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Abstract
The purpose of the study was to contribute to tlheehof formal education, non-formal and
informal learning (Coombs & Ahmed, 1974) by exphgristudents’ knowledge about and
experience with them. 553 students of humanitiegjcational sciences and economics
participated in the study. Results show that (@ylehts of humanities have the highest level
of knowledge about all three forms of education &aining. (2) As the students progress
with their studies, their knowledge about the thiemens of education and learning increases.
No differences in students’ knowledge, involvemi@nhon-formal and informal learning and
teaching were found regarding monthly income ancemig’ formal education. (3) More
students with higher knowledge about three formgdifcation and learning list experience
with non-formal learning and informal teaching.
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Introduction

Education is the most important tool availabledstér a deeper and more harmonious human
development. It develops talents, creative potentieesponsibility and achievement of
personal goals (Delors, 1996). Still, in some comities education is traditionally viewed as
social obligation to encourage learning and persgrawth that ceases with the end of an
intense formative development in adolescence dy eatulthood. Thus, for example, the
speed of social and technological change in mamgldped countries has led to an explicit
emphasis on the importance of lifelong learningz@ki Vidovic & Vlahovi¢ Stett, 2007).

Despite of the needs for innovative educationatesys(Gambula, 2009), in conditions of a

rapid technological development and commerce, thpk and degrees based more on



conceptual than on material production, are no doray guarantee of economic success of
individuals and of a society.

Education and learning model accepted by the Earoggommission (2001) is based on a
model introduced by Coombs and Ahmed in 1974. Thidy and research is particularly
concerned with non-formal programmes to increaseskills and productivity of all persons
in everyday life. They describe three forms of edion/learning: a) formal education —
highly institutionalised, chronologically graded darhierarchically structured “education
system”, ranging from primary school to the univtgrsb) non-formal learning — organised
and systematic educational activity carried onidetshe framework of the formal system to
provide selected types of learning to particuldbgsaups in the population of any age; c)
informal learning — lifelong process by which evepgrson acquires and accumulates
knowledge, skills, attitudes and insights from yaédxperiences and exposure to the
environment — at home, at work, at play. It is @amised and often unsystematic; yet it
accounts for the great bulk of any person's tafetilhe learning — including that of even a
highly “schooled” person (Coombs & Ahmed, 1974).cAing to Schugurensky (2000),
with respect to the intent and the awareness, nmbrlearning can be: self-managed
(individual has chosen a content for learning)jdettal (person had no intention of learning)
and socialised (refers to the internalisation dugg, attitudes, behaviours and skills that
occur in everyday life without intention).

It is imperative to reform the schoolsurricula and higher education institutions to l#aa
students to become lifelong learners (Yang & Val@ésera, 2011). However, a person needs
to be cautious not to use the recognition of nam#d learning outcomes as a neoliberal tool
which serves only the purposes of the economics thrdcapital, but foremost for the
individuals to be less determined by their sociass and to gain more opportunities for their

individual progress (Kelava, 2012). Definitely, fioal education opportunities, in promoting
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lifelong learning, provided by primary, secondamydahigher education must be a ‘basic
education’ of a modern society.

A number of studies prove (J&ri2007) that about 75% of education belongs tormé&d
learning and that there are even more and moret@ebaout the relationship between three
forms of education and learning. If formal educatioon-formal and informal learning are
compared, it becomes obvious that in formal edanathere is prevalence of declarative
knowledge and reproduction skills, while in nonA@ and informal learning there is
prevalence of operative knowledge, integration pérative knowledge and skills and their
application in non-standard situations (Petnuchad@l2). The individual's learning is
unsupported by any strong infrastructure of infdrne& non-formal learning in the
industrialised countries, where the resourcesrfarmal learning are rich and varied, as well
as in the developing countries, where all formélosts too often have to operate without the
support of a rich environment of literacy and leagnKing, 1982).

There is no research conducted on the impact olvkettge about three forms of education
and learning and involvement in these forms. JgR2@97) describes changing approaches to
knowledge, knowledge acquisition and knowledge sssent which have occurred in the
field of adult educationBut based on their investigation, some authors ¢Wad & Velki,
2012) conclude that teachers cannot influence statdeognitive abilities, but can help in
developing and training of their cognitive skilladaso contribute to improving students’
success in various academic tasks and indicate tthathas great implication on the
psychology of education. The key issue in educaisono longer the amount of knowledge
learned, but the ability to use knowledge and kimow+ (Petnuchova, 2012), as well as
harmonisation with the needs of society (Losito @&&o, 2005).

Studies about relationship between socio-economaitis or age and educational attainment

(Bowers-Brown, 2006; Redmond, 2006) show that bettieicational achievements are more
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valued and important to the families of higher seconomic groups. Such families also have
the economic strength to pay a high quality edoocaéind provide children with everything
they need for effective continuing of the educati®m the other hand, for children from the
lower socio-economic groups it is more valued tashi with education as soon as possible in
order to obtain employment income. They developff@rént orientation toward the future
and they do not appreciate enough the value ofldewent of formal education (except
maybe alongside work) (Farnell & Ko§a2010). Some analyses (MatkévR010) provide
compelling evidence of the connection between l@wels of parental education and
household income with an increased risk of earhostleaving. Also, socioeconomic status
(with regional affiliation) can be a significantgalictor of educational achievement, and it is
an important factor in the analysis and interpretadf test results of the PISA (Programme

for International Student Assessment) survey (Gragé & Kuti, 2010).

The purpose of the study

The purpose of the study was to contribute to tleehof formal education, non-formal and
informal learning as defined by Coombs and Ahmeé&¥4) by exploring students' knowledge
about and experience with these forms of educati@hlearning. The objectives of the study
were: (1) to explore whether there are difference&nowledge about and experience in
formal education, non-formal and informal learniagd teaching between students of
humanities, educational sciences and economicsto(2nd out if there are differences in
knowledge about and experience in the three forfrexdacation and learning and teaching
related to the students’ year of study, parentsmfd education and income; and (3) to
examine if students with the highest and the lowesel of knowledge differ in their

experience with the three forms of education lewy@ind teaching.



Three hypotheses were posed related to the olgeliy H1: Students of humanities and
educational sciences have a higher level of knoydeabout formal education, non-formal
and informal learning, compared to students of enuos. H2: Percentage of students
involved in non-formal and informal learning doex differ regarding their study groupl3:
More students of humanities and educational scgera@ involved in non-formal and
informal teaching than students of economics.

Three hypotheses were posed related to the olge(@iy H4: Knowledge about the three
forms of education and learning increases with ykars of study and parents’ formal
education, while it does not differ in relationddferent levels of incomeH5: Percentage of
students involved in non-formal and informal leaghdoes not differ related to the students’
year of study, parents’ formal education and incodf® Percentage of students involved in
non-formal and informal teaching increases with ylear of study, and with decreased
income, while it does not relate with parents’ fatraducation.

Two hypotheses were posed related to the last mige(3): H7: Students who know more
about the three forms of education and learninglistimore involvement in non-formal and
informal learning.H8: Students with different levels of knowledge wlbt differ regarding

their involvement in non-formal and informal teawdpi

Method

Participants

A total of 553 students from the University Juraldbila of Pula, 23.5% males and 76.5%
females, 18 to 36 years old, took part. They stheieonomics (52.5%), educational sciences
(21.2%) and humanities (in Croatian and ltaliargleage) (26%). The latter two groups study
to become teachers. When looked at the study $8a2% were from the®] 20.4% from the

2" 23.1% from the ", and 18.3% from the™and %" year.



Measures

A 15 items test was created for exploring studekitswledge about formal education, non-
formal and informal learning (e.gzormal education is performed in institutiopsvith the
possible answerJirue / False / Not surelotal score could vary from 15 to 45. Higher tesu
refer to better knowledge. Experience in learning seaching was collected as frequencies.
General biographical data were collected with few@sgions related to age, gender, study year
and study group. Parents’ highest formal educatioluded: elementary school, high school,
college and university, and graduate study. Monthalyily income was explored with the
scale: (a) up to 2.000 kn (Croatian kuna); (b) 2.6@.000 kn; (c) 4.001 — 6.000 kn; (d) 6.001

—10.000 kn; and (e) more than 10.000 kn.

Procedure

Data were collected in a larger survey that exadchisgidents’ knowledge and attitudes
related to formal education, non-formal and inforfearning. Instruments were administered
with students’ oral consent and anonymously. After test of knowledge was filled in and
collected, students were instructed about the tfwems of education/learning. Then they
were given, among other, questions about experiamdearning and teaching. A coding

system was used for collating data from the twcespha

Results and discussion

Formal education, non-formal and informal learning and teaching among different
study groups

Differences in knowledge about formal educatiom-farmal and informal learning among
students of humanities, educational sciences aondoaaics were explored with one-way

ANOVA.



Table 1

Levels of knowledge about formal education, non¥farand informal learning in three study groups

Study group Knowledge test results
M SD n F P Scheffé
EconomicqE) 6.91 2.63 259
Humanities (H) 7.95 3.32 131 501 o002 E
H-ES
Educational sciences (ES) 6.82 2.62 102

Results in Table 1 show that students of humanheg the highest level of knowledge,
confirming the first hypothesis. It is most likethat the set of courses for pedagogical
competencies in humanities offers the most stredtkinowledge on education and learning,
so these students lead in this field. The set ofsas for future teachers comprises theoretical
background in psychology, pedagogy, sociology, adl \w&s practical subjects such as
didactics and internship. Forms of education arafnieg are immanent topics in these
courses, and less in economics. Should it be sstudfents in all study programmes had the
opportunity to discuss these forms of education leadning, it would probably encourage
lifelong learning, as a shift of focus of the edimaal process to persons who learn and think
about their learning process.

Since all the students finished the elementary high education, only differences in

experience with non-formal and informal learning@examined with the chi-square test.

Table 2
Experience with non-formal and informal learningtinee study groups
Form of learning Involvement (percentage)
Economics Humanities Educ. sciences »* df p
Non-formal Yes 72 (24.8) 85 (59.0) 63 (53.8) 58.9 2 <0.001
n =551 No 218 (75.2) 59 (41.0) 54 (46.2)
Informal Yes 66 (23) 73 (50.7) 56 (47.9) 42.6 2 <0.001
n =550 No 223 (77) 71 (49.3) 61 (52.1)




Although all three groups show that almost morenthdalf of students listed no experience
with non-formal and informal learning, the seconygpdthesis was rejected because more than
three quarters of economics students listed noreqpe with these two forms of learning
(Table 2). One of the possible explanations cannbsome personality traits’ differences
between these groups of students: humanities’ altational vocations require a wider
range of interests, so it is possible that youngpjeeinterested in them already have a wider
spectrum of involvement in various educational eatg. It may be that economics students
focus more in fewer topics that satisfy their ies#s more in depth.

Since none of the students could have had the Ipligsiof formal teaching, further
differences in experience with non-formal and infat teaching between the study groups
were explored with the chi-square teResults (Table 3) confirm the third hypothesis,
although all three groups of students did not neentnuch of such experience. Students of
humanities mention most experience with the nomé&drand informal teaching, followed by

students of educational sciences and economicersiud

Table 3
Experience with non-formal and informal teachinghree study groups
Form of teaching Involvement (percentage)
Economics Humanities Educ. sciences X° df p

Non-formal Yes 2 (0.7) 9 (6.3) 3 (2.6)

n=552  No 289 (99.3) 135(93.7) 114 (97.4) 12.1 2 <0001
Informal Yes 88 (30.2) 78 (54.2) 52 (44.4)

n =552 No 203 (69.8) 66 (45.8) 65 (55.6) 24.6 2 <0.001

It can be expected that students with courses dédagogical competencies have chosen to
become teachers, so they are eager to practice tdexhing competencies as soon as
possible. However, students of humanities do neesgarily choose these courses because
they really want to be teachers, but they chooséawe additional option in career — a

teaching licence, not necessarily putting it asiaripy wish. Still, even with this reservation,



humanities’ students have most experience in bath-farmal and informal teaching.
Motivation does play an important role in choosthg study programme and in studying

(Reic Ercegovac & Juki, 2008).

Formal education, non-formal and informal learning and year of study, parents’
education and income

In order to explore the second objective, firstiffedlences in knowledge about formal
education, non-formal and informal learning betweatimdents of different years of study,
parents’ formal education and income were examiigid one-way ANOVA. Students of the
first year have less knowledge about the three $avfreducation/learning than the students of
the second year, as well as the students of tte ymars (Table 4), confirming the fourth
hypothesis. As the students’ progress with theidyhg, they become more acquainted with
the terms mentioned in the questionnaikkhough they are in different study groups, they
come across various forms of education and learrangd that explains the obtained results.
The hypothesis is also confirmed in the part thadigted no differences in knowledge
regarding income. There are no reasons to expegttiwk particular knowledge would be
connected to someone’s financial status, once #neyall at the university. The part of the

hypothesis that was not supported with resultstivaisrelated to parents’ formal education.

Table 4

Levels of knowledge about formal education, non¥farand informal learning regarding study yearsepts’
formal education anchonthly income

Knowledge test results

Study year M SD n F P Scheffé
15‘d 6.39 2.53 186
2" 7.65 2.97 101 1-2
3¢ 7.31 2.91 116 203 <0001, 0k
4"+ 5" 8.07 2.96 89
Father’s (mother’s)
education
Elementary school 7.00 (7.05) 2.99 (2.64) 22 (43) 0.96 0.852
High school 7.24 (7.10) 2.83(2.87) 338 (310) (0‘25) (0.863)
Coll + univ 6.97 (7.31) 2.93 (2.94) 106 (114) * '
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Graduate 7.20 (7.80) 2.59 (1.92) 5(5)
Income
< 2.000 kn 7.00 3.05 21
2.001 - 4.000 kn 6.82 2.70 62
4,001 - 6.000 kn 7.11 2.95 128 1.02 0.398
6.001 — 10.000 kn 7.48 2.99 168
> 10.000 kn 6.84 2.57 87

No differences in knowledge among students whosenps have different levels of formal
education were found. The probable explanationhet students’ population is already
selected by higher parents’ formal education, sarasower range of the monthly income does
not provide the possibility to examine the situatio the whole population. There is evidence
of a strong influence of the social background €p&s’ education) or social selection of
university students as a social group, pointingxstence of educational differences in the
educational system (Bjelajac & Rili2005; IliSin, 2008).

Further, differences in experience with non-forrmadl informal learning between students of
different years of study, parents’ formal educataod income were examined with the chi-
square test. Students involved in non-formal afarmal learning did not differ related to the
parents’ formal education and income, confirmingtgaf the fifth hypothesis (Table 5).
More students of the final years are involved im4#fi@mmal and informal learning than

students from the first three years of study.
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Table 5

Experience with non-formal and informal learningaeding study years, parents’ formal educationiaodme

Form of Involvement (percentage)
learning
Study year
1s1 2nd 3rd 4th + 5th XZ df p
Non-formal

n=551 Yes| 72(34.4) 41(36.3) 35(27.3) 72(71.3)

No | 137 (65.6) 72(63.7) 93(72.7) 29 (28.7) 531 3 <0001

Informal
n=550 Yes| 66 (31.6) 33(26.5) 44 (34.4) 52 (52) 15.9 3 <0.001
No | 143 (68.4) 83(73.5) 84 (65.6) 48 (48)
Father’s education
Elem. High Coll+univ Graduate
Non-formal
n=527 Yes| 9(37.4) 143(38.2) 61(49.2) 2 (40) 4.8 3 0.191
No | 15(62.5) 231(61.8) 63 (50.8) 3 (60)
Informal

n=526 Yes| 6(25) 137(36.7) 45 (36.3) 2 (40)

No| 18(75) 236(63.3) 79(63.7) 3 (60) 43 0710

Mother’s education

Elem. High Coll+univ Graduate
Non-formal
n=530 Yes| 20 (42.6) 141 (41) 54 (40.6) 3 (50) 0.3 3 0.969
No | 27 (57.4) 203 (59) 79 (59.4) 3 (50)
Informal
n=529 Yes| 18(38.3) 124 (36.2) 46 (34.6) 4 (67) 2.7 3 0.449
No | 29 (61.7) 219(63.8) 87 (65.4) 2 (33)
Income
<2000 2001-4000 4001-6000 6001-10000 >10000
Non-formal

n=521 Yes| 13(52) 24(34.3) 57(40.1) 77 (40.5) 40 (42.6) 2.7 4  0.615
No| 12(48) 46(65.7) 85(59.9) 113(59.5) 54 (57.4)

Informal
n=520 Yes| 12 (48) 28 (40) 46 (32.4) 65 (36) 30(31.9) 19.57 4 0.076
No 13 (52) 42 (60) 96 (67.6) 121 (64) 64 (68.1)

Studying maybe broadens students’ interests angd ibeome more curious and willing to
learn. Also, while studying, students may realibat tthe study does not meet all their
educational needs, so they seek additional or cemghtary knowledge in the non-formal

forms of learning.



Table 6

Experience with non-formal and informal teachingamling study years, parents’ formal educationiaodme

Form of Involvement (percentage)
teaching
Study year
1s1 2nd 3rd 4th + 5th XZ df P
Non-formal
n=553 Yes| 4(1.9) 3(2.7) 1(0.8) 6 (5.9)
No | 206 (98.1) 110 (97.3) 127 (99.2) 95 (94.1) 831 6 0216
Informal
n=553 Yes| 71(33.8) 55(48.7) 46(35.9) 46 (45.5) 10.68 6 0.099
No | 139 (66.2) 58 (51.3) 82 (64.1) 55 (54.5)
Father’s education
Elem. High Coll+Uni Graduate
Non-formal
n=>529 Yes 0 8(2.1) 6 (4.9) 0
No| 24(100) 368(97.9) 117 (95.1) 5 (100) 681 6 0339
Informal
n=529 Yes| 10(41.7) 152 (40.4) 48 (39) 2 (40)
No| 14 (58.3) 224 (59.6) 75 (61) 3 (60) 33r 6 076l
Mother’s education
Elem. High Coll+Uni Graduate
Non-formal
n=531 Yes 1(2.2) 9 (2.6) 3(2.3) 0 3.22 6 0.780
No | 46 (97.9) 336(97.4) 129 (97.7) 6 (100)
Informal
n=531 Yes| 20(42.6) 134(38.8) 58 (43.6) 2 (33.3) 4.25 6 0.643
No | 27 (57.4) 211(61.2) 74 (56.4) 4 (66.7)
Income
<2000 2001-4000 4001-6000 6001-10000 >10000
Non-formal
n=>522 Yes 1(4) 2 (2.9 1(0.7) 5(2.6) 3(3.2) 4.23 8 0.836
No [ 24 (96) 68 (97.1) 142(99.3) 184 (97.4) 91 (96.8)
Informal
n=522 Yes| 12 (48) 30 (42.9) 51 (35.7) 74 (39.2) 41 (43.6) 4.35 8 0.824
No | 13(52) 40 (57.1) 92 (64.3) 115(60.8) 53 (56.4)

Results (Table 6) show that students’ experientk mon-formal and informal teaching does

not differ regarding parents’ formal educationwadl as the level of monthly income and the

year of studying, supporting the last part of tliehs hypothesis. Lack of the expected

relationship regarding parents’ formal educatiod aronthly income could again be due to a

narrow span of the income and parents’ formal etilucan the students’ population. There is
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evidence that educational values differ in highsl bbower socio-economic grougBowers-

Brown, 2006; Redmond, 2006).

Knowledge and experience

In order to examine if students with the highed #re lowest level of knowledge differ in
their experience with the three forms of educale&arhing and teaching, two groups were
identified: students that scored on the knowle@geé nore than one standard deviation higher
than the average score (N=78) and students thegdstess than one standard deviation lower

than the average (N=65).

Table 7

Experience with non-formal and informal learnintated to knowledge about formal education, non-farand
informal learning

Form of learning Involvement (percentage)
Higher knowledge  Lower knowledge — X* df p
Non-formal
n=143 Yes 43 (55.1) 22 (33.8)
No 35 (44.9) 43 (66.2) 6.48 1 <0.001
Informal
n=142 Yes 32 (41.6) 19 (29.2)
No 45 (58.4) 46 (70.8) 2.33 1 0.127

Results of the chi-square (Table 7) partly suppgoetseventh hypothesis, showing that more
students with higher knowledge list experience withn-formal learning compared to
students with lower knowledge. Students with monevidedge about non-formal learning
maybe see more benefits from it, and therefore taduee part in itStudents’ experience with
informal learning does not differ regarding tha&vél of knowledge. The possible reason for
this can be that, unlike the non-formal learninge informal learning does not lead to a

recognised certificate that can be used in furtheeer.

14



Table 8

Experience with non-formal and informal teachinigted to knowledge about formal education, non-firand
informal learning

Form of teaching Involvement (percentage)
Higher knowledge  Lower knowledge — X* df p
Non-formal
n=143 Yes 1(1.3) 2(3.1)
No 77 (98.7) 63 (96.9) 0.56 1 0.456
Informal
n=143 Yes 36 (46.2) 19 (29.2)
No 42 (53.8) 46 (70.8) 4.29 1 0.038

Results in Table 8 show that students’ experienitke mon-formal teaching does not differ
regarding their higher or lower knowledge aboutttiree forms of education, confirming the
eighth hypothesis. However, more students with éndimowledge were involved in informal
teaching. It is possible that students with morevldedge are students who have generally

better knowledge in academic subjects and therdfh@eteach subjects, as informal learning.

Conclusion

Before concluding, we should consider some linotadiof the study. Self-reporting that relies
on the participant's memory can lack accuracy andumt (e. g. Bradburn, Rips & Shevell,
1987). We can presume that lists of students’ momél and informal learning and teaching
involvement are not exhausted. However, all threeigs underwent the same procedure, so
it is plausible to use the data in the comparatiag, as we mostly did in this paper.

Results show that students with courses for pedeglogompetencies have a higher level of
knowledge about three forms of education and legrnnore experience with non-formal and
informal learning and teaching, compared to stuslentwithout such courses. Although the
reason seems very obvious, the question is: Whyldmiustudents of all study groups be
informed about the three forms of education anchieg and be encouraged to take part in it,

since they might benefit from it? If students ohtanities and educational sciences get jobs
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as teachers, they could explain to their studdr@sdompetencies can be gained also in non-
formal and informal learning, and encourage thertake part in it. If students of economics
find jobs, they should know about the forms of edion and learning so they can improve
their competencies. In case of unemployment afidlgroups can benefit from knowing about
various forms of learning because gaining compeétsnthrough them can increase their
likelihood to get a job. Since results show thatenstudents with higher knowledge about
formal education, non-formal and informal learnihgve experience with non-formal
learning, we find this supportive to the idea ofesgling more information to the students
about various forms of education and learning.sltvery likely that students with more
knowledge see more benefits from it, and therefakee more part in it. The results also
support the idea that informal learning shoulddmgnised as a qualification.

From the point of the lifelong learning, it woul@ interesting to examine what the situation
would be like if the parents’ non-formal and infaheducation and income of non-students’
population would be included. That would tackle theme of social availability of learning
to the whole population. Analysis of the qualitatdata on the type of non-formal and formal

learning and teaching would be a useful step fuithbetter understanding of the topic.
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FORMALNO OBRAZOVANJE, NEFORMALNO | INFORMALNO U  CENJE:
ZNANJE | ISKUSTVO

Sazetak
Svrha je rada pridonijeti modelu formalnog obrazgaaneformalnog i informalnogéenja
Coombsa i Ahmeda (1974) ispitivanjem znanja i iskus studentica i studenata u vezi s tim
vrstama obrazovanja ic¢anja. U istrazivanju je sudjelovalo 553 studenticatudenata
humanistékih, odgojno-obrazovnih i ekonomskih studija. Reéatilpokazuju da (1) studentice
I studenti humanistkih studija imaju viSu razinu znanja o tri vrsteraovanja i tenja. (2)
Znanje studentica i studenata o tri vrste obraz@vaacenja povéava se s godinom studija.
Nisu natene razlike u znanju i iskustvu s neformalnim pmfialnim @&enjem i podavanjem
s obzirom na mjegsee prihode i formalno obrazovanje roditelja. (3)S&istudentica i
studenata s viSom razinom znanja o tri vrste olwaza i Wtenja navodi da ima iskustva s
neformalnim g@enjem i informalnim potavanjem.

Kljucne rijeci: znanje, iskustvo, studij, godina studija, prihatirazovanje roditelja
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