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CUHTAKCHUYEH JEOUINUT KAJ JELA CO
CIIEHU®UNYHO JASUYHO HAPYIIYBAIBE BO
CJIOBEHEYKHNOT JA3HUK
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a/I0JIECUEHTH U POJUTENN
Jbybspana, CrioBeHmja

Peszume

LlenTa Ha oBaa cTynWja € HCTPAXyBambe 3a ja3UYHHU-
Te HapyllyBama IITO ce MaHH(ecTHpaar BO CIIOBE-
HEYKHOT ja3uk. McTpaxkyBameTo ce oKycHupa Ha ja-
3u4HaTa 00paboTKa 3a Ja ce ACTCPMUHUPA CHHTAK-
cuyanot nedummr. Ce mpenBume neka Jenara co
CJH (cmeumduyHO ja3uuHO HapyIIyBame) Ke Hau-
JaT Ha TEIIKOTHHW BO ja3WKOT Kaj CHUTE CIIEMCHTH
LITO ja O3HAUyBaaT CHHTAKCHYKaTa 3aBUCHOCT.

HcTpaxyBameTo ce peanmsupa Ha mpumMepok ox 71
nere co CJH u 71 nete co HOpMalieH ja3udeH pas3Boj,
CUTE YUYCHHUIM OJi TIPBO JI0O YETBPTO OJJICIICHHE BO
OCHOBHO yumnuiire. Jlemata ox qBeTe rpyIu ce ciio-
’KyBaaT MO IMOJIOT, COIIMOCKOHOMCKHOT CTaTyC H

yuujiauiiHaTa CpenuHa.

OBaa cTynuja Ipe3eHTUpa aHAJIM3a Ha TIOBTOPYBAE
JieCeT PeYCHUIM TU3ajHAPAaHN HA TaKOB HAYWH INPH
LITO HEKOW CUHTaKCHYKH €JIEMEHTH BapHpaart.

Bapujabnure Ha jasmuHata oOpabOTKa W OHHE O
MopQOCHUHTaTHYKaTa Hapeada ce noOHja oJ 3a1ayva-
Ta Ha W3HYIEHO MOBTOpPYyBame (BKIydyBajKku pas-
JIMYHU CHHTAKCUYKH KOMIUICKCHH CTPYKTYpPH).
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Abstract

The objective of this study is the research of spe-
cific language impairments as manifested in

Slovene language. The research focuses on lan-
guage processing in order to determine syntactic,
deficit.

It has been predicted, that SLI children will meet
with difficulties in the language of all elements that
mark syntatic dependency.

The research has been carried out on a sample of 71
children with SLI and of 71 children with normal
language development, all pupils from first to
fourth grade of primary school. The children from
both groups were matched by sex, socio-economic
status and school environment.

This study presents an analysis of repetitions of ten
sentences designed in such way that some syntactic
elements have been varied.

The variables of language processing and those of
morpho syntactic command were obtained from the
elicited repetition task (including different syntacti-
cally complex structures).
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MEDICAL TREATMENT

PesynraTtute mokaxyBaaT neka neuarta co CJH ko-
pHUCTAT HW3BECHA CTPYKTypa IMOPETKO OTKOJIKY BO3-
pacHWTE KOHTPOJIM M JIeKa HE IMOCTOjaT camo CTa-
THCTUYKO 3HAYajHU PA3IUKH BO TIOBEKETO PEUCHUIIH
CO pa3NUYHa CHHTAaKCHYKa KOMIUIEKCHOCT, TYKY
JeKa, UCTO Taka, NPUMEHETHTE 3aJadd MOXKaT Ja
nudepeHnpaar crenupUYHA ja3UuHU HapyIlyBa-
wa. McTpaxyBameTo ynmaTyBa Ha HEKOj CHHTAaKCH-
yeH aeunut Ha CJH BO cliOBEeHEUKHOT ja3wk, OW-
JICjKU THE MOXaT Jia e UACHTU(GUKYBAAT CO TTOMOIII
Ha TCITHUTE PCUCHUIIH.

Bo cunrakcara, nenata co CJH numaat npoGnemu kaj
3aBUCHHTE OJHOCH, Kaj jasuuHata oOpaboTka W
CTPYKTYpHPAmETO Ha KOOPAWHATHA U 3aBHCHA IPH-
YUHCKA, @ WCTO Taka M HA €JHOCTABHU PEUYCHHIIM.
[Nonatamy, THEe UMaaT POOIIEMH CO CIOXKYBambe Ha
MOJMET-TIPUPOK M KOTa TH MMOBTOPYBAAT PEUCHHULIUTE
CO KOOPJIMHATHU €JIEMEHTH.

Knyunu 360posu: cneyughuuno jazuuno Hapyuiysa-
e, CUHmakcuuen Oeuyum, CROJCEeHU pedeHuyl,
KOMNJLEKCHU pedeHuyu

Boeseo

Crnemnduanoro jasngHo HapymryBame (CJH) e pas-
BOJHO HapyIIyBame Ha pa3inyHU MPOQUIU U CTere-
HHU Ha ja3WYHO HapyLIyBame U3Pa3eHO BO KOHTEKCT
Ha HOpMaJHW KOTHUTHUBHH CIIOCOOHOCTH 0€3 TpH-
CYCTBO Ha HeKoja 1mo3Hara npuauHa. (1).

Heuata co CJH umaat cnaboctu Bo cuTe 00JIaCTH Ha
jasukotr. Hajmorogenu ce rpamatmdkara Mopdoio-
THja ¥ CHHTaKcara. THe MMaaT pellaThBHA CIa0oCT
BO TpaMaTHyKaTa MOp(HOJIOrHja U KOPUCTAT U3BECHH
CHUHTaKCHYKU CTPYKTYPH, IMOPETKO OTKOJKY AeLaTa
CO HOpPMaJICH ja3udeH Pa3Boj.

3nak 3a CJH e nedumuror Bo rpamarukara.
Mo03anKkoT Ha MOXXHUTE MPUYUHH C€ COCTOH O Je-
(ULIUT HA TMHIBUCTHYKO 3HACHE, OTPaHUYYBamka BO
ommTara 00paboTka u aAeuIUTH HA 00pabOTKa BO
cneuupUIHUTE KOTHUTUBHU MeXaHu3Mu. McTo Taka,
yecTo ce cyrepupa aeka CJH mMoxe 1a uMa U TeHeT-
CKa KOMIIOHEHTA.

MerfyceOHOTO JenyBambe Ha MOXHUTE NMPUYUHU Ha
HapyLIyBalkEeTO PE3YJITHPa BO XETEPOreH (peHoTHn
Ha ja3W4YHM TEIIKOTHH, edHa (hopMa U MPUCYCTBO Ha
Ja3W4HU CUMIITOMH ILITO, UCTO TaKa, C€ MEHyBaaT co
3rojeMyBame Ha Bo3pacrta. [locTojaT MHOTY TeOpuH
mrTo ja obOjacHyBaaT IMpHpojaTa Ha CIEeUU(PUIHOTO
ja3WYHO HapyIyBame.

The results show, that SLI children use certain
structure less frequently than age controls and that
there are not only statistically important differences
in the majority of the sentences with different
syntactic complexity, but also that the tasks applied
can differentiate specific language impairments as
well. The research has put up some syntactic deficit
of SLI in Slovene language as they can be identi-
fied by means of targeted sentences.

In syntax, children with SLI have problems
with depended relations, with language
processing and structuring of coordinate and
subordinate clauses and also in the simple
sentences. Furthermore, they have problems with
subject-predicate agreement and, when they repeate
sentences, with coordinate elements.

Kay words: specific language impairment, syntax,
syntactic deficit, compound sentences, complex
sentences

Introduction

Specific language impairment (SLI) is develop-
mental disorder of various profiles and degrees of
language impairment expressed in the context of
normal cognitive abilities, without presence of any
known cause. (1).

Children with SLI have weaknesses in all areas of
language. The most affected is grammatical mor-
phology and syntax. They have a relative weakness
in the grammatical morphology and use certain
syntactic structures less frequently than children
with normal language development.

Hallmark of SLI is a deficit in grammar.

The mosaic of possible causes comprises of deficit
in linguistic knowledge, general processing limita-
tions and processing deficits in specific cognitive
mechanisms. It is also often suggested, that SLI
may have a genetic component.

The interaction of possible causes of disorder re-
sults in heterogeneous phenotype of language diffi-
culties. A form and presence of language symptoms
also change with an increase of age. There are
many theories explaining the nature of specific lan-
guage impairment.
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Tue ommto ce okycupaar Ha crabocTa BO Tpama-
THKaTa, Kako IMITO C€ HEJIOCTaTOKOT Ha 3HAaeHme 3a
rpaMAaTHYKKM IpaBWwiIa U IOpUHOUNM. MHoOry ucrpa-
KyBaull TH TJIe[aaT TpaMaTWIKuTe AePUINTH Kaj
CJH Bo HecmmocoOHOCTa 11a Ce CTEKHAT IpaBhja 3a
Jla ce HalpaBH IpaMaTH4YKo Bpeme, Opoj u mie (2,
3,4,5,6,7,9). Tue ucro Taka cyrepupaar Jaeka
nenata co CJH mokaxane HapyllyBamwa HpU IPOIY-
Upame U pa3dnupame Ha CHHTAKCHYHOKOMITJICKCHH-
Te crpykrypu (5, 6). Pesynararure o1 KpOCIHHIBHC-
TUYKHUTE UCTPaKyBama Cyrepupaar JeKa CylITHHaTa
Ha CHEIMUGUIHOTO ja3WIHO HaApPYIIyBame JICKH BO
nepuuToT Ha QuiekTUBHaTa MOpPQOJOTHja W CHH-
Takca.

Bo cuHTakcata, KapakTepucTHYHH AeuuuTH Ce
MPaBUITHUTE BPCKH BO PEYEHUIIATA, TIOCEOHO CIIOXKY-
BamkETO Ha MOJAMET M BPCKUTE HA CBP3YBAuKUTE 300-
POBHU 1 3aBUCHUTE ACI-PECUCHUIIH.

Wmajku ro mpenBua ceto oBa, POKYCOT Ha HallaTa
cTynuja Oemre ja3myHaTa 00pabOTKa Ha PEUCHUITUTE
o pas3jindHu CUHTAKCUYKU CTPYKTYPHU U KOMIIJICKC-
HOCT BO CJIOBEHEUKHOT ja3uK.

Hue npernocraBuBme aeka nernata co CJH ke umaat
TEIIKOTHHU BO ja3WyHaTa 00paboTKa Ha CUTE eJIeMEH-
TH IITO ja 03HAYYBaaT CHHTAKCUYKAaTa 3aBHCHOCT.
Hamrara xumnore3a e geka mocrojaT pa3iUuKd Mery
nerata co CJH u memara co HoOpMalieH ja3udeH pas-
Boj (HJP) BO JOMEHOT Ha CHHTaKcata W BO YCIIEMI-
HOCTa Ha MIOBTOPYBamke PEUCHULH CO PA3TUIHU KOM-
TUIEKCHH CTPYKTYPH.

Mamepujan u memoou

Yuecnuuu

HctpaxyBameTo ce peanuzupa Ha npumepok oxa 71
nere co CJH u 71 nete co HOpMaJieH ja3uueH pas3Boj
(HJP). Cure yueHunm moceryBaa OJ IMPBO IO YeT-
BPTO OJJENIEHHE BO OCHOBHO YYIJIMINTE, 300pyBaa
cloBeHeukH u Oca enHojasuunu. Jlenara co CJH Oea
JIMjarHOCTUIIUPAHU U TpeTHUpaHu Bo COBETOIaBHUOT
neHTap Bo JbyOspana. Jlemara om aBere Tpymu ce
CJIO’KYBaa IO TMOJI, COIMO-CKOHOMCKH CTaTyC M Y4H-
JIVIITHA CPENHA.

Cmpykmypa na peuenuyama 3a mecmuparse

[Tpouenypara 3a TecTupame 3a 1a ce UIACHTU(DHKY-
BaaT W EBAJTyHpaaT CHHTAKACHUYKUTE NpoOJIeMH Ha
neuata co CJH kom 300pyBaar CIOBEHEUKH ja3HWK
Oerre 3aa4ara Ha U3HY/ICHO TIOBTOPYBAbE.

They generally focus on weaknesses in grammar,
such as lack of knowledge of grammar rules and
principles. Many researchers see grammatical defi-
cits in SLI in the inability to acquire rules for mark-
ing tense, number and person (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9).
They also suggest, that many children with SLI
have been shown to be impaired in producing and
comprehending syntactically complex structures (5,
6).

The results of cross-linguistic researches suggest,
that the essence of specific linguistic impairment
lies in deficit of in flexional morphology and
syntax.

In syntax, the characteristic deficits are problems
with relations within the sentence, especially sub-
ject-verb agreement, and with relations of coordi-
nate and subordinate clauses.

With all this in mind, the focus of our study was
language processing of sentences of different
syntactic structures and complexity in Slovene lan-
guage.

We presumed that SLI children will have difficul-
ties in language processing of all elements, that
mark syntactic dependency.

Our hypothesis is that there are differences between
SLI children and children with normal language
development (NLD) in the domain of syntax and in
successfulness of repetition of sentences with
different complexity structures.

Material and methods

Participants

The research has been carried out on a sample of 71
children with SLI and of 71 children with normal
language development (NLD). All pupils were at-
tending first to fourth grade of primary school, they
were all Slovene speaking and monolingual. The
SLI children were diagnosed and treated in Coun-
seling Centre in Ljubljana. Children from both
groups were matched by sex, socioeconomic status
and school environment.

The structure of the test sentence

Testing procedure for identifying and evaluating
syntactical problems of Slovene speaking SLI chil-

dren was an elicited repetition task.
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Kora nomknHara Ha pedeHMIaTa ja TIOMHHYBa pa-
0oTHaTta MeMopHja Ha AETeTo, MOCcTojaT OpojHHU (hak-
TOPH IITO TOKaKyBaaT JIeKa OATOBOPOT BCYIIHOCT €
00paboTeH PEeKy JTUHTBUCTHIKUOT CHCTEM.

3a ;a ce n30IMpaar yJIoruTe Ha CHHTAKCHYKUTE eJle-
MEHTH Ha ja3udHarta o0paboTka, Tpeba aa ce mu3aj-
HUPAaT PEUYCHUIU CO CUTE EIEMEHTH KOU CaKaMme Jia
ce TecTUpaart.

Hue I[I/I3ajHI/IpaBMC ACCET PCUCHUIIKM HAa TAKOB HAYUH
IIpyU IITO HEKOU CHUHTAKCHYKH CIIEMCHTH Oca Ipo-
MCHIJIMBH.

IIpBarta rpyma ce cocToeme ol TPU PEUCHHLH LITO
nMaa eIHOCTaBHA CTPYKTypa (IOoAMET-riaroi-mnpen-
Met). Bropata rpyma ce cocroemie ol TPH CIOKEHH
pPEUCHHMIIM INTO MMaa KOMIUICKCHA CHHTaKCHUKa
CTPYKTypa co He3aBHCHa Bpcka. CIOXKeHHUTe peue-
HUIIM UMaa JIBe HE3aBHCHU JICN-PEUCHHIIN MTOBP3aHH
CO KOOPJMHATHU CBP3HULM U, AMA U UMEHO.

Tperata rpyma ce cocToerie of YeTHPHU KOMIUIEKCHU
pEYCHUIIM IITO HMaa KOMIUIEKCHA CHHTAaKTHUYKa
CTPYKTypa CO 3aBHCHA BPCKa Mery NeN-peueHHUINTe
KJIay3UTe-3aBHCHA pedeHnna (IpeaMeTHa, BpeMeH-
CKa, MPUYHMHCKA W aTpUOyTCKa) MOBp3aHa CO He3a-
BHCHA PEUYCHUIIA.

Ha t0j Hauun, Bapujabnute Ha jasuyHata 0OpaboTKa
W oHHE o] MopdocHHTaKCHYKaTa Hapeada ce noduja
0JT 33/1aUaTa Ha M3HYJEHO TIOBTOPYBame (BKIYUYBaj-
K{ pa3iIMyHA CUHTAKCUYKOKOMIUIEKCHU CTPYKTYPH).

CuTte geceT peueHHLIM Ce KOpUCTea Kako Bapujadiu
Ha UCIUTYBabETO.

Ilpoueoypa

Cexoe aere Oerire moceOHO TecTUpaHo. PedeHunuTe
H/My ce 4nMTaa TJacHO Off HCIUTYBAYOT, €HA MO ¢JI-
Ha, a OJf Hea/Hero ce Oaparie 1a TH MOBTOPAT pede-
HUIIUTE BEJHAII KOJKY IITO MOXe moTouHo. Cecuu-
Te Oea CHUMCHU.

Peszynmamu

Pesynrarute ox poOycHaTa aHanmm3a Ha TUCKPHMHU-
HaHT W aHajJW3aTa HAa YHUBapHjaHT Ha Pa3HIyBarbe
ce CYMHUpaHH 3a CHTe JieceT Bapujabnu Bo Tabena 1
u Tabena 2.

When the length of the sentence exceeds the child's
working memory, there are number of factors that
indicate, that the answer was in fact processed
through the linguistic system.

In order to isolate the roles of syntactic elements in
language processing, one should design sentences
with all elements which one wants to test.

We designed ten sentences in such way, that some
syntactic elements were variable.

First group consisted of three sentences, that had a
simple sentence structure (subject-verb-object).
Second group consisted of three compound sen-
tences, that had a complex syntactic structure with
independent relation. Compound sentences had two
independent clauses joined by coordinating con-

junction and, but and namely.

And third group consisted of four complex sen-
tences, that had corrlplex syntactic structure with
dependent relation between clauses - dependent
clause (objective, temporal, causal and attributive)
joined to an independent clause.

In that way, the variables of language processing
and those of morpho syntactic command were ob-
tained from the elicited repetition task (including
different syntactically complex structures).

All ten sentences were used as variables of investi-
gation.

Procedure

Each child was tested separately. The sentences
were read to her/him aloud by examiner, one by
one sentence, and she/he was asked to repeat them
immediately, as accurately as possible. The ses-
sions were recorded.

Results

The results of robust discriminant analysis and uni-
variate analysis of variance are summarized for all

ten variables in Table 1 and Table 2.
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Tabena 1. Pesynmamu 00 JJUCKPUMUHAHMHAMA AHATU3A
Ha 8o sapujadaume mery epynama co CJH u epynama co
HJP

Table 1. Results of Discriminant analysis in variables
between SLI group and NLD group

DyHKuuja Jlam61a ‘
F dfl df2 Sig.
(Function) (Lambda) g
1 3.5912 126.99 140 1 .000

Tabena 2. Jluckpumunarnmer @YHKYUCKU Koe@uyueHm
(c), Koperayuja co OuckpumuHawmua @yHkyuja (r),
YVHUsapujaumua ananuza Ha eapujarcama (F, Sig.) u
yeHmpouou Ha epynume

Table 2. The discriminant function coefficient (c), cor-
relation with discriminant function (r), univariate analy-
sis variance (F, Sig.) and centroids of groups

Bapujabmnu (Variables) c T F Sig.
peuenuna 1 (sentence 1) .29 .65 26.00 .000
pedenuta 2 (sentence 2) 15 .53 7.01 .009
peuenuiia 3 (sentence 3) 31 .67 30.43 .000
pedenuna 4 (sentence 4) .37 .68 45.74 .000
pedenuta 5 (sentence 5) .38 .63 50.36 .000
peuenuna 6 (sentence 6) 34 .65 36.95 .000
peuenunna 7 (sentence 7) 29 .56 25.80 .000
pedenuna 8 (sentence 8) 18 42 9.98 .002
pedenuta 9 (sentence 9) 40 72 56.36 .000

peuenuna 10 (sentence 10) .36 .68 44.72 .000

Llenrpounu Ha rpynu (Centroids of groups)
I'pyma ma CJH: C1 =-1.34 (SLI group: C1 =-1.34)
I'pyma sa HJP: C2 = 1.34 (NLD group: C2 = 1.34)

Paznuxute mery rpynure Ha neua co CJH u meua co
HIJP ce craructnuku 3Ha49ajHH BO CHTE JECET BapH-
jabmu.

Heuata co CJH Gea momainky ycCHelIHH U UMaa Haj-
MHOTY TEIIKOTHH CO 00paboTKaTa Ha PEUCHUIIUTE
IITO WMaa pa3IMYHd KOMIUIEKCHH CHHTAKCHYKH

CTPYKTYpH.

KommnnexcHata peueHnIia co MPUYIMHCKA JIEJI pede-
HuIa Oelle 0AroBOpHA 3a HajroyieMara pasjinka Mery
rpynute. [lpyru BpemHOCTH 3a AWCKPUMUHAHTCH
(YHKUMCKH KoepHLIUEHT ce (10 pea Ha paHrHpame):

Differences between groups of SLI children and
NLD children are statistically significant in all ten

variables.

SLI children were less successful and had most dif-
ficulties with processing the sentences, that had

different complex syntactical structures.

Complex sentence with causal clause was responsi-
ble for the biggest difference between groups.
Other values for discriminant function coefficient

are (in ranking order):
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e CIIOKCHA PEYCHHIIA CO JBE HE3aBHCHHM JIeJ-peye-
HUIIA TIOBP3aHU CO KOOPJIMHATHHOT CBP3HHK aMd
- Bapujabna 2;

e CIOXCHA PEUYCHHUIIA CO JIBE HE3ABHCHU JIeI-peue-
HUIIY TIOBP3aHU CO KOOPAMHATHHUOT CBP3HHUK U -
Bapujabia 3;

e CIOXCHA PEYCHHUIIA CO 3aBHCHA aTpuOyTCKa Jei-
peucHMIIA TOBP3aHa CO He3aBHCHA JIeNI-peUeHHIa
-Bapujabna 4;

e CIIOKCHA PEYCHHIIA CO JBE HE3aBHCHHM JIeJ-peye-
HUIIA TIOBP3aHH CO KOOPJIWHATHUOT CBP3HUK
umeno-Bapujadna 5.

PesynraTtuTe Ha yclemHOCT IPU NOBTOPYBAHETO HA
peueHuuTe ce cymupanu Bo Tabena 3 u Cnuka 1.

Bo namero uctpaxyBame, HUE C€ HUHTEpECHpaBMeE
Ha KOj HAa4YMH JielaTa T MOBTOPYBaaT PEUCHHUIIHTE.
['n ananu3upaBMe cuTe OATOBOPU U OTKPHUBME JEKa
V“Malle TPU MOKHU HAYMHU Ha MOBTOPYBAamE U TUE
TH CMECTHBME BO CleJHHUTE Kareropuu: (-HeToUHU
rpaMaTHYKA TOBTOPYBamba, 1-CEMaHTHMYKHA HETOYHU
MOBTOPYBama, TPaMaTUYKA TOYHH M 2-YCIIEIIHU
MOBTOPYBamba.

Tabena 3. YcnewHocm 60 no8mopysarbemo HA peyeHu-
yume

o compound sentence with two independent
clauses joined by coordinating conjunction buf -
variable 2

o compound sentence with two independent
clauses joined by coordinating conjunction and
variable 3

« complex sentence with dependent attributive
clause joined to an independent clause-variable
4

« compound sentence with two independent
clauses joined by coordinating conjunction
namely-variable 5

The results in successfulness in the repetition of the
sentences are summarized in Table 3 and Figure 1.

In our research, we were interested, in what kind of
way, children are repeating sentences. We analyzed
all answers and we found out there were three pos-
sible ways of repetition, and we put

them in following categories: 0-grammatically un-
correct repetitions, 1-semantically uncorrect repe-
titions, grammatically correct and 2-successful
repetitions

Table 3. Successfulness in the repetition of the sentences

[ToBTopyBame Ha peueHunure (Repetitions of the sentences) 0 1 2 BKyIHO (total)
['pyma Ha CJH (SLI group) 250 177 283 710
710
['pyma Ha HIP (NLD group) 91 113 506 )
I'pyna va CJH (SLI group) I'pyna va HIP (NLD group)

25%

Cnuka 1. Ycnewnocm 6o nosmopyearoemo Ha pedeHu-

yume

Figure 1. Successfulness in the repetition of the sen-
tences
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Juckycuja

IIperriocraByBaBME JIeKa KOMIIIEKCHUTE DPEUCHHIIN
ce MOTEIIKU O] CIIOXKEHUTE PEUCHULIM AYPH U 32 Jie-
nara co HJP. Cute yuecuunu Oea Ha ceyM 10 JeceT
TOAMIIHA BO3PACT, a BO TOj MEPUOJ, CUTE KOMIUIEKC-
HU CHHTaKCHYKH CTPYKTYpH BEpOjaTHO C€ yIITE He
ce CTEeKHATH. 3a kajl, He IOCTOjaT UCTPaXyBama BO
CIIOBEHEUKHOT ja3uK 3a Pa3BOjHUTE MPECBPTHULHM 32
YCBOjyBambe Ha AETCKaTa CUHTaKCa.

Hemnara co CJH umaar HajManu mpobiaemMu co eTHOC-
TaBHUTE peYeHUIM. VHTepecHo, caMo eIHOCTaBHA
pedenuna ,,Avto je zapeljal pred dvorano pol ure
pred prireditvijo* (,,Kona ce dogeze nped carama,
noz wac nped npemcmasama 0a noute. ‘) Oeire BU-
COKO JMCKpUMHUHAaTHBHA (TipoOupnusa). [Ipemioror
»IIpea’ Ha CIOBEHEYKH ja3UK € XOMOHHM CO JIBE
3Ha4YeHa-TOj € Mpemyior 3a Bpeme u Mmecto. [la taka
MOJKE€ Ja BUIUME JIeKa AypH €JHOCTaBHA PEUCHUIIA,
HO CO HEOOMYHU CHHTAKCHYKH BPCKH MOXeE Ja Oujie
mpoOiiemaTryHa 3a nenata co CJH.

OtkpuBme neka gemnara co CJH umaaT cepuoseH
mpo0iieM co cuHTakcaTta. Hammre oTkpuTHja ce mot-
KpEIIeHH CO PEe3yATaTH OJf HAIIUTE HCTPaKyBamba.
Hammre pesynratu ucto Taka ja momiapxysaat Xu-
nomeszama 34 Penpe3eHmMamusHuOm oeuyum Ha
sasucrnocm Ha Ban nep Jlenn u baten (8).

Kako mTo moxe ga ce Buau Bo Tabenarta 2, mocrTo-
jaTr 3HAYMTEITHU Pa3JIKHA BO OJHOC Ha CHTE Bapwjad-
JIU MeTy JIBETE TPYIIH, 11a 3apajiy TOa OBUE PCUCHUIIH
MOJKe Jia c€ KOPUCTAT KaKo UjarHOCTUYKA TPOIIE Y-
pa 3a uaeHTU(UKYBakhe HA CHHTAKCUIKUOT Te(OUITAT
kaj nera co CJH.

Hwue wcro Taka ce wmHTEpecHpaBMe Ha KO HAYWH
JeraTa ra MOBTOPYBaaT peUCHUITUTE.

Kareropujara ycnewrno noemopysamwe ja oapasyba
MHOTY JO00paTa CHHTakcH4Ka crocoOHocT. [lemarta
co CJH Oea momanky ycrmeurHu BO TIOBTOPYBAHETO
Ha PEYCHUIINTE OJ] HUBHUTE BPCHUIIM CO HOpMAJICH
jasuyeH pa3Boj.

Hexon ox nenara co CJH ru cMeHHja ceMaHTHYKH-
T€ CTPYKTYPH Ha peueHUIUTe Ouzejku nmaa npooie-
MH CcO 00pa0oTkarta Ha KOMIUICKCHATa CHHTaKca.
Taka THe HEKOM pEYCHHIM TM MOBTOpyBaa Ipama-
THYKH TOYHO, HO CEMaHTHYKU HETOYHO. 3apaan CHH-
TaKCUYHUOT Ae(UIHT, THE HE C€ CIOCOOHU Ja TH
charaT OapaHUTEe CHHTAKCHYKU MpaBUja M ja MEHY-
BaaT CEMaHTHYKaTa CTPYKTypa KOPUCTEjKH IMOETHOC-
TaBHA CHHTAKCa HaKoO TOYHA.

Discussion

We presume, that complex sentences are more dif-
ficult than compound sentences even for children
with NLD. All participants were seven to ten years
old, and in that period, all complex syntactical
structures are probably not yet acquired. Unfortu-
nately, there are no researches in Slovene language
about developmental milestones for acquisition of
children's syntax.

Children with SLI have least problems with simple
sentences. Interestingly, only simple sentence “A
vto je zapeljal pred dvorano pol ure pred priredit-
vijo“ (“Car drove in front of the hall, half an hour
before the show started”) was highly discrimina-
tive. Proposition “pred” in slovene language is
homonym with two meanings-it is temporal and
local proposition. And so we can see, that even a
simple sentence, but with unusual syntactical rela-
tions can be problematic for children with SLI.

We found out, that children with SLI have a serious
problem with syntax. Our findings are supported by
results from other researches. Our results are also
supporting Representational Deficit for Depend-
ency hypothesis from Van der Lely and Batell (8).

As it can be seen in Table 2, there are significant
differences in means of all variables between both
groups, and because of that, these sentences can be
used as diagnostic procedure for identifying
syntactic deficit in children with SLI.

We were also interested, in what kind of way, chil-
dren are repeating sentences.

Category successful repetition reflects a very good
syntactic ability. Children with SLI were less suc-
cessful in repeating sentences than their peers with
normal language development.

Some of SLI children changed the semantic struc-
ture of sentences because they had problems with
processing complex syntax. Thus they repeated
some sentences grammatically correct but semanti-
cally incorrect. Because of syntactical deficit, they
are unable to consider required syntactic rules and
they changed semantic structure by using more
simple syntax, although correct.
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MEDICAL TREATMENT

Taka kareropujara ceMaHmMuyKy HeMoOYHU NOBMOPY-
6arba, epamamuyky mouHu ja onpaszyBaar neuIu-
TapHOCTa Ha ja3MYHOTO 3HACHC M CC YIITE HECTEK-
HATHUTE TpaMaTHYKU NpaBuiia Ha ja3ukoT. CeMaHTH-
KHOT KOHTEKCT Ha BepOaimHaTta mopaka cO TOYHO
nedrHUpaHa TpaMaTHdka CTPYKTypa, IITO CC YINTe
HE € KOMIIETEHTHO CTekHaTa, Aeuata co CJH ja 3a-
MEHyBaaT CO JIpyra CTPyKTypa, Koja IITO € MHOTY
MMOeTHOCTaBHA 3a HUB. HajmoOpmoT WHIWKATOp 3a
CUHTAaKCHYHHOT Je(UIUT € eIHa KaTreropuja Ha
epamamuyky HemouHu noemopysara. Jlenara co
CJH nmaa npobnemu co cuHTakcaTa Bo 35% of cute
MOBTOPYBamka Ha PeYCHUIIMTE. AKO OBa TO JIoJlaieMe
Ha KaTeropujata Ha CEeMAHMUYKU HEMOYHU NOSMO-
pysara, epamamuyky mouxu, riegame nexka 60% oxg
CHTE MOBTOpYBama Ha pedeHuIuTe Oea mpoliema-
TUYHH.

Hemara co HJP ucto Taka nmaa mpo6ieMu co OBTO-
pyBamara Ha PeUYEHUINTE, HO CO 3HAUYMUTEITHO TTOMAaI
pasmep.

Ha cymupame! I[locrojar nBa Buga TpemIKy IpH MOB-
TOPYBAamkETO Ha PEUCHHUIINTE. 3apaay CHHTAKCHIHU-
ot aedunut kaj nenara co CJH, Tve wiu ru noea-
HOCTaBYBaaT KOMIUICKCHUTE CHHTAKCUYKU CTPYKTY-
U WU TO MEHYBaaT 3HaYCHETO Ha PEUCHHIIATA.

Ha kpaj moxe na 3akmyunme aeka aenara co CJH
0ea OMaJKy yCICIIHH U UMaa HajMHOTY TEUIKOTHUU
co 00paboTKaTa Ha PEUCHHUIINTE IITO NMaa KOMILIEK-
CHH CHHTaKCHYKH CTPYKTYpH. 3apalyl CHHTaKCH4-
HUOT nedunut kaj nerara co CJH, Tve uiu ru noen-
HOCTaBYBaaT KOMIUIEKCHUTE CHHTAKCUYKU CTPYKTY-
U WM TO MEHYBaaT 3HaYeHEeTO Ha PEUCHHIIATA.
Nmajku To oBa mpeaBul, 3aqadaTa Ha IOBTOPYBAbE
Ha peYEHHUINTE MOXKE Ja Ce KOPUCTH KaKO IHjarHoc-
THYKa TpolLeaypa 3a WIACHTU(UKYBamke Ha CHHTAK-
CUYIHHOT AcPUIUT Kaj Aemara co CJH.
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