
t-TECTOT HE TOKa)KyBaaT CTATUCTUYKH 3HAYajHH
pasznuku Mefy cynmpumeponute Ha Ckanara 3a
AQHTHCOIHjAITHO OJJTHECYBAIhC.

Huckycuja

AHanm3upajku TH JOOWEHHUTE pPe3yJITaTH, 3aKiTy-
YUBME JIeKa MPUCYCTBOTO Ha CIICHHWjaHU eIyKa-
TOPH U PEXaOWINTATOPH BO YYWIHILITATA IITO
Oca BKIIYYCHHM BO HCTPaKyBameTo, HE TH Jajie
OYEKyBaHHUTE Pe3yJITaTd BO OJHOC Ha UCIUTYBa-
HUTE Bapujadii. 3aToa ce MmocTaByBa Ipariame-
TO: KOja € IPUYHMHATA 332 BAKBHOT Pe3yJITar.

Wwma HEeKkoNKy MOXHH TPHYMHU 33 BaKBHOT pe-
synrar. Kako npBo, Tpeba aa ce xaxe aexa numa
CaMoO eJIeH TepareBT Ha J[BE YUMJIMINITA, KOJIITO
Tpeba a uenmra 52 nera, a Apyra MoxKHa TIPUIH-
Ha € TOJIEMHOT Opoj Jelia co KOWIINTO Tpeda Ja
paboTH CHElUjaJHHOT eIyKaTop H pexadu-
JIUTATOP.

JHpyra mpuunHa MoOXxe Jaa Ouge oOpa3oBHHOT
npodus Ha CreNWjaTHUTE eAyKaTopu 1 pexadu-
mutatopu. EmHO on aBe yumnmmra BpaboTyBa
JIOTOTIE]T, a BO IPYTUTE, eAeH aedekTosor padboTu
BO TOCEe0OHA Tapajiesika BO PaMKHUTE Ha PEelIOBHO
yuwumte. JIoroneaor Bo TEKOT Ha JOJHUILIOM-
CKHTE CTyJUU He ce 00ydyBa 3a paboTa co oBaa
nonynanja. On apyra crpaHa, Ae(eKTOJIOroT,
rako ¢ o0y4deH na paboTH CO OBaa MOITyJIalwja,
MMAajKu TPEeIBUA Jeka paboTH BO moceOHa mapa-
JIeTIKa, HeMa JIOBOJTHO BpeMe Jla OOpHEe BHUMaHHUE
Ha NOTpeOHTe Ha enaTa IWTO Ce UHTETPHUPaHH BO
PEIOBHUTE MapasenKy.

3akoHonaBcTBOTO BOo bocHa m XepueroBuHa ru
OHEBO3MOXXYBa CIICLIHjaJTHUTE eIyKaTOPH U pexa-
OWJTTATOPH Ja ja U3BPITyBaaT HUBHATA YIIOTa BO
PEOBHUTE YUMJIMIITA, IITO UCTO Taka MOXe Ja
Ouyie efHa O MPUYMHKTE 32 BAKBUTE PE3yTATH.
[pukaxyBajku TH OBHE (PAKTH, MOXKEME Ja 3a-
KIIy4lMe JieKa TI0CTOjaT OrpaHUdYyBayku (akTo-
pH Ha oBa HMCTpaxKyBame. [lpyr orpaHnIyBauKu
(haxTOp 3a OBa MCTpakKyBame € (DaKTOT IITO BO

Results of t-test showed that there were
statistically significant differences between
the subsamples on summary variables of Peer
relationships (t=2,28; p<0,05), Self-manage-
ment/Compliance (t=3,14; p<0,01) subscales,
and on the summary variable of Social
competence scale in general (t= 2,68;
p<0,01). The differences are in favor of
children who attend schools that have special
educators and rehabilitators. Results of t-test
showed no statistically significant differences
between the subsamples on the scale of
antisocial behavior.

Discussion

Analyzing the obtained results, we concluded
that the presence of special educators and
rehabilitators in the schools included in the
study did not give desired results in relation to
the examined variables. Therefore, it imposes
the question, what is the cause of these results?

There are several possible causes for this result.
First of all, it should be pointed out that there is
only one therapist in each of the two schools,
which have 52 children being examined, and
another possible cause might be a huge number
of children who special educator and
rehabilitator should work with.

Another cause might be educational profile of
special educators and rehabilitators. One of the
two schools employs a speech therapist and the
other one a special teacher working in a special
class within a regular school. During
undergraduate studies the speech therapist is
not trained to work with this population. On the
other hand, a special teacher, although trained
to work with this population, considering that
work in a special class, does not have enough
time to devote to the needs of children
integrated into regular classes.

Legislation in Bosnia and Herzegovina disables
special educators and rehabilitators to perform
their roles in regular schools, which could also
be one of the causes for these results.

Given these facts, we can conclude that they are
also the limiting factors of this study. Another
limiting factor of this study is the fact that in the
area of Tuzla Canton only two of 80 schools have
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Ty31aHCKHOT KaHTOH camo ABe oA 80 yduiuinTa
MMaaTr BpaOOTEHO CIICIUjaTHY eyKaTopy U pexa-
OWIMTATOPH, a BO UCTPAKYBAKETO HEMa BKITyYe-
HO miorosieM Opoj yuwnuiTa. [lopaau oBue orpa-
HUYYBaba, UCTPAKYBAmHETO Tpeba J1a ce TOBTOPU
KOTa ke Ce UCIIOJTHAT 00jEKTHBHUTE YCIIOBH.

3aKayuok

Pesynrarure mocovyBaar Ha moTtpebara 3a BOC-
MOCTaByBakhe¢ PAMKOBHA MPOTpaMa 3a CIeluja-
HUTE SAyKaTOPH U PEXaOMIUTATOPH BO PEIOBHU-
T€ YUYHJIMINTA ¥ TTOCTABYBakb¢ MUHUMAIHUA CTaH-
Japay 3a 00pa3oBaHUE Ha YYCHHIUTE CO MTOCCOHH
00pa30BHU MOTPEOH BO PEIOBHATE YUMIIAIIITA.
Hcro Taka, HEOIMXOMHO € JIa Ce Peryympa 3a10-
JKUTEITHOTO BpabOTyBamke Ha CICIHMjATHA eIyKa-
TOPH U PeXaOMIUTATOPU BO PEIOBHUTE YUUIIHUIII-
Ta M J]a Ce yNnoTpeOu ceraiHara 3aKOHCKa MOX-
HOCT 3a QHTAKHPAE CICHHjaTHA CIyKaTOPU U
pexabmiIMTaTOpH KOWINTO CE€ BpabOOTEHHW BO IIO-
CCOHUTE YUIITHINTA.
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