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Abstract

The aim of this study is to examine the attitudes of teachers and the parents of students
(grades 2114) and the influence of the students' social interactions on literacy. The sample
included 56 teachers and the parents of 271 students. Respondents answered the questions
posed in a questionnaire based on a five-point scale, with one category representing a
negative attitude and the other categories corresponding to a neutral or positive attitude
about the importance of social interactions that influence literacy. The results show that
teachers' and parents' attitudes are positive on average and that teachers and parents find
schools and communication with family members to be the most influential form of social
interaction. The interpretation of the results shows a difference in the teachers' and parents'
attitudes regarding two kinds of social interaction. Teachers, unlike parents, believe that
communication with peers and Internet communication significantly influence literacy.

Key words: informal literacy, formal literacy, social interaction, teachers' attitudes,
parents' attitudes.

CTABOBHU YYUTEJbA U POJAUTEJBA O YTULHAJY
JAPYHITBEHUX ®AKTOPA HA IMCMEHOCT YYEHUKA

Arncrpakr

Llwb oBe cTyaMje je MCIIMTHBAE CTABOBAa HACTABHUKA M POJMTEsba yueHUKa (2. U 4.
paspena) M yTunaja JAPYIITBEHMX WHTEpaKIMja ydeHHMKa Ha MHCMEHOCT. Y30pak je
00yxBaTHO 56 HacTaBHMKA W pomutesbe 271 ydeHwka. VIciTaHWIM Cy OATOBapaid Ha
NUTamkba MOCTABJbCHA Y YIMTHHKY 3aCHOBAaHOM Ha CKalld OJf MET Tayaka, P 4eMy jeiHa
KaTeropuja MpezcTaB/ba HEeraTuBaH CTaB, a OCTAJe KaTeropuje OJroBapajy HEyTpaTHOM
WJIM TIO3UTHBHOM CTaBYy O B&YKHOCTH JIPYIITBEHUX MHTEPAKIIHja KOje YTHYY Ha THCMEHOCT.
Pesynraty mokasyjy Aa cy CTaBOBM HACTaBHHKA M POJMTEIbA Y TPOCEKY MO3UTHUBHU U J1a
YUHTEJbH M POJIUTEIbU CMATPajy Ja je IIKOJa M KOMyHHKAIja ca YIaHOBHMA MOPOIHIIS
HajyTHIIajHIjH OOJHUK IPYIITBeHe HHTepakiyje. MHTeprperaimja pe3ynrara nokasyje pas-
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JIMKY y CTaBOBHMMa HACTaBHHKA U POAUTEIhA Y TIOTJIEAY JIBE BPCTE COLMjaIHE MHTEPAKIHje.
HacraBanmy, 3a pasnuky on poauTessa, Bepyjy Ja KOMyHHKAIHja ca BpIIFbaluMa M HH-
TepHeT KOMYHHKaI1ja 3HauajHO YTUIy Ha MHCMEHOCT.

Kibyune peun: HeopMaiHa IMCMEHOCT, (hopMaTHa MUCMEHOCT, COLjalTHa
MHTEPaKIHja, CTABOBU yUHUTEIha, CTABOBU POJIUTEIBA.

INTRODUCTION

The progression of literacy (i.e., the skills of reading, writing, and
speaking) is influenced by numerous social factors, including schools.
Numerous studies have examined social factors influencing literacy pro-
gression and the attitudes of teachers and students' parents toward these
factors. The child's literacy develops from birth in the family and social
environment, being systematically developed throughout formal educa-
tion in kindergarten and school. Literacy progression, which starts with
the first words, continues by learning how to read and write and includes
the continuous development of these skills, is referred to as emergent lit-
eracy (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998; Lonigan, Burgess & Anthony,
2000). Many linguistic studies view literacy as including the abilities of
reading, writing and understanding information in general (Serrano &
Howard, 2007; Bialystok, 2007; Cvetanovi¢ & Sulovié Petkovié, 2013).
However, today, literacy is observed in a broader sense as an essential
communication skill. Literacy is an essential means of communication
(Serrano & Howard, 2007). Furthermore, the contemporary social context
is an era of multiliteracies (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009), which requires vari-
ous abilities of an individual. These abilities are also developed at school;
thus, literacy is viewed through school-related content areas and includes
linguistic, mathematical, scientific and IT literacy components (Bleicher,
2014; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2014). To develop all these abilities, it is
necessary to teach children to read, write, and speak correctly, which is a
prerequisite for learning and communication. Hence the understanding of
literacy refers to the understanding of the concept of multiability, that is,
literacy as the process of using reading, writing, and oral language to “"ex-
tract, construct, integrate, and critigue meaning through interaction and
involvement with multimodal texts in the context of socially situated
practices” (Frankel, Becker, Rowe & Pearson, 2006: 9).

Intensive literacy progression starts with a child’s formal educa-
tion, which is initially particularly focused on reading, writing and speak-
ing skills. What is particularly important in language learning is the de-
velopment of the skills of reading and reading comprehension, as well as
oral and written speech. These elements are regarded as mutually con-
nected in the process of student literacy progression (Hartas, 2012; Hull
& Hernandez, 2008; Verhoeven & Vermeer, 2006). However, “it is worth
noting that school is only one factor that has an influence on student liter-
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acy” (Perry, 2012:66). Children grow up in a society in which they con-
stantly communicate; therefore, the impact of social interaction on stu-
dent literacy is constant. Like all human activity, literacy is essentially
social, and it develops within interactions between people (Barton &
Hamilton, 1998). Children show how literate they are at school, at home
and in their community (Larson & Marsh, 2005; Pillay, 2017). Class-
mates also have an influence on a child’s literacy, and the motivation for
participating in literacy activities is strong when peers are encouraged to
work together (Matthews & Kesner, 2003; Ming Chiu & Wing-Yin
Chow, 2015). From an early age, especially in today’s digital environ-
ment, children use technology for learning, information retrieval and
communication (Thibaut, 2015; Wilson, 2012). As Ajayi (2011) observes,
literacy is understood today as a concept with broader meanings and wid-
er educational, cultural, and social implications for students. Today, spe-
cial attention has to be paid to the use of new technologies in literacy ed-
ucation because "the role of digital media provides a number of didacti-
cally valuable opportunities” (Safranj, Zivlak, & Bojani¢, 2019: 358).

The focus of this research is the attitudes of teachers and parents
toward social interactions that influence the development of three literacy
elements — reading, writing and speaking. The influence of social interac-
tion through school, family, peer communication, other communicative
situations, and online communication was examined.

METHOD

School enables the systematic development of reading, writing and
communication skills. This is a factor that formally underlies student lit-
eracy progression. The strongest informal impact on student literacy pro-
gression comes from the family, namely, from parents, siblings, and ex-
tended family members (grandparents, uncles, aunts, etc.). One cannot
ignore the impact of communication among peers in groups, most com-
monly seen in school classrooms or among children from the same street,
building or neighbourhood. Additionally, the children of family friends
influence each other in their mutual social contexts. From an early age,
especially in today’s digital environment, children use technology for
learning, information retrieval and communication. The leaders in this ar-
ea today are the Internet, both as a source of information and as a means
of communication (social networks, mobile applications). All of these
kinds of social interaction that we have selected affect all aspects of stu-
dent literacy on a daily basis to different extents.

The aim of this study was to examine and compare the attitudes of
teachers and students' parents on social interactions which influence liter-
acy progression in students. Teachers and parents expressed their opin-
ions on the most important social interaction that influenced the progres-
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sion of the three elements of literacy in students — reading, writing, and
speaking. We researched the influence of traditional social interaction
such as school, communication with family members, communication
with peers (peer communication) and children's communication in the en-
vironment (other communication situations). The study also examined
teachers’ and parents’ attitudes toward interaction that have emerged due
to technological and social changes — Internet communication (social
networks, mobile applications) or online communication.

For this to be achieved, the non-experimental research design was
used (cross-sectional study type).

Participants
The description of the survey respondents is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the participants

Characteristics Parents Teachers
N 271 56
Age (years), mean + sd 39.9+57 42.9+8.8
Class, n (%)
2 89 (32.8)
3 92 (34.0)
4 90 (33.2)
Gender, n (%)
Male 62 (22.3) 5(9)
Female 185 (68.3) 51 (91)
Missing 24 (8.9)
Teaching experience (years), mean + sd 18.3+10.0

The sample consisted of teachers and the parents of students from
the second to the fourth grade of primary schools in the Republic of Ser-
bia. The sample was formed as a multistage sample. In the first stage,
schools are seen as clusters of 123 in the city of Belgrade and of 12 from
the vicinity of the town of Pancevo. Three schools were randomly select-
ed from Belgrade, and one school from the Pancevo area.

A pilot survey was conducted in January 2017 during the course of
regular classes. It was based on interviewing the parents of fourth grade
students and primary school teachers employed at the school in the vicini-
ty of Panéevo. The response rate in the questionnaire was 93% (252/271).
The data obtained in the pilot study is included in the main part of the
study as there were no significant corrections in the questionnaire. (It was
found that there was no need for any corrections in the questionnaire.)

In January 2017, the second phase of the research began. The sam-
ple was formed from three schools, based on the random selection of one
class from the second, third and fourth grades respectively. All parents of



The Attitudes of Teachers and Parents Towards Social Factors Influencing Students' Literacy 809

the students in these classes were included in the sample, as well as 88%
of the teachers in these primary schools.

The questionnaires were given to the parents by the students, along
with envelopes so that they could seal them after completing the ques-
tionnaire to keep the results anonymous.

Data Collection

Data about the teachers’ and parents’ attitudes were collected by
using a questionnaire. The questionnaire was the same for both the
teachers and parents in order to determine whether teachers' and parents'
attitudes on these topics were similar or different. A five-point Likert
scale was used to examine the importance of social interaction on read-
ing, writing, and speaking progression separately. The following answers
were offered in the scale: strong influence, medium influence, little influ-
ence, no influence, negative influence. For each of the elements of litera-
cy (reading, writing, and speaking) the respondents were asked to express
their attitude concerning a particular interaction. The social interactions
emphasised in the questionnaire were: school, communication with fami-
ly members, communication with peers, other communication situations
(in shops, etc.) and Internet communication (social networks, mobile ap-
plications). The same social interactions were used to determine the sig-
nificance of the progression in all the three respective skills: reading,
writing, and speaking. The questionnaire contained three tables with a
clear indication of the literacy segments in question.

Data Analysis

Offered answers on five-point Likert scale were scored in the fol-
lowing manner: strong influence — 5, medium influence — 4, little influence —
3, no influence — 2, negative influence — 1. Collected data was analyzed using
descriptive statistic parameters (Mean, Standard deviation) and using the T-
test for independent samples to determine if there is a significant difference
between the means of two groups (teachers and parents).

For each of the elements of literacy (reading, writing, and speak-
ing) and for each form of social interaction (school, communication with
family members, peer communication, other communication situations
and Internet communication) the Mean and the Standard deviation for
each of the subsamples were calculated. Based on that, the T-test for in-
dependent samples was used to check whether there was a statistically
significant difference in the attitudes between teachers and parents.
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RESULTS

The views of teachers and parents regarding the impact of social
interaction on reading are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Teachers' and parents' attitudes on the significance
of the influence of social interaction on reading progression

Teachers’ Parents’

Social interaction through p
assessment assessment

School

Mean + sd 496+0.19 4.79+051 0.008"
Communication with family members

Mean + sd 4.80+0.44 4.82+0.50 0.562
Peer communication

Mean + sd 4.46+0.66 4.09+0.93 0.007"
Other communication situations (in the shop, etc.)

Mean + sd 3.82+0.83 3.63+0.97 0.197
Internet communication
(social networks, mobile applications)

Mean + sd 4.04+1.14 3.43+1.44 0.004"

The mean values of the rates of variability of the teachers' and par-
ents' attitudes for all social interaction range from nearly neutral to very
positive, that is, from 3.43 to 4.96. Teachers believe that, among all the
social interaction offered, reading is mostly influenced by the school,
while parents put communication with family members in the first place.
According to the teachers’ attitudes, reading is the least influenced by the
children’s communication with the indirect environment (in shops), while
the parents are of the view that Internet communication is of the least im-
portance for reading.

The assumption is that teachers and parents have the same views
on the significance of the influence of social interaction on reading (Table
2). The results show that teachers believe that school has a stronger influ-
ence on reading, as opposed to parents (p = 0.008). A statistically signifi-
cant difference in the attitude between teachers and parents also occurs
with the influence of peer communication on reading (p = 0.007). Teach-
ers and parents show statistically significant differences in their attitude
about the influence of Internet communication (social networks, mobile
applications) (p = 0.004).

There is no statistically significant difference between teachers and
parents in their attitudes related to how much communication with family
members influences reading as a segment of literacy (p = 0.562). Addi-
tionally, there was no statistically significant difference for the statements
related to other communication situations (p = 0.197).
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The views of teachers and parents on the importance of individual
interaction on writing are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Teachers' and parents' attitudes on the significance of social
interaction that influence writing progression

Teachers’  Parents’

Social interaction through
assessment assessment

School

Mean + sd 496 +£0.19 4.92+0.30 0.304

Communication with family members

Mean + sd 4.68+0.58 4.75+0.58 0.190

Peer communication

Mean + sd 425+0.81 3.95+0.94 0.027
Other communication situations (in the shop, etc.)

Mean + sd 3.52+0.79 3.25+1.04 0.053

Internet communication
(social networks, mobile applications)
Mean + sd 3.91+1.23 3.30+1.37 0.002"

The mean values of the rates of variability of the attitude for teach-
ers and parents for all social interaction that influences writing progres-
sion range from nearly neutral to very positive, that is, from 3.25 to 4.96.
Teachers believe that among all the social interaction offered, school is
the most influential with regard to writing, which coincides with the same
attitude from the parents. Teachers and parents share the view that
schools and communication with family members are highly important
for writing. Social interaction that the parents found of little importance
to literacy progression were singled out according to the median measures
of variability. These factors are other communication situations (3.25)
and Internet communication (3.30). The comparative analysis on the dif-
ference in teachers' and parents' attitudes shows that the highest signifi-
cant difference is in their attitudes regarding the influence of Internet
communication (social networks, mobile applications) on students' writ-
ing progression (p = 0.002). A statistically significant difference occurs in
the attitudes of both the teachers and parents on the impact of peer com-
munication (p = 0. 027).

The research results show that both teachers and parents believe
that school has the strongest influence on the writing progression of stu-
dents, as there is no statistically significant difference between their atti-
tudes (p = 0.304). Additionally, there is no difference in attitudes of the
teachers and parents about the influence of communication with family
members (p = 0.190), or on the influence of other communication situa-
tions (p = 0.053). Therefore, among all the social interaction offered that
influences writing progression, teachers and parents show a statistically
significant difference in the attitudes of three factors related to the signifi-
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cance of the influence i.e., peer communication and Internet communica-
tion.

The views of teachers and parents on the importance of individual
social interaction on speaking are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Teachers' and parents' attitudes about the significance
of social interaction on speaking progression

Teachers”  Parents’

Social interaction through
assessment _assessment

School

Mean * sd 496+0.19 489+0.34 0.117
Communication with family members

Mean * sd 498+0.13 496+0.30 0.653
Peer communication

Mean * sd 493+0.26 453+0.91 <0.001"
Other communication situations (in the shop, etc.)

Mean * sd 450+054 4.16+0.89 0.021"

Internet communication
(social networks, mobile applications)
Mean + sd 3.75+1.38 3.26+142 0.016

The mean values of the rates of variability of the attitudes of the
teachers and parents for all social interaction that influences speaking
progression range from nearly neutral to very positive, that is from 3.26
to 4.96.

An interesting fact is that teachers and parents agree on the social
interaction that has the most or least influence on speaking progression;
they emphasise that communication with family members is the most in-
fluential factor. On the other hand, both groups believe that Internet
communication (social networks, mobile applications) has the least sig-
nificant impact on speaking progression.

The results show that the initial assumption of this research was
confirmed, that is, teachers and parents have the same views regarding the
significance of the influence of social interaction on students’ speaking
progression (Table 4). Both teachers and parents consider communication
with family members to be the most influential social interaction in re-
gards to speaking as a segment of literacy (p = 0.653). There is no statis-
tically significant difference between teachers and parents in their atti-
tudes on how much school affects speaking (p = 0.117).

Therefore, there is no statistically significant difference between
attitudes of teachers and parents regarding the significance of the influence of
communication with family members on reading, writing, and speaking. This
is the only form of social interaction for all the three elements of literacy for
which there is no difference in teachers' and parents' attitudes. For two forms
of social interaction i.e., peer communication and Internet communication,
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the attitudes of teachers and parents are significantly different in relation to
their influence on the three elements of literacy.

A statistically significant difference in the attitudes between teach-
ers and parents appears to be related to the influence of peer communica-
tion on speaking progression (p = 0.001). The teachers rated peer com-
munication as 4 or 5, while the parents rated it in the range from 1 to 5
(Table 5). The results show that teachers find other communication situa-
tions more influential in regard to speaking, than the parents (p = 0.021).
The influence of Internet communication (social networks, mobile appli-
cations) (p = 0.016), leads to the conclusion that teachers and parents
show statistically significant differences in this attitude.

For each question in the questionnaire and for each form of social
interaction, teachers and parents expressed their views on how they influ-
ence literacy. Among the five answers offered in the scale, one referred to
a negative influence. These answers were analysed separately with an ob-
servation of the frequency of the negative responses from both teachers
and parents. The frequency of negative responses related to the influence
of social interaction on reading, writing, and speaking given by the teach-
ers is shown in Fig 1.

School: Speaking

RXX] Writing
[Z2) Reading

Family comm. -

Peer comm.

Other comm.

Internet comm. XX

%

Figure 1. Rate of negative attitudes toward the influence of social
interaction on literacy among teachers

Internet communication had the highest rate of negative answers
among the teachers. Only Internet communication had negative responses
related to the influence of this factor on the progression of reading
(3.6%), writing (7.1%), and even more so, speaking (12.5%). It is noted
that the teachers gave no negative answers related to school, communica-
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tion with family members, peer communication or other communication
situations (Fig 1).

We analysed separately the frequency of the parents’ negative re-
sponses toward social interactions that influence literacy; the result is
shown in Fig 2.

XJT

School Speaking

RXX] Writing
[Z 2 Reading

Family comm.

ZN\

Peer comm.

Other comm.

Internet comm.

%

Figure 2. Rate of negative attitudes toward the influence of social
interaction on literacy among parents

The highest rate of negative responses from parents relates to In-
ternet communication. Of all the negative responses given for social in-
teraction, Internet communication had the highest rate in terms of the
negative influence of this form of social interaction on the progression of
writing (13.5%), reading (16.3%), and even more so, on speaking
(15.9%). Regarding the attitude of parents, there are no negative respons-
es related to the influence of school on writing and speaking. For the in-
fluence of other form of social interaction, some parents stated that they
have a negative influence on all the three elements of literacy.

By analysing the frequency of the negative attitudes of teachers
and parents toward social interaction, it can be concluded that teachers
did not give negative responses for four factors and they did so for one
factor. On the other hand, the parents had negative responses for each fac-
tor. Thus, the frequency of negative responses is higher among parents
than among teachers. The highest negative responses were related to In-
ternet communication according to both teachers and parents (Figs 1 and
2), with the teachers having a milder attitude toward the negative influ-
ence of this form of social interaction.
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DISCUSSION

The results of this research reveal the attitudes of teachers and par-
ents toward the most important social interactions that influence literacy
progression in students. We analysed the classical social interactions that
have been present for centuries, such as schools, communication with
family members, communication with peers, children's communication in
the environment and contemporary social interaction that has emerged
with the cultural and technological changes of contemporary society — In-
ternet communication. We analysed teachers' and parents' attitudes to-
ward the influence of these social interactions on the three basic elements
of literacy i.e., reading, writing, and speaking, focusing especially on how
many teachers and parents feel that certain social interactions have a neg-
ative influence on literacy.

None of the earlier studies examining the attitudes of teachers and
parents toward student literacy approach social interactions in general,
but rather view them individually. Furthermore, to our knowledge, there
has not been any such research to date. This is the first study examining
in general teachers' and parents' attitudes toward students' social interac-
tions that influence literacy. Consequently, for the purpose of this study
of teachers’ and parents’ attitudes, we drew up a questionnaire that in-
cluded separate social interactions that affect the three elements of litera-
cy: reading, writing and speaking.

In this environment, students are prompted toward literacy pro-
gression and are mostly influenced by certain types of social interaction.
This study recognises school, family, peers, and the Internet as the main
forms of social interaction influencing student literacy.

Generally, the attitudes of teachers and parents are that school and
communication within the family are of the utmost importance for read-
ing and writing progression (Bradford & Wyse, 2013; Dreher, 1990; Ki-
kas, Silinskas & Soodla, 2015; Simmerman, et al., 2012). The moderate
advantage that the teachers give to school is in line with the expectation
that they would emphasise the development of formal education. Certain
preferences expressed by the parents regarding communication within the
family is also expected, because the first elements of literacy progression
occur with one’s growing up within a family, especially the skill of
speaking. In earlier studies, it was also found that parents influence the
improvement of a child’s achievements in early reading through greater
involvement in parent-child activities and parental involvement in reading
(Beech, 1990; Bergbauer & Staden, 2018; Burns & Collins, 1987; Jung,
2016). The research of Bradford and Wyse (2013) highlighted the im-
portance of the family environment on literacy progression in preschool
age children. Our findings are in contrast with the results of Morrow
(1986) in which parents did not consider voluntary reading, which occurs
mainly at home, as a priority in literacy progression. Regarding the skill
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of speaking, teachers and parents share the attitude that, in addition to
school and communication with the family, great importance should be
given to communication with peers and other communication situations.

Teachers give greater importance to the influence of peer commu-
nication on reading, writing and speaking than parents, which probably
results from teachers being able to observe instances of this type of com-
munication and also stimulate it at school and during extracurricular ac-
tivities. In earlier studies it was also confirmed that peers have an influ-
ence on a child’s literacy (Matthews & Kesner 2003; Ming Chiu & Wing-
Yin Chow 2015). Teachers also attach a higher degree of importance than
parents to other communication situations, since one of the goals of for-
mal literacy is successful communication within the community as a
whole. This indicates teachers’ awareness that peer communication and
other communication situations allow children to slowly become inde-
pendent within the community. This statement is also confirmed by
teachers' attitudes that schools, communication with family members,
peers and within the environment do not have a negative impact on stu-
dent literacy, while fewer parents believe that there is a negative influ-
ence created by these interactions.

However, the situation differs with regard to Internet communica-
tion i.e., the use of social networks and mobile applications. This form of
social interaction was assessed by both teachers and parents as a factor
that affects literacy. The strongest significance was given to this form of
interaction by teachers, who are probably aware of the various possible
influences of these contemporary means of communication on the literacy
of children. But, in the countries with emerging economies, there are lim-
ited resources in education, especially when it comes to digital equipment
in schools. The development of technology certainly leads to different
possibilities of communication, but parents attach less importance to this
factor due to the fear of communication on social networks. This is also
confirmed in other studies, which examined parents' attitudes toward the
use of social networks and mobile applications (Kanthawongs & Kan-
thawongs, 2013; Tahir & Arif, 2015). The results of an earlier survey re-
veal that there are signs which suggests that parents recognise the oppor-
tunities offered by the Internet, but still deem that it has a bad influence
on the motivation to learn (Alvarez, Torres, Rodriguez, Padilla & Rodri-
go, 2013). However, one cannot ignore that Internet communication in-
fluences literacy progression (Thibaut, 2015).

Internet communication has the highest negative response of
teachers and parents regarding the impact of social interaction on student
literacy. More parents than teachers were of the view that this medium
has a lower or negative significance on literacy progression in children.
Internet communication usually includes informal speech, that may or
may not use all of the rules of verbal communication. Therefore, it is nec-
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essary to help teachers and parents in terms of the possible means of mak-
ing use of Internet communication in a way that encourages a positive in-
fluence on student literacy.

This study shows that teachers and parents continue to prefer tradi-
tional forms of social interaction such as school, communication with
family members and communication with peers, while they see less im-
portance in new technologies. The results of our research can help teach-
ers in schools, or contribute to the development of the teaching process,
because our results accurately show what their colleagues (examined
teachers) and parents find important for the development of speech, reading
and writing. Also, the results of the research draw attention to the fact that the
state and the school system have a special responsibility to create the
conditions for the skills that students acquire in formal education to be
applied in new ways in new forms of communication using new technol-
ogies.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the results of this study demonstrate the views of
teachers and parents on the impact of social interaction on student litera-
cy. First of all, our results show that teachers and parents believe that all
the interactions examined influence student literacy and that the most in-
fluential ones are school and family communication. Second of all, the re-
sults show that teachers' and parents' attitudes differ regarding the influ-
ence of two kinds of social interaction on children's literacy, i.e., peer
communication and the use of the Internet to communicate. More teach-
ers than parents consider that these two factors affect all elements of liter-
acy. Thirdly, the attitudes of both teachers and parents in terms of the im-
portance of social interaction reveal that both groups believe that Internet
communication (social networks, mobile applications) has the strongest
negative impact on children’s literacy.

This study shows that both teachers and parents share the attitude
that there is a significant environmental impact on child literacy. Teachers
and parents are of the view that traditional social interactions have an im-
pact on student literacy but do not neglect the impact of the Internet. This
finding shows that they understand literacy as the ability to function in a
social context with all the educational, cultural, and social implications
that it entails.

Future research based on the findings of this study could investigate
the opinions of students on the impact of social interaction on reading,
writing, and speaking. Additionally, we could compare students' attitudes
with the attitudes of their parents and teachers toward the impact of social
interaction on literacy. Future research could also go in the direction of
investigating the reason for the teachers' and parents' attitudes about the
negative influence of Internet communication on student literacy.
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CTABOBHU YUYUTEJbA U POAUTEJBA O YTULIAJY
JPYIITBEHUX ®AKTOPA HA IMCMEHOCT YYEHUKA

3opuuna LBeranosuh, UBana CrojkoB, Camwa baarnanuh
VYuusepsurer y Beorpany, Yunrerscku daxynrer, beorpan, Cpouja

Pe3ume

TIncMeHoCT netera ce pasBHja Of caMor polerba, y HOPOAMIIM U JAPYIITBEHOM OKpY-
JKEHY, a CHCTEMATCKH Ce pa3BHja Kpo3 (opmanHo obpasoBame y Bpruhy u y mkom. Jak-
Jie, Ha Pa3Boj MHCMEHOCTH, OJHOCHO Ha YHTAame, NHCAHmE M TOBOPEHE, YTHIy OpOjHH
JpymrBeHn (akropy. Llnib oBOr MCTpakuBama je MCIUTHBAKE CTABOBA HACTAaBHHKA U
poImTeba y4eHHUKa (IPYror M YeTBPTOT pa3pesia OCHOBHE IIKOJIE) O YTULAjy APYIITBEHHX
MHTEPaKIIMja YUYCHHKA Ha MIUCMEHOCT. Y30paK je 00yXBaTHO 56 HACTABHUKA M POIUTEIHE
271 yuenuka. VictpaxuBame je qU3ajHUPaHO 10 THITY CTyAMje Npeceka. AHKETHH YITHT-
HUK je OMO MCTH U 3a y4UTEIbE U 32 POAUTEIbE, Ca TPH IIeTOCTeNeHe ckaie JInkepToBor TH-
ma, Koje yTBphyjy CTaBOBE yUUTEJba H POAUTEIhA O YTUIIA)y IPYIITBEHHUX (haKTopa Ha TPH
e/leMeHaTa MICMEHOCTH: YHTame, NHcambe U roBopeme. Mcenmran je ytumaj ciemehmx
JPYIITBEHUX (haKTOpa: IIKOJIA, KOMYHHKAIIMja ca WIAHOBUMA MOPOMIIE, KOMyHHKAIHja ca
BpILFbALMa, OCTalle KOMyHUKanuje (y HPOJAaBHULM, WTJ.) U KOpHIIhelke HHTEepHeTa y
KOMYHHKALHjH (IPYIITBEHE Mpeke, MOOIITHE aIUIHKaLije).

IlpBu Hama3 ucTpakuBama IOKa3yje Ja YYHTEJbHM M POIUTEbU CMATpajy Ja CBH
JPYLITBEHU (PaKTOpH yTHUY Ha IMICMEHOCT YUEHHKa, a J1a Cy HajyTHIAjHHjH KON U KO-
MyHHKall{ja y TOpOAHIM. JIpyru je Mmokasao Jja ce CTABOBH YYHTEha U POJUTEIhA Pa3-
JIMKYjy y TIOTJIely YTULAjHOCTH JIBa COLMjaiTHa (haKTopa Ha IIMCMEHOCT JeTie ¥ TO KOMYHH-
Kalije ca BpIIkaliMa i Kopumhemne HHTepHETa Y KOMYHUKAIWjH. Y YUTEeJbH Cy CTaBa Jia
oBa /iBa (hakTopa 3HaYajHUjE YTUIY Ha CBE EIEMEHTE MICMEHOCTH HEro IITO TO CMaTpajy
poauresbu. Tpehu Haa3 ce OHOCH Ha CTaB YYHTE/ba M POJIUTE/ba O HETaTHBHOM 3HA4ajy
JPYLITBEHMX (paKTOpa W TOKasyje Jia Cy W jeHH W JIPYTH CTaBa Jia MHTEPHET y KOMY-
HUKaIWjH (OpyLITBEHE MpeKe, MOOWIIHE allIMKalyje) MMa HajBehy HEraTWBHH yTHIAj HA
nrcMeHoCT ferie. Ha ocHoBy noOujeHnx pesynrara, poautesbu ¢y Behe 0ojasnu na he Ho-
BE TEXHOJIOTHje HEraTHBHO YTUIIATH Ha MMCMEHOCT HHXOBE Jelle, BEpOBaTHO cMaTpajyhn
Ila Ty IMajy MarbH YTHIIaj HETO Ha JIPyTe, OHOCHO, KIIACHYHE COLMjaTHE (haKTope.

Tlocmarpajyhu eneMeHTe MMCMEHOCTH TI0jeAMHYHO, YUUTEIFH CMaTPajy J1a Ha YHTAhe
HajBHIIIE YTUYE IIKOJA, JIOK POAUTEIBU Ha IPBO MECTO CTABJbAjy KOMYHHKAIIM]y Ca WIAHO-
BUMa mopoxuie. Ha pa3Boj nmcama BENWKH YTHIAj UMajy IIKOJA W KOMYHHKALHMja ca
YJIaHOBHMMA TIOPOJIUIIE, CTaB j€ M yuHTe/ha U poauTesba. HajyTunajuuju daktop Ha paseoj
BEIITHHE FOBOPEHha je KOMYHHKAIIHja ca YWIAHOBHMA TIOPOJIUIIE, M Ty Cy CarJIaCHU y CTaBy
yuuTeJbM ¥ pouTesbu. CBU MCIUTaHK JPYLITBEHU (haKTOpH, IpeMa CTaBy M yuuTesba U
poIuTesba, 3HauajHUje YTHUIY Ha YNTAFE M TOBOPEHE, HEro Ha MHCAkbe.

Ha ocHOBy Haiaza OBe CTy/AHMje MOXXEMO 3aKJby4YUTH Jla Cy YUYUTEJbU M POIUTEIHU
CTaBa Ja TPAJIWIHOHAIHM APYINTBEHH (DakTopu MMajy HajBehW yTHIa] HA MHCMEHOCT
yUCHHKa, alli He 3aHeMapyjy HH YTHI[aj HOBUX Meauja. To mokasyje Jia MMCMEHOCT U pa-
3yMejy Kao CIOCOOHOCT Yy APYIITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY Ca CBHM €IyKaTHBHHM, KYJITYPHHM U
COLMjaJIHM MMIUIMKALMjaMa Koje OHa NMa.



