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PEJALIMU MET'Y YYWIMITHUOT Y CITEX
N KAPAKTEPUCTUKUTE HA
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Pesume

LlenTa Ha 0BOj Tpyp Oelle Aa ce ucnuTaaT pe-
JalMUuTe Ha YYWIMIIHUOT YCIeX W KapakTe-
PUCTHKHTE Ha CEMEJCTBATA, OJHECYBAHETO BO
OCHOBHHUTE YUMJIMIIITA Ka] YISHUIIUTE CO HAPY-
myBamka BO OfHEcyBameTo. Bo TpymoT ce
TPrHa Of] XWIOTEe3aTa BO KOja YUYCHHUIUTE CO
MOJIONI yCIeX WMaaT HeTMOBOJHU CEMEjHU Ka-
PAaKTEPUCTHKH BO OJHOC HAa YUYEHHULUTE CO MO-
pobap yuunuileH ycnex. I[IpumepokoT of uc-
NUTaHUIM ce cocroelre o 112 yuenunu of 6
OCHOBHH YUWJINIIITA HA TTO[PAaYjeTO HA OMIITHU-
Ha Ty3na. Co xu-KBajipaT TECTOT M3OJHUPAHU
ce Tpu Bapujabiim KOW ce TOKaxkajle CTaTuc-
TUYKU 3HAYajHU M Toa: OOpa3oBaHUETO Ha
MajkaTa, oOpa3oBaHMETO Ha TaTKOTO, H
COI[MO-€KOHOMCKHOT CTaTyC Ha CEMEjCTBOTO.
JlobmeHuTe pe3ynTaTh TOKaKyBaaT JeKa
oOpa3oBHaTa WH(EPUOPHOCT HA POJUTEITUTE
u mocnabaTa COIMO-eKOHOMCKA CHTYyalnuja BO
CEMEjCTBOTO MMAaaT BIIMjaHHWE BP3 YUMJIUIIHU-
OT ycHex.

Kayunu 360po6u: yaunuiieH ycrex, CeMejHI
cocTOojoun
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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to examine relations of
the school results and family characteristics of
the students in the primary school with behaviour
disorders. This paper begins with the hypothesis
which shows that students with bad school results
have very poor family characteristics compared
to students with better school results. The sample
consisted of 112 students from 6 primary schools,
within the municipality of Tuzla. Chi-square test
showed three variables statistically important:
mother's education, father's education, and socio-
economic conditions in the family. The achieved
results have shown that the educational inferiority
of the parents and the poor socio-economic situa-
tion of the family have big influence on the
school results.
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Boeseo

JIOKONKYy BO LEHTApOT Ha MCTPaKyBauKHUOT
UHTEPEC € JIETETO-YUYEHUKOT U HETOBHOT CEB-
KYIIEeH pa3Boj BO MpaBell Ha 37paBa, CpeKHa U
KOHCTPYKTUBHA JIMYHOCT, (paKTOPH KOU He
MOXaT Jla ce 3a00MKOJIaT BO TOj MpOLEC ce
CEMEjCTBOTO M YUWJIAIITETO KaKO HETIOCPETHA
eJIeMeHTH Ha JIUPEKTHO BJWjaHWE Ha COIHja-
nu3anmjata (Koller-Trbovich, 1991). Yuunui-
TETO MO CEMEjCTBOTO € Haj3HAUajHa COIMjaTHa
rpymna BO Koja fieTeTo BieryBa. ['1aBHa 1ien Ha
VUWINIITETO € [Aa UM OBO3MOXMW Ha CBOUTE
YUYEHUIIN YCBOjyBamE HA MOT0JieM KBAaHTYM Ha
3Haelka M HABHKH, J1a UM OBO3MOXH IIMPOK
AMjana3oH MOXKHOCTH, 3a JIa BO MJjlajaTa Jind-
HOCT ce BcajiaT M pa3BHjaT MOpaJHUTE, €TUY-
KUTe, KyATYypHUTE, paOOTHUTE U MAPYTH MO3H-
THUBHU COCOOHOCTH, O€3 KOHM MIJIaTUTE He Ou
MOKeJIe 1IEJIOCHO U YCIIEITHO J]a c€ BOBEIAT BO
KUBOTOT. McTro Taka, MOXe f1a Harjacume
JeKa CO YUYMIHIITETO ce MPOIINPYyBa NHTEIEK-
TYaJIHUOT XOPU3OHT Ha [ETETO, CTEKHYBA CHC-
TeMaTU3UpaHu 3HaeHa, HOBU HCKYCTBa, TO
36oraTtyBa pedHMKoT. HMcTpaxkyBawmaTa BO
MOfIpavYjeTO Ha YYEHETO U OLEHYBAmkETO,
3HAYM [OKUMOJIOIIKUTE MCTPakKyBarha, KaKo
ITO HaBefyBa Y3enay (2003) ru mokaxane
pe3yJiTaTUTe KOM MO MHOTY €JIEeMEHTH ja Oc-
BETJIyBaaT BHCTHHATA 3a KOMIUIEKCHOTO TIpa-
1ame 3a Bapujabiara, Koja HajuecTo ce Hape-
KyBa YUYWIHWIIEH YCIeX, a ce HCTpaxyBa CO
HyMEpUUYKH KaTeropuy, HajuecTo Ha cKala Off
1 no 5. PacrojanmneTo Ha OIEHKHUTE Off €fIeH /10
neT, Mefy pyroTo, T'u N YYCHUIUTE Ha JIBE
rpynu: HeycrnenrHu W ycnemnu. OBa e TOT-
pebHO fa ce mMa TpeaBuj] JOKOJIKY CO OIeH-
KUTE 3a OMIITOTO 3HACHE MPHU YYCHETO BO
IalecHHOT BOCOUTHO-O0OPA30BEH MPOIEC My ce
faje ¥ NOIIMPOKO 3Hauewe. MHOry y4eHuIu
He ce BO cocTojba fa ro 3agoBosiaT Toa H6apa-
e Ha cooiBeTeH HaumH. KcTpaxkyBamata
nMoKaxkalie ieka TaKBUTE YUYCHHIIM MHOTY Yec-
TO U3pa3yBaaT pasauyHu (HOpMU Ha HEINpU-
¢aTauBO OfHECYBalke€ BO W HAABOP Off Y4u-
muteTo (Uzelac, Miksaj Todorovich, 1991).

Introduction

If in the center of the research is the child-stu-
dent and its development and its healthy, happy
and constructive characteristics of a personality,
the most important factors in that process are the
family and the school as elements of direct influ-
ence on the socialization (Koller-Trbovi¢, 1991).
Besides the family, the school is the most signifi-
cant social institution in which the child enters.
The main aim of the school is to enable students
to gain knowledge and develop their habits, so
that young individuals develop moral, ethic,
cultural and work habit as well as other positive
abilities, without which young individuals could
not enter into the real life successfully. School
also develops children's intellectual horizon, chil-
dren gather systematic knowledge, new experi-
ences and improve their vocabulary. The re-
search in the area of learning, evaluation and
grading, i.e. docimology research, as written in
Uzelac (2003) has already examined results
which explain complex questions of a variable
which is called school success, and is shown
with numeric categories mostly on the scale from
1 to 5. These marks from one to five scales di-
vide students into two groups: successful and
unsuccessful. This should be considered as a
great significant in marking and evaluating in
education process. One of the most important
assignments of the students in school is learning
and studying of the school curriculum. A lot of
students cannot do that. The research shows that
those students have different stages of unaccept-
able behaviour in and outside the school (Uzelac,
Miksaj Todorovi¢, 1991).
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Ho, kako mTO HCTakHyBaaT OBHE AaBTOPH,
OBUE OONMIIM Ha OJHECYBamE€ MOXE Jla ©MaaT
pa3nuyHa TreHe3a KoOja HMCTOBPEMEHO BiHjae
Bp3 ciabuTe pe3ynTaTu Bo yueweTo. [1okpaj
OMO-IICUXO-COlMjalHaTa reHe3a MOBEeKEeTo Ha-
pylllyBamka BO OJHECYBAETO CE€ MOJ BIMjaHUE
Ha CEMEJHHTE clyuyyBama. CeMejHUTe OHOCU
ce NPBHUTE OMNIITECTBEHM OJHOCU 3a JIETETO.
CeMejcTBOTO ce jaByBa KaKO MO3UTHBEH WJIU
HeraTuBeH (pakTop Ha pa3BOj Ha JETETO, HO
BO CEKOj ciy4aj KaKo HEOJMUHYBauku pax-
TOp 3a HeroBUoOT pa3Boj (Milosavljevikj, 1982).
3a jga moxke ja ru uaeHTudukyBame (axro-
puUTEe Ha pa3IUYHOCTH HA CeMejcTBaTa Ha
YUWIMIIHATE Jlena (Ha ofipefieHa BO3pacT) Mo-
TpeOHO € HEeKOe BpeMe jja ce cilefjaT XUBOT-
HUTE YCIOBM Ha CEMejCTBOTO (IITO € Haj-
JOCTamHO Ha HacTaBHUIUTE). [leTeTo-yueHnK
CC YIITE € HajMHOTY MOBP3aH CO YJICHOBUTE HA
CeMejCTBOTO (POAMTENNTE, HUBHHUTE CYIICTH-
TyTH, Opakara, CECTPUTE U [PYTUTE WICHOBH),
Ia CUTE€ OKOJHOCTH Of] >KMBOTOT BO CEMEj-
CTBOTO MMaaT AMPEKTHO BJIMjaHUE BP3 AETETO
U HErosumoTr pa3poj. Toa BiamjaHme, 3a Xan
YecTo MoXe fa Ouje HeaJeKBaTHO BO OJHOC
KOH JleljaTa ¥ MJIaJuHaTa CO HapyllyBamba BO
ofiHecyBamweToO. (Basic, 1991).

OBoj Tpym mMa 1es jia ja yTBpAW BpcKaTa Ha
CEMEJHUTE YCIIOBU 3a XMBOT Ha YYEHUKOT CO
HapylIyBalkeé BO OJHECYBAHETO M HETOBUOT
yunmiuiieH ycrnex. Ha TakoB HauumH ce Hac-
TOjyBa J1a ce UAEHTU(UKYBaaT OHUE CEMEjHU
(pakTOpH KOM BO HajrojieMa Mepa BiHjaaT Ha
yCIEeXOT BO YUMJIUIITE.

Bo Tpynor ce pasrienysa ommTata Xunoresa
Cropesl Koja YYEeHUIUTE CO MO0 YUMINAIIECH
ycrex UMaaT MOHETIOBOIHNA CEMEJHU NMPUITUKH,
BO OJHOC Ha YYEHHMLUTE CO Mopgodap y4uiu-
LIEH yCIIeX.

Mewioou na pabowa

HcnuryBameTo € U3BPLIEHO Ha IPUMEPOK Of
112 yyeHunu, BO 6 OCHOBHU yUWJIMIITA. Y YH-
aumTara ce n30paHu 0 METOAOT Ha CIy4acH
n300p.

But, as the authors point out, these forms of be-
haviour can have different genesis which has
influence on poor learning results. Besides bio-
psycho-social genesis the disorders in behaviour
are influenced by the family circumstances. The
family relationships are the first social relation-
ships which children experience. The family is
positive or negative factor in child's development
but very important (Milosavljevi¢, 1982). To
identify factors of family diversities with school
children (at particular age) it is necessary to ob-
serve the child's life conditions in the family for
some time (which is available to the teachers).
Child-students is still connected to the members
of the family /parents, their substitutes, brothers,
sisters and other family members) so all these
circumstances of life have direct influence on a
child and his/her development. Very often, the
influence can be inadequate in relation to chil-
dren and youth who have behaviour disorders
(Basi¢, 1999).

The aim of this paper is to find the connection
between family life circumstances of the students
and their school success. In that way, family
factors which mostly influence on child’s success

at school can be identified.

The paper presents the general hypothesis ac-
cording to which students with worse school
success have less favourable family circum-

stances than students with better school success.

Method of the work

The research has been done on a sample of 12
students in 6 primary schools. The schools have

been chosen by chance.
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Bo u360poT ce Bie3eHu cuTe yYeHUI| Off mp-
BO 10 OCMO OfifieJIeHue 3a KOM HAaCTAaBHUIUTE
npoleHWNIe AeKa MaHugecTupaaT HapylIyBa-
€ BO OJTHECYBAHETO.

BxynHuot Opoj Ha mpUMepOKOT u3HecyBa 42
YYEHUIH Of TIPBO [0 YeTBPTO ofjenenue u 70
YYEHHUIM Off IETTO A0 OCMO ojpeneHue. Mu-
(popmanmuTe 3a HCIUTAaHULUTE ce COOPAHU CO
MOMOIII Ha MOCEOHO KOHCTPYUPAH TpaIlajTHUK
3a Taa HaMeHa KOj TW COJIpKellle CIIeTHUBE
Bapujabu: 1. ognenenue (1. mpBo-4eTBPTO, 2.
NEeTTO-0cMO); 2. [lanu geTeTo XuBee co CBOU-
te pomutenu (1. ma, 2. He); 3. YcrmoBure 3a
KUBeewe Ha Y4eHHMKOT (1. BO COINCTBEHOTO
CEMEjCTBO, 2. APYro CEeMjCTBO, 3. BO J0M); 4.
Co KOJIKY WIEHOBH OJf CEMEjCTBOTO YUYEHUKOT
xkuBee (1. eneH, 2. nBa, 3. Tpu, 4. deTupw, 5.
net u moseke); 5. OO6pa30BHUOT CTAaTyC Ha
majkata (1. HK, 2. ccc, 3. Bic, 4. Bcc); 6. O6pa-
30BHHOT ctatyc Ha TatkoTo (1. HK, 2. ccc, 3.
BuiC, 4. Bcc); 7. COMO-eKOHOMCKHOT CTaTyC
Ha cemejctBoTo (1. Hajg mpocekor, 2. mpo-
cedeH, 3. moj mpoceyeH); 8. [lanu popurennre
ce Geramuum (1. ma, 2. He); 9. Koj ce rpmxku
OKOJy ofirjienyBame Ha jaereto (1. gBajuarta
ponurenu, 2. eQHUOT popuTes, 3. 6abute u
penoBuuTe, 4. PONHUHUTE, 5. APYrH JIHY-
HocTH); 10. Yunnumanor ycnex Ha npeteto (1.
HEJIOBOJIEH, 2. MOBOJeH, 3. mobap, 4. MHOTY
mobap, 5. ojInYeH) .

ITponenaTra Ha cocTojbaTa BO CEMEjCTBOTO ja
Bplliea OfIIeJICHCKUTE HAaCTaBHUIIM KOM ce Haj-
noOpu MO3HaBayd Ha JAETETO W CIlydyBamaTa
Bo cemejcTBOTO. KiyuHaTta Bapumjabna Koja
Oerie KOPUCTEHA BO MCTPAXKYBAMETO € YUH-
JUITHUOT yCIeX Ha KpajoT Off yUMJIUIIHATA
ropuHa. Cobpanure mogatonu ce obpabo-
TEHH CO TMOMOII Ha XW-KBajfipaT TECTOT, CO
KOj ce TecTupa MOBp3aHOCTa Mery IBe BapH-
jabmu. OBaa MeTofa UCTO Taka omndaka npec-
METYBal€ Ha alCoOJyTHUTE U peJIaTUBHUTE
(¢pexkBeHIH 32 KaTETOPUUTE OJf CUTE BapH-
jabmu. Kako KpuTHyHa BpPEAHOCT 3a CTAaTHUC-
THYKaTa 3HAYajHOCT € 3eMeHa BepojaTHOCTa
3a rpemika nomasna on 5% (p<0.05).

The research includes all students from the first
to the eight grades which are considered by the
teachers that have problems in behaviour.

The total number of the sample was 42 students
from year the first to the fourth grade and 70
students from the fifth to the eight grades.

The information on the subjects included in ex-
amination was taken from a special constructed
questionnaire which had the following variables:
1. grade (1. from 1 to 4; 2. from 5 to 8); 2. Do
students and parents live together? (1. Yes; 2.
no); 3. Where do students live? (1. in their own
families; 2. with another family; 3. orphanage);
4. How many members are in the family? (1.
one; 2. two; 3. three; 4. four; 5. five and more);
5. The mother’s education level (1. unqualified;
2. highschool degree; 3. college degree; 4. uni-
versity degree); 6. The father’s education level
(1. unqualified; 2. highschool degree; 3. college
degree; 4. university degree); 7. Socio-economic
status of the family (1. good; 2. average; 3.
poor); 8. Are the student's parents refugees (1.
yes; 2. no); 9.Who takes care of the child? (1.
both parents; 2. one parent; 3. grandparents; 4.
relatives; 5. other people); 10. School results of
the students (1. insufficient; 2. sufficient; 3.
good; 4. very good; 5. excellent).

The assessment of the circumstances in the
families was performed by the head teachers who
know the students and their families, best. The
key variable used in the research was the one
which showed student's success at the end of the
school year. The collected information was proc-
essed with chi-square test which tested the con-
nection between two variables. This method also
examines absolute and relative frequency calcu-
lation for the categories of all variables. As a
critical value of the statistical importance was the
probability of error less 5 % (p<0.05).
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Pe3yauwiaiiu u ouckycuu

Ta6ena 1. Peaauyuja meéy ywuauwiHuoi yciex u

The result and discusion

Table 1. Relations between school success and school

000eneHUetlio

grade

14 5-8 BKYIIHO (total)
HeqoBosieH (insufficient) 21 (50%) 21 (50%) 42 (100%)
noBouieH (sufficient) 8 (44,4%) 10 (55,6%) 18 (100%)
no6Gap (good) 14 (37,8%) 23 (62,2%) 37 (100%)
MHOry o6ap (very good) 5(55,65%) 4 (44,4%) 9 (100%)
ofnmeH (excelent) 4 (66,7%) 2 (33,3%) 6 (100%)
BKYIIHO (total) 52 (46,4%) 60 (53,6%) 112 (100%)
Xwu-kBanpar tect (Chi-square) = 2.631
Cranku Ha cio6opa/degree of freedom (df) = 4
BepojatHoct 3a rpemika / probability of an error(significant) = .621

Oooenenue - Penaupjata yuIunuiieH ycrex u
OJIIEIIEHAETO BO KOE JICTETO ja CIIe/i HacTaBa-
Ta e mpukaxana Bo Tabena 1. Co aHanmsa Ha
pe3yJTaTuTe BUIIMBO € JieKa He MOCTOjaT CTa-
THCTUYKA 3HAYAJHU PA3JIMKU Mely yUeHUIUTe
OJl IPBO /10 YETBPTO OJfic/ICHHE U YUCHUIIUTE
OJ1 TIETTO JIO OCMO OJIJIEJICHUE BO OCTBApyBame-
TO Ha YYWJIHMIIHKOT ycreX. 3Hauu, OW MOKeJe
fla 3aKJIyInMe JieKa YICHHUIUTE CO HapylIyBa-
€ BO OJHECYBAHETO U BO OHUCKATE U BO TO-
BHCOKUTE OJfic/IcHja ¥MMaar MpHOIUKEH
YUWITHIIEH YCIIEX.

Ta6ena 2. Peaayuja meiy yduauwHuoin yciex u
3AeOHUYKUOT HUBOTU HA pOOUTUeAlUlie

The school grade - Relations of the school grade
and the students’ success are shown in Table 1.
The analysis of the results has shown that there
are no statistically significant differences between
the students from 1 to 4 grade and the students
from 5 to 8 grades in achieving the school suc-
cess. Thus, we can conclude that students with
behaviour disorders have very similar school suc-

cess in all school grades.

Table 2. Relations between school success and parents
living together

na (yes) He (no) BKYIIHO (total)
HepoBoeH (insufficient) 24 (57,1%) 18 (42,9%) 42 (100%)
moBoJieH (sufficient) 10 (55,6%) 8 (44,4%) 18 (100%)
noGap (good) 25 (67,6%) 12 (31.4%) 37 (100%)
MHory dobar (very good) 7(77,8%) 2(22,2%) 9 (100%)
opnnueH (excelent) 5(83,3%) 1(6,7%) 6 (100%)
BKYIIHO (total) 71 (63,4%) 41 (36,6%) 112 (100%)

Xwu-kBappar tect (Chi-square) = 3.292
Cranku Ha cno6opa / degree of freedom (df) =4

BepojaTHocT 3a rpemika / probability of error (significant) =.510

Haau poouwieauive Ha y4eHuKow xcuseaiu
3aeono?

3ae HUYKHUOT KUBOT HA POAUTEIIUTE € MpeT-
[IOCTaBKa 3a YCIEIIHO OfriiefyBalkbe u oOpa-
30BHO JieyBame Bp3 AeTeTo. OBa obenexje Ha
CTPYKTypaTa Jo0WBa IOJIHA CMHCIA aKoO Ce
HaOJbyayBa BO ceMejHa aTtMocdepa. Camo nmo
cebe, oBa MOXe Jla yKake Ha €BEHTYaJTHHUTE
npo6IIeMH BO CEME]CTBOTO.

Do parents and students live together?

Parents and children living together is the main
assumption of a successful up-bringing and educa-
tion. This mark of the family structure is fully
understood if it is observed in family atmosphere.
This can indicate the current problems in the fam-

ily.
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Bp3 ocHOBa Ha BpeJHOCTa Ha XU-KBajipaT Tec-
TOT Mefy OBHe BapHjalbiu HE IOCTOM CTaTHUC-
THYKa noBp3aHocT. Crnopen Toa, MOXe ja ce
KOHCTaTHpa fieKa 3aeJHUYKNOT XXUBOT Ha PO-
NUTEIUTE HE € NMpUMapeH (pakTop Koj Biujae
Bp3 yCHEXOT Ha IETETO BO YUUIIUIITETO. XHUIIO-
Te3aTa 3a OBOj ie]l He € IOTBPJIEHA.

Ta6ena 3. Peaauuu meéy y4usuiHuom yciex u yc-
n08uUilie 3a HUBOU

According to values of chi-square test there is no
significant statistical connection between these
variables. Thus we can conclude that parents living
together with their children are not the prime fac-
tor which affects child's success in the school. This
hypothesis has not been confirmed yet.

Table 3. Relations between school success and parents
living together

COMCTBeHa KyKa CTaH HOTCTaHap BKYITHO
(own house) (appartment) (orphanage) (total)
HenoBouteH (insufficient) 22 (52,4%) 9 (21,4%) 11 (26,2%) 42 (100%)
noBoueH (sufficient) 7 (38,9%) 3 (16,7%) 8 (44,4%) 18 (100%)
mo6ap (good) 24 (64,9%) 5(13,5%) 8 (21,6%) 37 (100%)
MHOTY fo6ap (very good) 3(33,3%) 5(13,5%) 1(33,3%) 9 (100%)
ojimaeH (excelent) 4 (66,7%) 2 (33,3%) 6 (100%)
BKYITHO (total) 60 (53,6%) 24 (21,4%) 28 (25%) 112 (100%)

Xu-kBagpart tect (Chi-square) = 14.166
Cramnka Ha cno6opa/ degree of freedom (df) = 8
BepojaTHocr 3a rpeika / probability of error (significant) =

.078

Yecaoeu 3a acueoiu 60 Kou ixncueee oeiueiio

KuBOTHUTE CcTaHAAp[M HA CEMEjCTBOTO Tpeba
lla ce pasriefyBaarT off acoekT Ha (pyHKIujaTa
Ha ofirjeflyBambe. HenmoBoHUTE yCIOBH 32 >KH-
BEEHE CE€ IO0jaBU KOU TH CIefaT HUCKHOT
COIIMO-€KOHOMCKHU, OOpa30BeH U OMNIITECTBEH
CTaTyC Ha CEMEjCTBOTO, CO ILITO Ce€ 3royiemMy-
BaaT HEraTMBHUTE acleKTH 3a XXUBOT. HUTY BO
OBaa, Kako ¥ BO IIpETXOfHAaTa Ta0eja He ce
NOOMEHN CTAaTUCTUYKU 3HAYajHU Pa3IHUKH.
Moxe fna KoHcTaTupaMe AeKa Ha yYUIUITHUOT
yCIieX Ha YYEHUKOT CO NMOPEMETYBAHE BO OfI-
HECYBAHETO YCIOBHUTE 32 >KMBOT HE ce Off IPH-
MapHO 3HaYEHeE.

Ta6ena 4. Peaayuu meéy y4uaumiHuomW yciiex u
O6pOj HA UAeHOBU 00 CemejCii8oTlio

Where do students live?

The living standard of the family should be con-
sidered from the aspect of the upbringing function.
Unfavourable living conditions of the family are
occurrences which go with the low socio-eco-
nomic, educational and social status of the family,
which enhance the negative aspects of life. Neither
in this table nor in the previous one there have
been statistically significant differences. We can
conclude that the living conditions of the students
with the behavioural are not of prime importance
for the students’ school success.

Table 4. Relations between school success and number
of the members in the family

elleH nBa TpH Yetupu IeT U TI0BeKe BKYIIHO

(one) (two) (three) (four) (five and more) (total)
HegoBoieH (insufficient) 2(4.8%) | 6(143%) | 3(7,1%) | 10(23,8%) 21 (50%) 42 (100%)
moBoueH (sufficient) 1 (5,6%) 4 (22,2%) 2(11,1) 3 (16,7%) 8 (44.,4%) 18 (100%)
no6ap (good) 1 (2,7%) 6 (16,2%) 18 (48,6%) 12 (32,4%) 37 (100%)
MHory fo6ap (very good) 3 (33,3%) 3 (33,3%) 3 (33,3%) 9 (100%)
opnueH (excelent) 1 (16,7%) 1 (16,7%) 3 (50%) 1 (16,7%) 6 (100%)
BKYIIHO (total) 4(3,6%) | 14(12,5%) | 12(10,7%) | 37 (33,0%) 45 (40,2%) 112 (100%)

Xwu-kBagpat tect (Chi-square) = 21.395
Cranku Ha cmo6opa/ degree of freedom (df) = 16
BepojaTHocT 3a rpemika/ probability of an error (significant) = .165
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Co K0aKYy 4neHo6U 00 cemejciigomio y4enu-
Kout ncusee?

Co aHanmza Ha pe3yiaTaTUTe NpHUKaXKaHU CO
tabejlaTta 4. BUAJIABO € NeKa He ce noOueHun
CTAaTHCTUYKU 3HAYAjHU PA3IUKU Mery pasrie-
nmanuTe Bapwjabmm. PesymraTtmTe O TPYmOT
ropopar 3a (pakTOT eKa XUBOTOT BO CEMEj-
CTBO CO TIOTOJIEM WJIM TToMaJl OpOj WICHOBH HE
€ Of MPUMAapHO 3HAYEHE 32 YUWIUIIHUOT yC-
nex. Huty Bo oBaa, KakO W BO TpeTXOgHATA
Tabella XUNoTe3aTa He € IOTBP/IcHA.

Ta6ena 5. Peaayuu medy yuuaumiHuom yciex u 00-
PA306HUOTU CIlATIYC HA MajKaila

How many members are in the family?

From the results of the analysis shown in Table 4.
it is obvious that there are no statistically signifi-
cant differences between examined variables. The
labour results show the fact that life in a family
with a bigger or a small number of family mem-
bers do not affect the school success. The hypothe-
sis in neither this Table nor in the previous one has

been confirmed.

Table 5. Relations between school success and
mother's educational status

(un I;I;fed) (hi hsch(c:)(i)cl degree) (C?’Iljllecge (““EESSity B(Igg}ll)o
unquattit & & degree) degree)

HEJIOBOJICH o o o
(inouffiiont) 30 (71.4%) 12 (28,6%) 42 (100%)
nososeH (sufficient) 14 (77,8%) 4(22,2%) 18 (100%)
noGap (good) 23 (62,2%) 12 (32.4%) 1(27%) 1(2,7%) 37 (100%)
o) nobap (very 5 (55,6%) 4 (44.4%) 9 (100%)
ofimaeH (excelent) 1(16,7%) 3(50%) 1(16,7%) 1(16,7%)

BKYIHO (total) 73 (64.9%) 35 (30,6%) 2 (1.8%) 2 (1.8%) 112 (100%)

Xu-kBappart tect (Chi-square) = 22.489
Cranku Ha cino6opa / degree of freedom (df) = 12

BepojaTHocr 3a rpemika / probability of an error (significant) = .032

Oo6pa3osenuoid cuiaiuyc Ha majkauia

YBupmyBajku M pe3yiaTaTUTE TNPUKAKAHW BO
Tabejia 5. BUGJIMBO € JeKa MOCTOU CTaTUCTUY-
KM 3HauyajHa pas3iauka Mely pasrieayBaHHUTeE
Bapujabnu. PesynratuTe mokaxKyBaaT JieKa
MajKUTE€ Ha YUYECHHUIUTE CO HEAOBOJIEH MU JO-
BOJICH ycIiex ce 06e3 HeKOe 3aHMMame, JofieKa
VUYEHUIIUTE CO Moflodap yUWINIIEH yCrex nMa-
aT Majku co KBanudpukanuu. Mcro Taka, yue-
HUIUTE YAU MajKU UMaaT BUII 0Opa30BEH CTa-
TyC WMaaT PEeYNCH ABamaTh mopodap y4Imim-
meH ycrnex. Of HeIuoT MPUMEPOK pEeUyucH e
MaJl 6pOjOT Ha YUEHUIM UYMW MajKu MMaaT BH-
COK 00pa30BeH CTaTyc.

Mother's educational status

Considering the results shown in Table 5, it is
obvious that there are statistically significant dif-
ferences in the variables. The results show that
mothers of students with insufficient and suffi-
cient success are mostly unqualified, while moth-
ers of the students with better school success are
with qualifications. It is also shown that students,
whose mothers have higher educational status,
have twice better school success. Within the

whole sample there are only a few students whose

mothers have a very high educational status.
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Ta6ena 6. Peaayuu medy yuuauwiHUom yciiex u
06pa3068HUOI CIUATIYC HA THATIKOTIO

Table 6. Relations between school success and father's
educational status

HK ' cce BIIIC (unilj/(:;si ty BKYITHO
(unqualified) | (highschool degree) | (college degree) degree) (total)

HefoBoteH (insufficient) 29 (69,0%) 13 (31,0%) 42 (100%)
noBoseH (sufficient) 11 (61,1%) 7 (38,9%) 18 (100%)
mo6ap (good) 12 (32,4%) 24 (64,9%) 1(2,7%) 37 (100%)
MHOTY fo6ap (very good) 3(33,3%) 6 (66,7%) 9 (100%)
oprueH (excelent) 2(33,3%) 3 (50%) 1(16,7%)
BKYIHO (total) 57 (50,9%) 53 (47,3%) 1(0,9%) 1(0,9%) 112 (100%)

Xwu-kBagpat tect (Chi-square) = 31.945
Cranka Ha cno6opa /degree of freedom (df) = 12

BepojaTHoct 3a rpemika/probability of an error (significant) = .001

Oo6pa3oenuoid cuiaiuyc Ha WaKowo

Kako m BO mperxopHaTa Tabena BUJJIMBO €
IOCTOEHETO HAa CTaTHUCTUUKA 3HauyajHoOCT. TaT-
KOBIIUTE HAa YUEHHIUTE KOM MMaaT IoMal yc-
nex ce MOBEKETO HeKBaTU(PUKYyBaHHM, NOAEKa
YUEHHUIIUTE CO NOoA00ap YUMIIUIIEH yCIeX uMa-
aT TaTKOBIM KOM HMaaT CpefHa CTpy4YHa
noarotoska. IToBeke of MOJIOBUHA Off yYEHH-
UTE Off LEJUOT NPUMEPOK MMaaT pPOJUTEIN
0e3 ksanudukanuja. Ho, cnopenyBajku ru
OBHE pe3yJlTaTH CO NPETXOJHHUTE, BUIUBO €
leKka Off LEeNHOT NPUMEPOK, TATKOBLUUTE Ha
YYEHUIUTEe UMaaT NMOBUCOK OOpPa30BEH CTATyC
OTKOJIKY Majkute. Moxe ja KOHCTaThpame
lleKa XUIoTe3aTa BO JEJOT KOj ce OfiHeCcyBa Ha
00pa30BHUOT CTATYC € MOTBPJECHA.

Ta6ema 7. Penayuu mely ywuaumiHuoili yciex u
COUUO-EKOHOMCKUOUWL CIUATILYC HA CeMejCiti8oTio

Father's educational status

As in the previous table there are statistically
significant differencies. Fathers of the students
with low success are mostly unqualified, while
fathers of better students have mostly highschool
degrees. More than a half of the students within
the whole sample have parents with no
qualificiations. But, comparing these results with
the previous ones, it can be seen that fathers are
with better educational status than mothers. We
can conclude that the hypotesis, as far as education

is concerned, has been conffirmed.

Table 7. Relations between scholl success and socio-
economic status of the family

HaJ] IPOCEKOT MPOCEYHO MOJT TIPOCEKOT BKYITHO
(above the average) (average) (bellow the average) (total)

HefoBouteH (insufficient) 13 (31,0%) 29 (69,0%) 42 (100%)
noBoueH (sufficient) 1(5,6%) 6 (33,3%) 11 (61,1%) 18 (100%)
no6ap (good) 1(2,7%) 15 (40,5%) 21 (56,8%) 37 (100%)
MHOTY f1o6ap (very good) 6 (66,7%) 3(33,3%) 9 (100%)
opnueH (excelent) 5(83,3%) 1(16,7%)

BKYIIHO (total) 2 (1.8%) 45 (40,2%) 65 (58%) 112 (100%)

Xwu-kBagpart tecT (Chi-square) = 42.945
Cranku Ha co6opa / degree of freedom (df) = 12

BepojaTHocr 3a rpemika / probability of an error (significant) =.003
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Coyuo-exkonomcku cuaiuyc na
cemejciusoulo

IMogaTonuTe 3a CONMO-€KOHOMCKHOT CTaTyC Ce
noOuBaaT Ofi pa3iIuyHU nopaTonu. Mefy Haj-
BaKHUTE Cce BUCHWHATa Ha MPUXOIOT Ha ceMej-
CTBOTO, BpabOTEHOCTA HA HEj3MHUTE UJICHOBH,
BHUJIOT Ha paboraTa, CTaHAapAOT BO MECTOTO
Ha KUBEECH-E.

BoouyBajku ru pesymnratute of Tabena 7. Buf-
JIUBO € JleKa YUYCHUIUTE CO MOJIOI YCIeX TiaB-
HO XHMBEaT BO CEMEjCTBa CO MOTIPOCEUYEH CO-
[IO-€KOHOMCKHM CTaTyC, 0fieKa OHME CO MOMI0-
6ap ycmex KuBeaT BO IPOCEYHH COIMO-EKO-
HOMCKHM ycimoBu. Of CEeBKYNHHOT HPHMEPOK
MHOTY € MajJ OpojoT Ha WCIUTAHUIM CO HaT-
npoceyeH craryc. M oBie Moxe jla KOHCTaTH-
paMe Jieka XurnoresaTa € MOTBpJICHa.

Ta6ema 8. Pesayuu mely ywuaumiHuoii yciex u
PAaceaeHOCll Ha cemejciisoitio (bezaayu)

Socio-economic status of the family

The data about the socio-economic status are
gained from different sources. The most important
one is the family income, employment of the fam-
ily members, the type of work, the level of educa-
tion, the living standards etc.

As it is shown in Table 7, students with worse
success in school live in families with under aver-
age socio-economic status, while students with
better success live in families with very good
socio-economic position. Within the whole sample
there is very small number of students with very
high socio-economic status. We can also conclude
here that the hypothesis is confirmed.

Table 8. Relations between school success and refugee
family

na (yes) He (no) BKYIIHO (total)
HeqoBoieH (insufficient) 23 (54,8%) 19 (45.2%) 42 (100%)
noBoJeH (sufficient) 9 (50%) 9 (50%) 18 (100%)
mobap (good) 12 (32,4%) 25 (67,6%) 37 (100%)
MHOTY f1odap (very good) 5(55,6%) 4 (44,4%) 9 (100%)
opnueH (excelent) 3 (50%) 3 (50%) 6 (100%)
BKYIIHO (total) 52 (46,4%) 60 (53,6%) 112 (100%)
Xwu-kBappar tect (Chi-square) =4.511
Cranku Ha crio6opa / degree of freedom (df) = 4
BepojatHoct 3a rpemika / probability of an error (significant) = .341

Haau poouiieauiie Ha MANONEWUHUKOUL CE
bezanyu?

Cekoja mpoMeHa, Taka M MPOMEHaTa Ha XKU-
BEANMINTETO NPEAU3BUKYBA TONOIHUTEIHA
TEIIKOTUM BO (PYHKIMOHUPAIHETO Ha ceMej-
ctBoTo. OCBeH TOa, MHOTY 4YeCTO JAETETO €
OPUCHIICHO [la TO MEHYBa YYMJIHIITETO IITO
MOXeE J1a JJOBeNie 0 MOTEIKOTUH BO ajjanTu-
pameTo, a ceTo Toa Iak Jja BiWjae Bp3 ycre-
xoT Ha yuwmwmuinre. Op TabejaTa BHJJIMBO €
JleKa He MMOCTOM CTATUCTHYKY 3HavYajHa pasiii-
Ka. Moxe fa ce 3aKIy4H jileKa pacellyBambeTo
He BIiMjae HA YYWIUIIHUOT YCIeX, 3eMajKu ro
OpeBHl TOA [ieKa YYEHUKOT MHOTY Gp30 MO-
Ke Jla ce ajjanThpa BO HOBaTa YYMJIMIIHA Cpe-
IIHA.

Are the student's parents, refugees?

Each change, like the change of the place of living,
causes additional difficulties in the family func-
tioning. Besides that, the child is forced to change
schools which can lead to difficulties in adaptation
and can affect school success. The table shows that
there are no statistically significant differences. It
can be concluded that the change of the place of
living does not affect the school success and that

student adapt very fast.
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Huty oBie He MOXe fa ce MOTBpPAU IOCTa-
BEHaTa XUNOTe3a, OUAejKu He e JoOueHa cTa-
TUCTUYKM 3HayajHa MOBP3aHOCT Mefy Bapu-
jabnure.

Ta6ena 9. Peaayuu medy yuuauHuoi ycitex u Koj

The hypothesis has not been confirmed either,
because there is no statistically significant con-

nection between the variables.

Table 8. Relations between school success and refugee

cé 20 00zaedy8a Oeitieilio.

family

aBajua enen 6abu u
ponuTean ponuTea i (Si(e):3i078 PORHMHH APYTH BKYITHO
(both parents) (one parent) (grandparents) (relatives) (other) (total)

HeqoBoJieH (insufficient) 17 (40,5%) 19 (45,2%) 2 (4,8%) 4(9,5%) 42 (100%)
noBoueH (sufficient) 8 (44,8%) 6 (33,3%) 2 (11,1%) 2 (11,1%) 18 (100%)
mo6ap (good) 16 (43,2%) 16 (43,2%) 1(2,7%) 2 (54%) 2 (54%) 37 (100%)
MHOTY fjo6ap (very good) 5 (55,6%) 4 (44,4%) 9 (100%)
opnueH (excelent) 5(83,3%) 1(16,7%)

BKYITHO (total) 51 (45,5%) 46 (41,1%) 5(4,5%) 2 (1,8%) 8(7,1%) 112 (100%)

Xwu-kBagpart tect (Chi-square) = 12.470
Cranku Ha cnmo6opa/ degree of freedom (df) = 16
BepojaTHocr 3a rpemka / probability of an error(significant) =

71

Koj ce zpuscu 3a ooznedyeamwe na oeiueiio?

CraTtucTuykuTe mokaszaTeiaum of Tabenarta 9.
roBOpar fiekKa yYWIMIIHUOT yCIeX Ha yYeHH-
KOT HE € CTAaTHCTMYKHU 3HayajHO MOBp3aH CO
TOa KOj ce rpuKu 3a ydyeHuKoT. Ho cemnak,
BOOWINBO € JIeKa YYEHUKOT co nmofgobdap ycnex
ro OArjefyBaaT fBa POAWTENA, MOAEKA MaK
OHHE CO HEJIOBOJIEH YCIeX IJIaBHO TH OfirJje-
nyBa efieH popurten. Kako mTo u MpeTXoaHo
HaBeJJOBME, BaKBHOT pe3yJiTaT MOXe Jla uMa
noBeKe 3HauyajHOCT KOora ce pasIiefiyBa BO
penanuja co Hekoja apyra Bapujadna. Huty Bo
OBOj CiTy4aj XUIIOTe3aTa He € MOTBPJICHA.

AHanu3upajKu ro yYWIAIIHUOT yCIeX Ha yde-
HUIATE CO HapyIIyBamke BO OIHECYBAHETO BO
pellanyja co OfJIENIHA CEMEjHH KapaKTepHc-
THKH BO CKJION CO XWIIOTe3aTa Koja ja jmedu-
HUpaBMe, MOXKe Jla KaXkeMe JieKa MOCTaBeHaTa
XHUIOTe3a TU J1ajie JeJYMHO OYE€KyBaHUTE pe-
3ynTtatu. Pesyarature on TpyAoOT ymaTyBaar
Ha 3aKJy4yoK JIeKa YYEHHIUTE CO MOHM3O0K
VUYWJIMIIEH ycleX >XUBeaT BO ITOHENOBOJHU
COIIMO-€KOHOMCKHM YCJIOBU M MMaaT HEKBaJu-
¢ukyBanu poputenu. Op oBue ManyOpojHH
NoflaToIlM, MPOMN3JIeryBa notpebdaTa off MHTEP-
BEHUpamke U BO CEMEJCTBOTO M MOMOII Ha fe-
TETO-YYEHNK Ha YUMUJIUIIITE.

Who takes care of the child’s upbringing?

Statistical indicators of Table 9. show that chil-
dren's school success is not statistically signifi-
cantly connected with the fact who takes care of
the child. But it is shown that students who have
better success in school live with both parents,
while those who are not that good live with just
one parent. As we mentioned this conclusion is
more significant when it is considered in relations
with other variables. This hypothesis has not been
confirmed either.

Analyzing the school success of students with
behavioural disorders in relation to different
family characteristics according the
hypothesis we define, we can conclude that
our hypothesis has confirmed the expected
results. The Ilabour results indicate the
conclusion that students with lower school
success live in less favourable socio-economic
conditions and have parents with no qualifi-
cations. These data show that there is a need
for intervention in the family and for help to
the child-student even at school.

to
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Co Toa, conujanHo-negaromnikara padbora gao-
MOJHUTETHO O Tpebano fa je HacounMe KOH
OHHE YUYEHUIM CO TMOPEMETYBamke BO OJ[HECY-
BamkETO Kaj KOU € BUVIMBO JIeKa MMaaT Ioc-
nab yYWIHIIEH ycIleX, co 00sup jleka Hemaat
aJiekBaTHa OOpa3OBHA TMOTIOpA Off CaMHUTe
poauTeNy.

OcBeH TOa, pe3ylTaTUTe OJf UCTPaKyBaHETO
ynaTyBaaT Ha (pakTOT fieka mogobOpaTa copa-
60TKa Ha yYWJIHLITETO CO POJUTENUTE, CO Ce-
MEjCTBOTO Ha YYEHUKOT C€ HEONXOJHAa U He-
3aMEHJIMBA allka BO LEJOKYIMHUOT CUCTEM Mep-
KM KOU ce Tpe3eMaaT BO OJHOC Ha yUEHHUIUTE
KOU MaHH(pecTHpaaT HapyllyBambe BO OHECY-
BambETO.
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