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COMMUNICATION IN MUTTILINGUAL SOCIETY

b1, Moira Kostic- Bobanovic'

'lhis popcr cxamines willingness to c(tmmunicqte and selJ-pcrceivatl

communintion nmpetancc oJ Italian Crodtian bilingual and Croatian monolingual

students in two languages, Croatian and F.nglish. The study u'as conductetl ttn the

sample oJ 77 monolingual ond 38 bilingual studcnts at tha University of Pula.'lhe
cxami ation t).1-the rePorted data has showtt sevaral jacts. r^irstly, bilingual stutlents

obtain highar s(ot'cs in communication compctencc antl willingness to communicqta

in both languages in comparisttn ttt the mortolingual students. Sacondly, il lns also

shown that it is easicr Jbr both groups of students lo talk itt Crodti(tn languaga than in

F.nglish as a Jbrtign languuga.

l. Introduction

Languirge learning produces botl.r Iinguistic outcon)cs, such as competence

in language production and comprehcnsion, and non linguistics outconres, such as

changes in motivation and attitudes (Gardner, 1996). Communication in the second

language depencls greatly on a psychological readiness to use the language. Garclner'

Mirclntyre, and Lysynchuk (1990) propose that language education programs should

be evaluatecl in terms ol tron-linguistic or.ltcomes, in addition to the evaluation of
linguistic outconrc's. Ilecause the thrust of language instruction is to cncourage

authentic conrmunication, examination of the aflcctive variables suPPorting such

authentic communication is relevant (Safty, l9ti8).

Macl ntyrc, Cldnrent, Diirnyei, and Noels (1998) suggest that the fundamental

goal of language instruction should be to fbster willingncss to communicate in the

second/foreign language. Second/fbreign language W'I'C is associated with greater

frequency of communication in them (Baker and Maclntyre, 2000; Maclntyre,

Baker, Cldment, and L)onovan, 2002) and rnay assist in language learning by acting

as what Skehan (19{t9) rcf'ers to as a willingness to talk in order to learn.

' t,trirL^rl\ ()l Jutur l)t'ltr'1.' l\rli,l)ufrrlnr.nloll:(on,nnk:.rndhrrr!n.l)rl\'lroi'lrrkovrr"

47



Willingness to communicate can be defined as the probability that
an individual will choose to initiate communication, more specifically,
talking, when free to do so (McCroskey, 1992; McCroskey and Baer, l9g5).
McCroskey and associates employed the term WTC to describe the individual's
personality based predisposition toward approaching or avoiding the initiation of
communication when free to do so (McCroskey, 1992).

WTC was originally introduced with reference to first language
communication, and it was considered to be a fixed personality trait that is stable
across situations, but when WTC was extended to second language communication
situations, it was proposed that it is not necessary to limit WTC to a trait-like
variable, since the use of second language introduces the potential for significant
situational differences based on wide variations in competence and inter-group
relations (Maclntyre, Cl6ment, D<irnyei, and Noels, 1998). Maclntyre et al. (1998)
conceptualized WTC in second language in a theoretical model in which social and
individual context, affective cognitive context, motivational propensities, situated
antecedents, and behavioural intention are interrelated in influencing WTC in the
second language (Figure l).

Figure l. Heuristic Model of Variables Influencing WTC
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The selfperceived communication competence scale (SpCC) was developed
to obtain information concerning how competent people feel they are in a variety of
communication contexts and with a variety oftypes ofreceivers.

Since people make decisions with regard to communication (for example,
whether they will even do it), it is their perception that is important, not that ofan
outside observer. People s abilities to communicate effectively vary, and sometimes
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Conmunication In m!atilingual society

the same person is more competent to communicate in one situation than in another.
A number ofresearchers tried to explain what is communication competence?

lnitially, Spitzberg (1998) deflned communication competence as the ability to
interact well with others. He explains that the term well refers to accuracy, clarity,
comprehensibility, coherence, expertise, efectiveness and appropriateness. A much
more complete operationalization is provided by Bettinghaus and Cody (1994) when
he suggests that communication competence is best understood as a situational
ability to set realistic and appropriate goals and to maximize their achievement
by using knowledge of self, other, context, and communication theory to generate
adaptive communication performances. Communicative competence is measured
by determining if, and to what degree, the goals of interaction are achieved. As
stated earlier, the function of communication is to maximize the achievement of
shared meaning. Richmond, McCroskey and McCroskey (t989) emphasize three
interdependent themes: control, responsibility, and foresight; and argues that to be
competent, we must "not only 'know' and 'know hoq'we must also 'do' and 'know
that we did"' (p. 174). He defines communicative competence as the degree to
which individuals perceive they have satisfied their goals in a given social situation
without jeopardizing their ability or opportunity to pursue their other subjectively
more important goals. This combination ofcognitive and behavioural perspectives
is consistent with Wiemann and Backlund's (1980) argument that communication
competence is the ability ofan interactant to choose among available communicative
behaviours in order that he may successfully accomplish his own interpersonal goals
during an encounter while maintaining the face and line of his fellow interactants
within the constraints of the situation. A useful framework for understanding
communication competence was designed by Spitzberg and Cupach (1984) and is
known as the component model of competence because it is comprised of three
specific dimensions: motivation (an individual'.s approach or avoidance orientation
in various social situations), knowledge (plans of action; knowledge of how to act;
procedural knowledge), and skill (behaviours actually performed).

The component model asserts that communication competence is mutually
defined by the interdependency of the cognitive component (concerned with
knowledge and understanding), the behavioural component (concerned with
behavioural skills), and the affective component (concerned with attitudes and
feelings about the knowledge and behaviours) by interactants in an interpersonal
encounter within a specific context. Rubin et al. (2000) explains that communication
competence is an impression formed about the appropriateness of anotheri
communicative behaviour and that one goal of the communication scholar is to
understand how impressions about communication competence are formed, and to
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determine how knowledge, skill and motivation lead to perceptions of cornpetence

within various contexts.

When applying the component model to organizational communication
contexts, Shockley Zalabak (1988) divides motivation into two separate (though

related) elements: sensitivity (the ability to show concern and respect for others)

and commitment (the desire to avoid previous mistakes and find better ways of
communicating through the process of self-monitoring). This revised model

consisting of four dimensions (knowledge, skill, sensitivity, and commitment) is

used by Rubin et al. (2000) to study communication competence in small group

interaction. Communicative competence is dependent on the context in which

the interaction takes place (Cody and Mclaughlin, 1990; Applegate et al., 1984).

Communication which is successful with one group in one situation may not be

perceived as competent with a dillerent group in another situation. McCroskey
(1982) attempts to clarify the importance of competence when he writes, "The

domain of communicative competence includes learning what are the available

means (available strategies), how they have been employed in various situations in
the past, and being able to determine which ones have the highest probability of
success in a given situation" (p. 5). Canary and Cody (2000) provide six criteria fbr
assessing competence which include, but are not limited to, perceived appropriateness

and effectiveness. The criteria include adaptability, conversational involvement,

conversational management, empathy, elfectiveness, and appropriateness. Since

people make decisions with regard to communication (for example, whether they

will even do it), it is their perception that is important, not that ofan outside observer.

People's abilities to communicate effectively vary, and sometimes the same person is

more competent to communicate in one situation than in another.

In this paper, we examine:

a) The willingness to communicate of Italian-Croatian bilingual
and Croatian monolingual students in Croatian and in English.

The self perceived communication competence of above mentioned

bilingual and monolingual learners in a variety of communication
contexts and with different types of receivers in Croatian and in
English.
The diference (if any) in non linguistic outcomes, such as WTC
and SPCC in Croatian and English languages, between bilingual
and monolinsual students.

b)
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Conmunication in multilingual soci?ty

The multiculturalism of Istria is a living reality. In Istria, multiculturalism
has been transferred in the authentic culture of everyday life. According to
Nikoievii (2004) such mixture ofnationalities has existed successfully and naturally
for centuries. Thanks to the many settlements of different nationalities over the
centuries, language phenomenon in lstria has become quite complex. In the l8th
century three language communities, Croatian, Italian and Slovenian, developed as

a result of this multicultural phenomenon. Istria County is the first and still the
only bilingual county in Croatia. Two languages, Croatian and ltalian, are used

equally frequently. WTC and SPCC are related among ltalian-Croatian bilingual
and Croatian monolingual learners.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

Well over 120 individuals participated in the study, but only I l5 students (77

monolinguals and 38 bilinguals) who completed the questionnaires formed the final
sample. The participants were involved in the third year at the University in Pula.

Bilingual students used both Croatian and Italian on a daily basis in and out ofschool.
Almost 507o of the participants were born in bilingual homes, where one parent

spoke Croatian and the other Italian. The criterion followed in assigning learners to
the monolingual group was that their both parents were native speakers ofCroatian
and that Croatian was the only and exclusive language of communication at home as

well as the only and exclusive language ofinstruction in school for all subjects except

English as a foreign language. The questionnaires assessing students' self perceived

communication competence and willingness to communicate were administered in
the first term ofthe academic year 2008-2009.

2.2. Measures

The two communication orientations chosen for consideration in this study
were self-perceived communication competence (Mccroskey and McCroskey, 1988)

and willingness to communicate (McCroskey and Richmond, 1987).

The self-perceived communication competence consists of l2 items. Twelve

speaking situations, ranging from talking to a friend to presenting information to

a large group of people, were listed. The items reflect four communication contexts
(public speaking, talking in large meetings, talking in small groups, and talking in
dyads) and three types ofreceivers (strangers, acquaintances, and friends). In earlier
studies, internal (alpha) reliability estimates of .92 (McCroskey and McCroskey,



1988) and .93 (McCroskey and Richmond, 1990) have been observed. Subjects were

asked to rate their perceived communication competence in each situation on a scale

to 100, with 0 being completely incompetent and 100 being competent.
Willingness to Communicate - WTC scale (McCroskey and Richmond,

1987) was administered to measure students' willingness to communicate
related to four communication contexts (small groups, large meetings,

interpersonal conversation and public speaking) and three types of receivers
(strangers, acquaintances, and friends).

Twenty situations were presented to the students, those in which a person

might choose to communicate or not to communicate. They were asked to presume

that they had a completely free choice to indicate the percentage of time they would
choose to communicate in each type of situation. The percentage of the time they

would choose to communicate was between 0-never and 100-always.

2.3. Data analysis

The results from the questionnaires were processed using SPSS for Windows
(Statistical Package for Social Sciences).

3. Results

In the field of interpersonal communication, many researchers have studied
communication comfort from a variety ofdifferent approaches including reticence,

social anxiety, talkativeness, shyness, communication competence, for over 70 years.

These related €onstructs generally fall under one of three umbrella
approaches, communication anxiety or apprehension, talking frequency, and

approach/avoid preferences (McCroskey, 1992). 'Ihe most direct approach to
analysis of communication anxiety or reticence has been personal report of
willingness to communicate (McCroskey, 1992; McCroskey and Richmond, 1987).

The mean scores of WTC instrument are reDorted in Table l.
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Table l. Willingness to Communicate Mean Scores by Languages

Graph l. Willingness to Communicate for Bilingual Students in English Language
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According to the total norms for WTC scores, we may conclude that our bilingual

students'willingness to communicate in English language is low-medium Regarding

the scores for four communicational contexts they are not willing to communicate

in interpersonal speaking. Their willingness to communicate with an acquaintance

is also low.

Measures English Croatian Norms for WTC scores

Bilingual
(Mean)

Monolingual
(Mean)

Bilingual
(Mean)

Monolingual
(Mean)

Croup
Discussion 62 53 85 66 > 89 Hieh: < 5? Low

Meetincs 55 45 '16 67 > 80 Hich; < 39 Low

Interpersona I 58 50 '18 68 > 94 Hieh: < 64 Low

Public
SDeakins 6l 50 68 > 78 High: < ll Low

Stranger 49 42 'to 59 > 63 High: < lll Low

Acouaintance J) 45 76 10 > 92 Hich; < 57 Low

Friend 15 6l 90 > 99 Hish; < 7l Low

Total WTC 60 49 78 > 82 Hich; < 52 Low
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Graph 2. Willingness to Communicate for Monolingual Students in English

Language
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Our monolingual students reported low total WTC scores while speaking in
English. They are not willing to communicate in group discussions and interpersonal

communication. While they communicate with acquaintances and friends, they are

not keen on doing it in English, that's why the WTC results with previous mentioned

types of receivers are low
Graph 3. Willingness to Communicate for Bilingual Students in Croatian

Language
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Bilingual student's willingness to communicate in Croatian language is

medium. According to the norms for WTC scores, their willingness to communicate

with strangers is high.

120
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Graph 4. Willingness to Communicate for Monolingual Students in
Croatian Language
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From the graph 4, we may see that monolingual students' willingness to

communicate in Croatian is medium. Our students reported medium WTC for all

communicational situations and with all types of receivers.

The field of communication focuses on how people use message to generate

meanings within and across various contexts, cultures, channels, and media'

Communication goals are linked to another person's thoughts and feelings.

Communication competence is the degree to which a communicator's goals are

achieved through ellective and appropriate interaction.

The mean scores ofSPCC instrument are rePorted in Table 2.

Table 2. Self Perceived Communication Competence Mean Scores by

Languages

Measures f,nglish Croatian Norms for SPCC
scores

Bilingual
(Mean)

Monolingual
lMean)

Bilingual
(Mean)

Monolingual
(Mean)

Public 6l 49 87 {t4 > 86 Hiah; < 5l Low

Meeling 83 't9 > 85 High; < 5l Low

Group o) 52 86 80 > 90 Hish: <61 Low

Dyad 6t3 55 93 87 > 93 Hish: < 68 Low

StranEer 57 50 87 80 > 79 Hich: < 3l Low

Acquatntance 59 44 84 82 'a2 Highl < 62 Low

Friend 12 :tl 94 92 ' 9q Hichl < 76 Low

Total SPCC 63 88 83 - 87 Hish; < 5q Low
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Graph 5. Self Perceived Communication Competence for Bilingual Students in
English Language
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With regards to the total SPCC scores, we may conclude that our bilingual
students believe that their communicational competence in English is low-
medium. Regarding communication in four communicational contexts (public,
meeting, group, dyad) our students talking in dyad drew the least self perceived
communicational competence while talking in public the most. Bilingual
students reported generally medium SPCC for talking to strangers and low when
communicating with acquaintance and friends.

Graph 6. Self Perceived Communication Competence for Monolingual
Students in English Language
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From the graph number 6, we can see that monolingual students perceive

that their communicational comPetence in English is low. They believe they are not

competent in talking in large meetings, groups, public speaking and in a dyad. They

also think that their communicational competence with acquaintances and friends

are low, but they believe that they may communicate with strangers.

Graph Z Self Perceived Communication ComPetence for Bilingual Students in

Croatian Language
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Bilingual students reported high total SPCC scores while speaking in

Croatian. They reported high SPCC for public talking, talking in a dyad and with

slrangers.
Graph 8. Self Perceived Communication Competence for Monolingual

Students in Croatian Language
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Monolingual students speaking in Croatian reported medium total SPCC

scores. Students feel that they are highly comPetent when talking to strangers.

+Croalian Monolingual

.. Norms for SPCC Hrgh

^ Noms lor SPCC Low
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4. Discussion

According to the WTC scores, we may conclude that our ltalian-Croatian

bilingual students' willingness to communicate in Croatian is medium, with the

exception while talking to strangers, where it is high. Monolingual students reported

medium scores of WTC when conversing in Croatian in all four communication

contexts and with all types of receivers. Bilingual students are less willing to
communicate in English in interpersonal conversations and with acquaintance'

where they reported low WTC scores. In all other communicational situations,

their predisposition toward approaching of communication is low-medium. With
regard to the total WTC scores, we may conclude that our monolingual students'

willingness to communicate in English is low. They reported low WTC scores in
group discussion, interpersonal conversation, and when talking to the acquaintance

and friend. The similar low results in WTC for group discussion were reported

by Wen and Clement (2003, p lS-38). To improve WTC, the authors suggest the

following: "before students are asked to comPlete tasks in a group setting, have them

perform the task in pairs. Remove students' anxiety and build their confidence in
using second language".

According to the norms for SPCC scores we may state that bilingual students

believe that they are highly competent to communicate in Croatian language in

public, in a dyad and with strangers. They perceive themselves not comPetent when

communicating in English in a dyad, as well as with acquaintances and friends.

On the other hand, monolingual students find their communication skills in
Croatian high when speaking with strangers. In contrast, the monolingual students

when communicating in English perceive themselves weak in all communication

situations and with all types of receivers, except when talking to strangers.

Analysing the obtained results, we may state that bilingual students reported

higher WTC and SPCC scores than the monolingual ones in both languages. There

has been a large number ofstudies about the bilingualism and its effects on the foreign

language acquisition (Cenoz and Jessner, 2001, Hoffman, 2001) Since the 1960s,

research on the impact of bilingualism on cognition has associated bilingualism

with positive effects on a number of internal variables, including intelligence (Peral

and Lambert, 1962), metalinguistic awareness (Ben-Zeev, 1977; Bialystok' l99l),

cognitive flexibility (Mclaughlin and Nayak, 1989). Bilingualism also results in

more efficient language learning and communicational competence. This has been

proved by numerous studies on the acquisition of a third language' comparing

bilinguals and monolinguals (Cenoz and Valencia, 1994; Swain, 1990). These studies

showed that the bilinguals tend to be more effective in learning new languages than

the monolinguals. In order for this to be true, bilinguals need to have knowledge of
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both languages on a high level (Clyne' Rossi Hunt and lsaakidis, 2004)' The studies

about the effects ofbilinguals have proved that bilingual children, in contrast to the

monolingual ones, develop cognitive advantages such as communication sensibility'

creativity and metalinguistic awareness (Baker,2002; Jessner, 1999)' Thanks to their

literacy in two languages, bilinguals develop a more general interest in languages

and benefit from their metalinguistic awareness.

Their bilingual literacy facilitates the acquisition of a new third language'

People are becoming more and more aware ofthe linguistic and cognitive advantages

of bilingualism and its Positive cultural, social and economic effects' As a result' a

growing demand for multilingualism has been present within the last decades A

number of bilingual schools, as well as various programmes for language learning

have been increasingly implemented around the world.

5. Conclusion

The examination of the different reported data

facts. Firstly, bilingual students obtain higher scores

has shown us several

all communicational

situations and with all type of receivers, in comparison to the monolingual

students. Secondly, it has also shown that it is easier for students to talk in

Croatian language than in English as a foreign language' Monolingual students

reported low WTC and SPCC scores when speaking in English Canary'

Cody and Manusov (2003) emphasizes the importance of gaining English

knowledge, since it is an international language, used by more than one and a half

billion people as a first, second, or foreign language for communication purPoses'

Consequenily, the purpose of teaching English has shifted from the mastery of

structure to the ability to use the language for communicative purposes' Thus' the

issues ofwhether learners would communicate in English when they had the chance

and what would affect their willingness to communicate gain importance'

The highest WTC and SPCC scores are reported by bilingual students while

communicating in Croatian language. It is interesting that our bilingual students

reported the highest WTC scores when speaking to strangers in both languages'

It means that they will choose to initiate communication when free to do so with

strangers. Our bilingual and monolingual students believe that they are highly

competent to converse in Croatian with strangers, and of low-medium competence

when speaking in English. Our results for SPCC are different from the results ofthe

."."u..i, rn.d" by McCroskey and Richmond (1990) They reported low SPCC for

talking to strangers.

The results obtained in previous research (Kostii-Bobanovii, 2006)' in

which undergraduate business students reported high SPCC for talking to strangers'
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are similar to the above mentioned. We believe that our students' willingness to
communicate with strangers and perceived communicational competence is
high, regarding the fact that Istria is a tourist county. Our students have a lot of
opportunities to speak with foreigners in English and improve their language skills.
Some of them are working during the summer season in tourist offices, as tourist
guides or in duty free shops. People in Istria are used to communicate with the
strangers in the streets. A lot of times they answer the questions regarding historical
monuments or give directions to a good restaurant.

According to Maclntyre, Cl6ment, Dilrnyei and Noels (1998), we may
conclude that willingness to communicate refers to the idea that students who are
willing to communicate in the second/foreign language actually look for chances
to communicate; and furthermore, these learners actually do communicate in the
second/foreign language.
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