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HOW CORRECT IS YOUR WRITING? ORTHOGRAPHIC
ERROR ANALYSIS IN SERBIAN AS AN L2

The present article discusses orthographic errors in teaching Serbian as an L2
and constitutes part of a wider ongoing longitudinal study being carried out by the
authors with students from the World in Serbia project in recent years. It is of great
importance for students to master the orthographic system of the Serbian language;
therefore, they are presented with both alphabets of our language, characterized by
synchronic digraphia, from the early stages of language learning. According to the
descriptors of the Center for Serbian as a Foreign Language (Krajis$nik et al. 2022), at
A2 level foreign students are expected to learn enough about the written language so
that they can use both Cyrillic and Latin alphabets, distinguish articulatory differences
between phonemes, and write an appropriate grapheme for each phoneme. Our research
aims to list, classify, and categorize the most common errors of 201 foreign students
with different linguistic backgrounds. In conducting the present research, we used
the descriptive method, as well as the methods of theoretical analysis and contrastive
analysis. The participants were divided into eight categories, according to the official
languages of their respective countries. The errors were extracted based on a task given
to the students as part of the final exam for the A2 language course. The authors offer
an overview of common errors, compare them to a previous study (Milovanovi¢ and
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the University of Belgrade has seen a significant increase in
mobility, with both foreign students visiting Serbia and local students going abroad.
This is in line with the Strategy of Internationalization of the University of Belgrade
(2014), which aims to encourage students to be in active contact with different cul-
tures and languages. In addition to the Strategy, through its Ministry of Education,
the Republic of Serbia has developed bilateral agreements with numerous European
countries regarding different mobility programs for both students and staff (Erasmus
Mundus, Erasmus+, Basileus, CEEPUS, etc.). This has resulted in a large number
of foreign students who choose to learn Serbian at university centers in Belgrade,
Novi Sad, Kragujevac, Nis, and Pristina. One program of particular interest in this
regard is the World in Serbia project, which has been bringing foreign students from
Africa, Asia, South America, and Central America to Serbia since 2010 through a
scholarship program which incorporates an initial Serbian language course prior
to the students commencing their university studies'.

When learning a new language, students are often faced with challenges
at different linguistic levels. One such challenge relates to adopting a new pho-
netic and graphic system that differs from their L1. In Serbian as an L2/foreign
language, students are required from the beginner levels onwards to learn the
phonetic specificities of the Serbian language and to master both the Latin and
Cyrillic alphabets, since they are usually familiar with some form of Latin al-
phabet but need the Cyrillic alphabet for everyday life in Serbia (Brbori¢ 2016:
the world have an identical phonetic structure (Gussenhoven and Jacobs 1998)
and that writing systems vary in terms of the degree of regularity when it comes
to sound-symbol correspondences (Hamada and Koda 2008), it is no wonder
that students struggle with those sounds and symbols in L2 which do not exist in
their L1. Teachers of Serbian as a foreign language encounter a specific challenge
when working with a heterogenous group of students, whose L1 linguistic systems
exhibit a large degree of variation compared to the Serbian language. Despite the
challenging task of teaching Serbian and creating classroom materials, teachers and
researchers have access to the written exams of students from different linguistic
backgrounds, which are a rich resource. According to Babi¢ (2011: 159), they
allow teachers to analyze their own work and results, just as they do with their
students’ work. Furthermore, this type of material helps teachers systematize the
difficulties that foreign students encounter while learning our language and con-

" For more information on the project, visit: http://learnserbian.fil.bg.ac.rs/cooperation.php
and https://mohe.gov.mv/images/resources/schols/the-world-in-serbia-project-scholarship-20222023/
Project%20-%20World%20in%20Serbia-%20information%20sheet.pdf
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firms certain hypotheses that teachers draw from their own teaching experience
(Bogdanovic¢ 1984: 74).

Existing research focusing on the phonetic and phonological rules of
Serbian involving foreign students is limited in scope and depth. Nevertheless,
there are some studies of note. Firstly, Arsenijevi¢ (1991) examined orthographic
errors, while Desi¢ (2016) published an article on orthography and orthoepy in
Serbian as a foreign language. In their contrastive studies, Zveki¢-DuSanovi¢
(2016) and Andri¢ (2010) analyzed, among other topics, the errors of Hungari-
an-speaking students in Serbian as an L2, Perisi¢-Arsi¢ (2016) explored errors
in Serbian as a foreign language among Italian-speaking students, Novakovi¢
(2023) among Arabic-speaking students, and Pordevi¢ (2017), Novakovi¢ and
Jovi¢ (2022) and Milosevi¢ (2017) among Slavic students, while Sudimac (2020)
conducted research on errors among foreign students at the University of Nis.
Still, the most representative research of this sort in terms of its scope is the
research carried out in 2022 at the Faculty of Philology (University of Belgrade),
involving 193 participants from 38 countries (Milovanovi¢ and Stojic¢i¢ 2023).
The present research continues along the same path and represents the second
stage of a longitudinal study, which aims to analyze the orthographic errors
of students learning Serbian as an L2. Finally, since the students continuously
practiced correct writing through dictations and did exercises on the distinction
of minimal pairs, the basic hypothesis of our work was that the errors would
differ qualitatively from the first stage of the abovementioned longitudinal study.
It is hoped that the results obtained in our study can be applied in language
teaching to tackle the difficulties identified within the research when teaching
Serbian to foreign students in the future.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research objectives

In order to identify, describe and explain orthographic errors in Serbian as
an L2, it is necessary to consider relevant sources on the topic of error analysis
in L2 acquisition. It is well known that foreigners learning Serbian as a foreign
language face significant challenges while adopting the phonetic and phonologi-
cal system of our language. As Novakovi¢ and Jovi¢ (2022: 316) state, the source
of these difficulties is the complexity of its grammatical system, the existence of
the phonetic principle in its orthography, the system of seven cases, the relatively
free word order, and the large number of exceptions. Additionally, L1 interference
combined with the aforementioned features of the Serbian language can lead to
(a)typical errors when acquiring Serbian as an L2.



ey

of phonetic awareness, which, according to Grgi¢ and Udijer (2012: 211), refers to
students’ knowledge of phonemes and graphemes and the correspondence between
them. While learning Serbian, students are presented with a system whereby one pho-
neme corresponds to one grapheme. We noted that the simplicity of the orthographic
rules when compared to some other languages could lead to the quicker development
of phonological, phonetic, and graphic awareness among students of Serbian as a
degree of similarity between L1 and L2 can contribute in part to decoding efficiency
among L2 learners, as well as L2 orthographic regularity (Hamada and Koda 2008).
This is in line with the notion of cross-linguistic influence, which implies that the
languages spoken by an individual can have an impact on one another either based
on their similarities or differences (Talebi 2013: 432). Therefore, if L1 and L2 be-
long to the same language family, it is likely that their phonetic and orthographic
systems will be easier to acquire than languages with significant variations. On the
other hand, it is interesting to note that some researchers (Flege 1993, 1995) indi-
cate that phonemes which are different in L1 and L2 will be acquired sooner than
phonemes which are similar in both languages. Given the fact that the participants
in our research do not come from regions where Slavic languages are spoken and
that they often do not speak English, which is the language of instruction in class,
they are faced with a great challenge. However, the aforementioned orthographic
regularity could be a facilitating factor in acquiring Serbian as an L2.

Research aims

The main goal of our research was to identify, classify and explain orthographic
errors. As Novakovi¢ and Jovi¢ (2022: 316-317) state in their broader research,
there are several important notions in this regard. Firstly, an error is considered as
any departure from the standard norm (Babi¢ 2018: 584). Selinker (1969) indicates
the importance of linguistic errors as they help highlight improvement in language
acquisition, show researchers how language is acquired and help students better
understand themselves and the language that they are learning. Errors can be in-
ter-linguistic or inner-linguistic. Inter-linguistic errors are due to trans-linguistic
influence (Novakovi¢ and Jovi¢ 2022: 317). When it comes to their typology,
Koncarevi¢ (2004: 86) distinguishes three categories of interferential errors: 1)
non-differentiation, where the student does not differentiate certain linguistic fea-
tures because such a difference is not present in their L1, 2) super-differentiation,
where the student introduces linguistic elements in L2 which are characteristic for
their L1, and 3) reinterpretation, where some linguistic features that exist in both
L1 and L2 are interpreted only according to their L1. Inner-linguistic errors stem
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from specific features of the language being learned when students try to simplify
the system, hyper-generalize rules, hyper-correct, adopt incorrect forms, fossilize
their errors, or avoid certain patterns (Dulay and Burt 1974; Touchie 1986).

Sample and methods

The present research was conducted at the Center for Serbian as a Foreign
Language, Faculty of Philology (University of Belgrade). In total, 201 students
from the World in Serbia project participated in the research. All participants
had intensive Serbian language lessons in the summer semester of the 2022/2023
academic year. The research took place at the end of the A2-level language
course, meaning that participants had between 520 and 720 45-minute classes
depending on the time of their arrival. None of the participants had previously
learned Serbian and upon their arrival, they all attended the same language
course and used the same textbook. We classified the participants based on the
official language of their respective countries: 14 French-speaking participants,
14 Spanish-speaking participants, 32 Portuguese-speaking participants, 73 En-
glish-speaking participants, 42 Arabic-speaking participants, 12 Farsi-speaking
participants, 7 Surinamese-speaking participants, and 7 participants who spoke
other languages.

For the purposes of our broader longitudinal study, we created a task which
was incorporated into the final A2 exam. The participants were asked to do a dic-
tation where they listened to a text of around 80 words, purposefully prepared so
as to include different phonemes characteristic for the Serbian language. We used
participants’ exams were collected and error identification, description, explanation,
and evaluation followed.

Results and discussion

Keeping in mind the total number of errors, below we present specific results
and conclusions related to error typology, with a particular focus on affricates,
fricatives, the phonemes /£/ and /p/, and the pairs /1/:/t/, /b/:/p/ and /b/:/v/. We
have also provided a comment on the consonant in the final position, intervocalic
/j/, word segmenting, and vocalic errors in Serbian as an L2. Based on the results,
it is clear that certain words proved to be more challenging for our participants.
Therefore, this analysis focuses particularly on these examples, provided in the
table below.



French-speaking participants

Given the structure of the phonological system of French, the results among
French-speaking participants are somewhat expected. For instance, affricates proved
to be the most challenging group of consonants, which can be explained by the fact
that the French orthographic system does not have any graphemes for these Serbian
phonemes. This was the case with poslasticarnica where /tAg/ was often written as
¢, c or § instead of ¢. Fricatives were less of a problem, which can be explained by
the existence of both /s/ and /z/ in the French phonetic system. As for other conso-
nants, French-speaking participants had problems identifying /A/ and /p/, probably
due to the fact that they are not typical for French. Given the differences between
the two systems, French-speaking students were given phonetic exercises in class
in order to practice affricates.

Spanish-speaking participants

Spanish-speaking participants had issues with both affricates and fricatives.
For instance, they noted / tAg/ in vencali as ¢, t and ¢. When it comes to other
consonants in our research, only /A/ seemed to be a major cause of issues, as in
the name Zeljko, where it was transcribed as 7, j or / instead of /j. This comes as
a surprise since Spanish does have /4/ in its phonetic system. On the other hand,
the phoneme /p/ did not appear to be challenging for this group, especially as it
exists in Spanish, where it is written 7i. Compared to the first stage of our study
stage of our research participants did not have issues spelling /x/, whereas in our
previous research participants wrote it with a j, like in Spanish. Additionally, they
did not exhibit problems distinguishing between /b/ and /v/, which was a reported
issue in the previous research. On the other hand, in some cases they added a
prothetic e in front of the consonant group /sp/ and wrote espavacu instead of
spavacu sobu and mixed /s/ and /z/ in muzika, which is in line with the rules of
Spanish, but not Serbian. Still, the number of such errors was lower than in the
previous research thanks to tailor-made phonetic activities done in class in order
to prevent these errors.

Portuguese-speaking students

As with the first two groups, affricates and fricatives were the most challenging
consonants for our Portuguese-speaking participants. For instance, they wrote d or
dz instead of d? in the word dZez and d?,j and z instead of # in the name Zeljko, even
though the phoneme /7/ exists in Portuguese. This name proved to be challenging
due to the phoneme /A/ as well, which was written /, j, k and i instead of /j. This
could be explained by the lack of a corresponding phoneme in Portuguese. This
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group of students also used a final o instead of « in the word kuhinju, which can be
explained by the fact that -o is a common suffix in Portuguese.

English-speaking students

English-speaking students constituted the largest group in our sample. They
had issues with both affricates and fricatives. The phoneme /s/ can be taken as an
illustrative example as participants from this group wrote the name Masa with ¢,
rs, s and ¢ instead of §. The phonemes /A/ and /p/ were also the root of numerous
errors, which comes as no surprise as they are not characteristic for English. One
example of such an error is the word kuhinju, where participants wrote kuhinu,
kuhiju, kohju, kuhilju instead of using the grapheme 7. It is also worth noting that
in some instances, participants from this group had problems distinguishing between
the following pairs: /b/:/p/, /b/:/v/ and /1/:/1/.

Arabic-speaking students

The participants with Arabic as L1 had problems with both consonants and
vowels. Affricates and fricatives were often confused by the participants from this
group, with /ts/ in Ljubica being written #5 and ¢ or with /z/ in Zeljko being written
¢, z,dz or d. The phonemes /A/ and /n/ and their corresponding graphemes in words
such as Zeljko or kuhinja also caused issues and resulted in different graphemes
being used, as stated in the table below. When it comes to consonants, one specific
issue for Arabic-speaking participants was the distinction between /b/ and /p/ in
words such as pored (written bored in their production) or proleca (broleéa) — this
distinction does not exist in Arabic. Another major problem in this group was
related to vowels. As the pronunciation of vowels and the way they are written in
Arabic differs greatly from the Serbian phonetic and orthographic system, it comes
as no surprise that numerous participants had issues with vowels. Therefore, they
wrote tirasu instead of terasu, Donava instead of Dunava or njehovi instead of
njihovi, to name just a few errors. Despite having done phonetic exercises aimed
at correcting their use of vowels and differentiating phonetic pairs such as /b/ and
/p/, these mistakes persisted.

Farsi-speaking students

In line with the other groups, Farsi-speaking students also struggled with
affricates, whereas fricatives did not appear to be a source of difficulty. One such
error related to affricates was the phoneme /te/ in the words srecni, proleéa or
spavacusobu, which Farsi-speaking students wrote with ¢ instead of ¢. This type
of error can be explained by the lack of distinction between /tAg/ and /te/ in Farsi.
Another common error was the phoneme /ts/ written as s or zs instead of ¢, which
can again be explained by its absence in Farsi, where it would have to be written



using a combination of its components /t/ and /s/ and their corresponding graph-
emes. As one of the authors of this article speaks Farsi, Farsi-speaking students
had tailor-made exercises to prevent certain errors occurring based on a contrastive
analysis of both languages.

Surinamese-speaking students

Unlike participants from the previous groups, this group had far fewer prob-
lems with both affricates and fricatives. They only had certain errors with /te/ in
srecan, where they used ¢ instead of ¢. Additionally, they had some issues with
/K/, written with [ instead of /j as in the examples Zelko or Lubica. Otherwise, this
group exhibited a low error rate. However, it is important to state that compared
to the other groups, this group also had fewer participants, which may account for
these results. Another possible explanation for such good results may be the fact
that, in our experience, Surinamese students participating in the World in Serbia
project have always been very successful as this country imposes high criteria in
the selection process for this project.

Others

The last group comprised participants from various countries not classified in
the previous seven groups. Their results showed issues with different consonants,
just as in the other groups, but given the heterogenous nature of this final group, it
is not possible to draw any conclusions or focus on similarities.

Universal errors

Our results indicate that some errors seem to be present regardless of the
L1 of the participants whose dictations were analyzed. The first such error is
the omission of intervocalic /j/ in the name Marija, which was often written by
our participants as Maria, as can be seen in the table below. This error can be
explained by the trans-linguistic influence of the name Maria, which is spelled
without a j in French, Spanish, Portuguese and English and is an internationally
known name.

Another interesting error common in all of the groups in this research is re-
lated to the erroneous spelling of the final consonant in ovog and nazalost. These
two words were either written without the final consonant, or rarely, with an added
vowel at the end of the word. This type of error can be explained by the weak
position of the final consonant.
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Thirdly, in all the groups, we noticed that our participants wrote toponyms
(Novi Sad, Dunav) and personal names (Masa, Zeljko, Porde) without a capital
letter. This could be expected of Arabic and Farsi-speaking students whose graphic
systems do not have lowercase and uppercase letters; however, it is a surprise that
students whose L1 recognizes this difference did not use capital letters when needed.

Finally, one type of error differs greatly from the errors presented in
present research, students from seven out of the eight groups had segmenting
errors in the word poslasticarnica, which they wrote as posle sticarnica or posla
sticarnica, with some other additional errors. One possible explanation for this
phenomenon lies in the fact that they might have recognized posle (after) or
posla (work, in the genitive case) as a standalone word and therefore split the
word poslasticarnica into two elements, where the second does not have any

comprehensible meaning.

French Spanish Portuguese English
srecni srecni srecni srecani, srecni, srecni
/E: / ) ) 5 5 srecini, sgecne 5 5
prole¢a spavacu | proleca, proleca proleca proleca proleca, prolosa
sobu spavacu spavacu spavacu spavacu
vencali vencali, ven¢ali, | vencali, ven¢ali, | vencali, frensali, vencali,
vensali ventail vejicali, vencali
_ poslasticarnici poslascicarnici, poslasti¢arnici | poslasti¢i Carnisi, | poslasticarnisti,
ts/ poslasti¢arnici, poslascitarnici, poslasticarnici,
poslastisariti poslaticarnici, poseletinatity
posladi¢arnici posla sti¢arnici
poslasticarci
/dz/ DPorde DZordze Dorde, DZorde, D ziais, Pzorde
Zorce Dorge
/dz/ dzez dez, zaz Dezz, des, jez Dez, dez, dzez dez, jazz, Zez,
s/ Ljubica Lju‘Pita, Ljubi,c'a Ljubiréa, Jukisa Ljubita, Ljubica Ljubisa, Jubitsa
meseca meceta, mesea | meseca, mecesa
Affricates Arabic Farsi Surinamese Other
srecni - M - srecni srecan, srecno, sre¢ni
sreéni, srece, sresni -
fte/ . : prole¢a . sreent .
proleca spavaéu M M proleca / proleca
spavacu, spacu 9 .
sobu spavaéu / spavacu, spavacu
vencali vencali, venzali, vencali / /
venénali, mar§li
Py poslastiCarnici poslastitéarnici, poslastic¢arnici / posla stinarnici
§ poslati¢arnici,
poslasti¢arnici,
poslacéar{lci
= Dzordze, Zez, Bzorde, Porce, .
/dz/ Do Zorde, DZorde Jarde / D
/dz/ dzez dez, dzez, Ces jazz, dez, jez / jez, cez
&/ Ljubica Lupit$a, Lubi¢a | Ljubisa, Labitsa / /
s meseca messetsa messtsa / /
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French Spanish Portuguese English
/s/ Maa et Masa, Marsa, Maca| Majsa, Mac, Maca Maca, 1\&3;5;1, Masa,
¢ e 5 / slucaju X e
slusaju/ Setaju ) slusaju slusaju/ cetaju
12l Zeljko DZetko, Geliko Delko DZelko, Jejko, Jeko| Juko, Jelko, Jelica
sivel karu Zive / zivam/ kazu, kaju | zive/ kazu, kaSu
Fricatives Arabic Farsi Surinamese Other
Is/ Masa Maca / / /
8 slusaju/ Setaju setaju / / /
Zeljko Cenko, Zeljko, / / /
/7] Dzeljko, Peyko
zive/ kazu kasu / / kasu
Other consonants French Spanish Portuguese English
Zeljko DZerko, Zenko, Zelgo, Zeliko, 5 . 5 Zenko, Zajko,
Zejko, Zeiko, Zeko,|  Zeiko, Zejko Jezg) k%e]lzgelzlgi)l’(o Zelko, Zeliko,
16/ Zeliko i Zeiko
prijatelji / prijateli p“J? cn prijatel
Ljubica Lubica / Lubica
njihovi nihovi, nihkovi / / nihovi
n kuhinju kuhinu / kuhmju, kuhiju kuhinu, kuhiju,
kohju, kuhilju
n poslastiCarnici poslasticalnici / / /

A vencali / / / vencari
proleca / / / /
kupatilo / / / /

b prijatelj / / / prijateli

Tol:fpl pored / / / /

pre bre / / /
poslasticarnici / / / bostastiCarnici
vencali bencali bencali / bendali, becali

/b/:v/ vikendom / / beikom /

dobili / / / dovili
Other consonants Arabic Farsi Surinamese Other
Zeljko Zenko, Zerko, Zelko, Zenko, Zelko Zejkvo, Zenko,
Zeliko, Zejko, Zeiko, Zejko Zeliko
1K/ DPeyko, Zerko
prijatelji priatelij prijateli / prijateli
Ljubica Lubica, Lupitsa Labitsa Hjubica, Lubica
n/ njihovi / / / nihovi
kuhinju kohiljo, kuhinu kohino / /
X poslasticarnici / / / /

NVl vendali / / / /
proleca broleca / / /
kupatilo kubatilo / / /

. prijatelj brijatalj, brijateli / / /

/ol:1pl pored bored / / /

pre / / / /
poslasticarnici / / / /
vencali bencali / / bencali

/b/:/v/ vikendom / / / /

dobili / / / /
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Final consonant French Spanish Portuguese English
g/ ovog ovom ovok 0vV0, OVOV ovo, ovok
/t/ nazalost nazalos nazalas, nazalos nazaloste nazalos

Final consonant Arabic Farsi Surinamese Other
g/ ovog ovo / / /

/t/ nazalost nazalos nazalos naZzalos nazalo§
Intervocalic ‘ French Spanish Portuguese English
Maria Maria Maria Maria
Intervocalic ‘ Arabic Farsi Surinamese Other
/il Marija Maria Maria, Marja / /
Segmenting French Spanish Portuguese English
zato za po / / /
pre dve bredve / / /
poslasti¢arnici posla sticarici, poslasti¢i Canisi poslasti Carnici poslasti Carniti,
posla sti¢arnici posla stiarnici
nazalost / nazales / na zelost
Segmenting Arabic Farsi Surinamese Other
zato / / / /
pre dve / / /
poslastic¢arnici posla sticarise, / posla stacirnica, posla stinarnici
posla sticarnici, poslasti ¢arnici
posle slecerici
nazalost na zalos / / /
CONCLUSION

This research has shown that certain orthographic errors are related to the

respective languages of our participants and that they can be expected when teaching
Serbian as an L2, especially when it comes to linguistic systems that significantly
differ from Slavic languages, Serbian included. Existing research highlights that
acquiring a new phonological system can present numerous challenges, which can be
overcome to a certain extent through tailor-made didactic materials. Therefore, based
on the results, it is possible to adapt language instruction and work on reducing such
errors. On the other hand, some errors appear to be universal regardless of the L1.

Our results show that affricates, fricatives and the phonemes /A/ and /p/ are
among the most challenging phonemes for students learning Serbian as an L2.
Additionally, some linguistic backgrounds lead to significant problems in learning
Serbian vowels, which in our research predominantly relates to Arabic-speaking
students. Lastly, attention should also be drawn to word segmentation and the use
of capital letters as they can have implications on orthographic competence in
Serbian as an L2.



Given the scope and the variety of the sample in this research, it represents
a valuable contribution to the study of the acquisition of the phonological and
orthographic system of Serbian as an L2. We believe that the research in this field
could be used in Serbian as an L2 textbooks, which should incorporate tailor-made
activities aimed at speakers of different L1s with a comparative view of the Serbian
phonological system and the systems of their respective languages. This approach
would contribute to the quality of materials used in teaching Serbian, particularly as
this is an emerging field with more prospects for the internationalization of Serbia,
its institutions, students and teachers alike.
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KOJIMKO JIOFPO ITHIIEI HA CPIICKOM? AHAJIN3A
OPTOI'PA®CKUX I'PEHIAKA V CPIICKOM KAO J2

Pesnme

Kanma je peu o HacTaBH CpPICKOT Kao CTPAHOT je3WKa, Of CYIITHHCKE Ba)XHOCTH j€
Jla CTPaHM CTYAEHTHU OBJIanajy 0O0po opTorpad)cCKMM CHCTEMOM Hallera je3uka IITo MOJ-
pa3yMeBa 1 joII of] caMora ITo4eTKa yderma Mopajy YCBOjUTH 00a mucMma. 360r CHHXPOHE
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nurpaduje, CTyACHTH MOpajy YJIOKHTH JIOJATHH HAMIOP KaKo OW 3a PesIaTHBHO KPaTKO Bpe-
Me caBnagand u hupwiniyy u natuauny. CaBnagaBum oba mucMa, CTYACHTH Cy Y CTamby
J1a IPOYKTAjy TEKCT HAIIMCAH IITAMIIAHKM CJIOBUMA M MOTY YYECTBOBATH Y HajjeIHOCTAB-
HUjUM KOMYHHKaTuBHUM cutyanujama. Ha A2 uuBoy 3EOJ-a nmoxpasymeBa ce J1a CTyJeH-
TH CTPaHIK MOTY HAlPaBUTH JUCTHHKIM]Y Mely IIacoBMMa CpIICKOTa je3nka, Kao U Ja
HX MOTy Hamucatu kopuctehu onarosapajyhe rpademe. OBaj pan mpeacraBiba IO LIHPE
JIOHTUTYIMHAIIHE CTYIMje Koja ce CIPOBOAM y pajy ca CTyIeHTUMa u3 mpojekra Ceema y
Cpbuju v y BeMy ce aHAIM3UPajy opTorpadcke rpelike y HacTaBu cprickor kao J2. ['perke
y ycBajamy (HOHETCKO-(OHOJIOIIKOT CUCTEMA CPIICKOT je3uKa HEMHUHOBHE Cy Koj BehmHe
TOBOPHHKA KOjH JI0JIa3€ ca je3NYKHX TOBOPHHUX TOPYyYja MOTIYHO pa3inuuTHX oj Hamer. C
THM y BE3H, OBaj pajl IPeACTaBsba MOKYIAj 1a CE HA jeJIHOM MECTY TOIHIIY, KATeTOPU3Yjy
u cucremarn3yjy rpemike 201 cTpaHOT CTYICHTa, YHjH CY MATePHH WITH jE3HIH Ha KOjuMa
Cy € LIKOIOBaIK (PpaHIlyCKH, IINAHCKH, TOPTYTAJICKU, CHIVICCKH, aparicku, papcu u CypH-
HAMCKH KPEOJICKH (TaKH-TakH). [ pelke cy eKclepipaHe u3 MICMEHUX 3ajlaTKa KOju Cy
CTYJICHTH TOJIArajii HaKOH 3aBPLICHOT Kypca Ha HUBOY A2, a ayTOpH X MOpE/e ca OHUMA
no0HjeHnM y peTxoHoj hazu ucrpaxusama (Munosanosuh u Crojuunh 2023). Pesynra-
TH yKa3yjy Ha TO Jia Cy Heke MoTeiikohe 3ajeJHIUKe TOBOPHHULMMA PA3IUTHYHX je3UKa, 0K
Cy Jpyre CBOjCTBEHE caMo HeKHM rpynama. Mehytum appukaru, ppukarusu, poneme /A/ u
/n/, Te UHTEPBOKAITHO /j/ Ouitk ¢y Hajuehtm y3pok oprorpadckux rpemiaka, y3 HeaJeKBaTHO
CErMEHTHPAE PEUH M HEKOH3HCTECHTHY YyHOTpeOy MajycKyJia.

3akspydyjyhu, ayTopy HCTHUY Ja je 0BaKaB KOPITYC N3y3€THO KOPUCTAH CBUMa OHMMA
KOjU ce OaBe HaCTaBOM CPIICKOT Kao CTPAHOT, a TOCE0HO ayTopuMa yIIOSHUKA U IIPUPYIHH-
Ka 32 y4eHe CPIICKOT Kao CTPaHOT je3nka Oymyhu a npy»ka yBHA y HOTelkohe ca kojuMa ce
CyouaBajy CTpaHH CTYJCHTH IIPHUINKOM yCBajamka (POHETCKO-(OHOJIOMIKOT CHCTEMa Halllera
jesuka. Koprmyc rpemraka koje cy KaTeropu3oBaHe y OBOM pajly MOKe OMTH ITOYETHA Tauka
3a TUaKTUYKe UMILTHKAIVje U YHarpeleme oBor cerMeHTa HacTaBHOT IIpoIieca.

Kibyune peun: Cpricku je3uk kao J2, micame, AUKTAT, aHaIM3a Fpelaka, oprorpad-
CKa KOMITCTEHIIH]a.
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