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ABSTRACT

In the first part of the article the reader is acquainted with some considerations on intercultural communication
and bilingualism, followed by an introduction to attitudes and a more precise discussion about consequences of a
more or less successful acquisition of the first (L1) and of the second language (L2).

In the second part of the article empirical results of a study conducted on 277 last-graders from Slovene Istria and
from Italian Friuli Venezia Giulia are presented. Results show evidence of the existence of differences in some atti-
tudes towards bilingualism held by monolingual and bilingual adolescents from studied areas.

Key words: bilingualism, attitudes, Slovene Istria, adolescents

IL BILINGUISMO VISTO DAGLI ADOLESCENTI MONOLINGUI E BILINGUI.
ATTEGGIAMENTI DI ADOLESCENTI SLOVENI E ITALIANI

SINTESI

Nella prima parte dell’articolo vengono presentate al lettore alcune considerazioni sulla communicazione inter-
culturale e sul bilinguismo, seguite da un’introduzione agli atteggiamenti e da una pil approfondita discussione
sulle conseguenze di una piti o meno soddisfacente acquisizione della prima (L1) e della seconda lingua (L2).

Nella seconda parte dell’articolo vengono presetati i risultati di una ricerca condotta su 277 studenti dell’ultima
classe di alcune scuole medie (superiori) dell’lstria slovena e del Friuli Venezia Giulia (ltalia). I risultati dimostrano
che tra gli adolescenti monolingui e quelli bilingui appartenenti alle aree studiate vi sono alcune differenze di atteg-
giamento nei confronti di certi aspetti del bilinguismo.

Parole chiave: bilinguismo, atteggiamenti, Istria slovena, adolescenti
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INTRODUCTION

Anyone could agree that in contemporary societies
multiculturalism and multilingualism as well as bicul-
turalism and bilingualism are common phenomena.
Nowadays almost anyone living in urbanized areas has
daily contacts (professional, private etc.) with people,
whose mother tongue is different from his own and whose
behaviour and traditions have a different background
than his own. And we can say even more: thanks to the
mass-media and to the long distance communication fa-
cilities (phones, mobile phones, the www etc.) even peo-
ple living in strictly monocultural and monolingual areas
have the opportunity to get in touch with people from
different cultural and linguistic backgrounds on a regular
basis. At this point we can start discussing two different
aspects of the problem we’ve just introduced. On one
hand we see that even by not living in a multicultural en-
vironment people get in touch with different cultures and
languages, which means they "interact" with them, get an
impression of them and come to form opinions and atti-
tudes towards them and it is even more so, when interac-
tions are held on a regular and on a face to face basis. On
the other hand interacting with people from a different
cultural and linguistic background means also that one
has to have at least one language in common with them —
let it be the language of one of the persons in interaction
or a so called "lingua franca". It is obvious that in both
cases the better is the knowledge of the common lan-
guage of interacting persons, the higher is the quality of
their communication and the least the number of lan-
guage-based misunderstandings. We can therefore get to
the conclusion that bilingual individuals can take advan-
tage from bilingualism just for the simple fact they can
communicate efficiently in more than one language and,
thus, interact directly with a wider range of people.

At this point we must briefly leave our main topic just
to make a consideration about bilingualism in general.
What is bilingualism? When are we to talk about bilin-
gualism and when, on the contrary, just about one
mother tongue and a more or less good knowledge of a
second, foreign language? It is important to underline
that there are almost as many definitions of bilingualism
as there are authors studying the phenomenon. Some
among them point out that it is enough to master one
language and to be able to utter a few words or phrases
in a second one to be considered bilingual, while others
pretend a person to have a high level mastery of both
languages to let her/him be considered bilingual. The
point of view of each author depends partly on her/his
scientific background and partly on the object of her/his
interest. Being a psychologist myself, the definition of bi-
lingualism | start from is one that is considered to be
mainly psychological (and psycholinguistic) (Skutnabb-
Kangas, 1981). According to it, a person can be consid-
ered bilingual if she/he has either:

- Started to learn both languages from birth on OR

- Started to acquire two languages in different peri-
ods of his/her early childhood with both of them having
been acquired in informal situations - that is not in in-
stitutionalized settings.

After this digression, needed to point out the way we
look at bilingualism, let us go back to the red thread of
our introduction.

Apart from the question of a better or worse knowl-
edge of the others’ language, living, working or simply
communicating with linguistically or culturally diverse
people can, under particular circumstances, lead to
problems not easy to be solved. In some cases this may
be due to some basic cultural differences such as relig-
ious differences difficult (but not impossible!) to over-
come, differences in value priorities, major lifestyle ditf-
ferences etc. But on the other hand problems in
intercultural communication and interaction may also
derive from a much more basic reason: ignorance. Igno-
rance about the others’ values, way of living, way of
thinking, intentions, knowledge, abilities and skills and,
more generally: about their culture. It is exactly by ig-
noring most characteristics of a group or community that
people easily become prejudiced towards it. As Reber
(Reber, 1985, 566) points out, the meaning of the term
"prejudice" is in fact defined as "a forming of an attitude
prior to having sufficient information, a preconception"
that can be, generally speaking, either positive or nega-
tive, although, related to attitudes, it has a much more
specific meaning: "a negative attitude toward a particu-
lar group of persons based on negative traits assumed to
be uniformly displayed by all members of that group"
(Reber, 1985, 566). On the other hand Rokeach (in:
Hayes, 1998, 414) defines attitudes as: "A learned ori-
entation or disposition ...which provides a tendency to
respond favorably or unfavorably to the object or situa-
tion." If we fuse the quoted definitions and apply them
to interpersonal situations, we end up defining prejudice
(towards a group or an individual as a member of a
group) as a form of negative (unfavorably) attitude de-
riving from ignorance that can have a negative impact
on relations between people from different groups.

Sometimes the simple fact of being categorized into
a group may cause people perceive others in a distorted
or, at least, less favorable way. This phenomenon is of-
ten referred to as the "in-group/out-group bias". People
tend to favor their own group and to be less favorable to
those from a different group. Such characteristic be-
comes even more evident, when reinforced by prejudice
and/or negative attitudes, which is very often the case
when groups of people with different linguistic and/or
cultural background are talked about.

In this paper we talk about attitudes towards bilin-
gualism, but to introduce properly our arguments, we
still need to do one more digression. As we know that
people can be/become bilingual for different reasons,
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we have to consider that such different reasons may
have an influence on the consequences people will
have if they do not become bilingual at all or if they
don’t become bilingual up to the expected extent. Let’s
take for example a couple that wants a child to be bilin-
gual for the sake of having a better education, wider ho-
rizons etc. The child enrolls in a foreign-language
school, but than fails to become bilingual - parents will
probably be unsatisfied and maybe angry, but his failure
will probably not have any severe consequence. It is the
case of the so-called "elite bilingualism", typical for
members of well-off social classes. But let’s take a dif-
ferent example: the case of a child from a linguistic mi-
nority. In the environment, where she/he lives, her/his
mother tongue (first language or L1) retains the status of
a minority language. In order to be able to "function" in
the wider environment (spare time clubs, maybe even
school, later on: employment opportunities, marriage
etc.) such a child has necessarily to become bilingual,
which means that he/she has necessarily to learn the
language of the wider environment (second language or
L2) and, thus, become bilingual (although later on
he/she may switch to monolingualism in L2). If he/she
fails to acquire a proper knowledge of L2, consequences
may be tough to cope with. As Skutnabb-Kangas points
out (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1981), such a child may feel un-
adapted not just because by non being proficient in L2
he/she may have difficulties to cope with the demands
of the wider environment, but also because in many cir-
cumstances being a member of a minority means to be a
member of an underprivileged and prejudiced commu-
nity. For people with such a background even being bi-
lingual may not always be considered a sign of privi-
lege, but rather a sign of marginalisation.

If we now apply "elite" bilingualism and "non-elite"
bilingualism to the case of our subjects from Slovene ls-
tria, we can say that for subjects that do not consider
themselves as part of the Italian minority, but are none-
theless bilingual (in accordance with our definition of
bilingualism) and attend the Slovene language middle
school, where ltalian is taught as L2, bilingualism is to
be considered as a sort of "elitist" bilingualism, since
what for them is L2, it is not the only language that en-
ables them to function in the wider environment. The

Table A: Distribution of participants in schools.
Tabela A: Razvrstitev udeleZencev raziskave po $olah.

failure in acquiring a good knowledge of L2 does not
have serious consequences in their daily life. On the
other hand, when we speak about tested subjects from
Slovene Istria, whose mother tongue is ltalian, the ac-
quisition of L2 (Slovene language in their case) is of cru-
cial importance for their future, since an insufficient
level of knowledge of L2 may lead to the restriction of
the number social, economic and geographical envi-
ronments, where they can function. This can lead to so-
cial exclusion, restricted job opportunities etc. A similar
logic is applicable to subjects from ltaly, whose L1 is
Slovene, but since in the area where they live, one-way
bilingualism is the rule, in their case the failure in ac-
quiring Italian as L2 may lead to even more serious con-
sequences than the ones discussed for their [talian
speaking peers from Slovenia. All that may affect atti-
tudes of adolescent subjects towards bilingualism.

PROBLEM

The aim of the study was to assess the existence of
any differences in attitudes towards bilingualism held by
monolingual and bilingual adolescents within and be-
tween two neighboring regions: ltalian Friuli Venezia
Giulia and Slovene lstria.

PARTICIPANTS

Tested subjects were 277 adolescents of both sexes,
aged between 17 and 19. At the time of testing they
were last-graders at 8 schools: 3 majority schools (2 in
Italy: 1 in Gorizia and 1 in Trieste, and 1 in Slovenia:
Slovene Istria) and 5 minority schools following the
maintenance model schooling program (3 in ltaly: 1 in
Trieste and 2 in Gorizia, and 2 in Slovene Istria) as
shown in Table A.

MEASURING INSTRUMENTS

Subjects were tested by means of:

- An introductory questionnaire that permitted us to
get basic demographic data about subjects AND

- A Scale of attitudes towards bilingualism.

SCHOOL MONOLINGUAL | BILINGUAL | TOTAL COUNTRY |[TEACHING LANGUAGE
Gimnazija Koper! 35 82 117 Slovenia Slovene (+It)

G. R. Carli & A. Sema? 28 28 Slovenia Italian (+Slo)

G. Oberdan 46 46 Italy (Trieste) Italian

F. Prederen 29 29 Italy (Trieste) Slovene (+ 1)

S. Gregorcic & P. Trubar3 20 20 Italy (Gorizia) Slovene (+ It)
Duca degli Abbruzzi 37 37 Italy (Gorizia) Italian

Total 118 159 277
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The latter has been constructed by the authoress of the
present study for the needs of a major research work
(Cronbach’s alfa = 0,82). It is a five-point Likert-type
scale comprising 20 items divided among two factors of
attitudes towards bilingualism: integrative (9 items) and
instrumental (11 items). The content of approximately
half items is expressed by means of positive sentences,
while the remaining half is expressed by means of sen-
tences that seem to reflect a negative attitude toward the
object of measurement (bilingualism). When calculating
scores, the scores of the latter have to be reversed in or-
der to get the same "direction" of meaning for both
groups of items.

Items that reflect integrative attitudes towards bilin-
gualism are those, in which a tendency toward linguistic
and/or national affiliation, interpersonal communication,
individual development and toward others (for the sake of
socialisation) can be found. On the other hand attitudes,
in which instrumental functions of bilingualism are to be
traced, are those that reflect a utilitarian urge for being bi-
lingual, f.e. for the sake of getting a better job or position
in society, of being more open to diversity etc.

Let us quote one example of each type of item:

“Bilinguals fear contacts with monolinguals." (nega-
tive form, integrative attitude)

"To be bilingual is to have greater opportunities of be-
coming succesfull." (positive form, instrumental attitude)

For the purpose of statistical analyses factorial scores
instead of raw scores were used.

RESULTS
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES OF VARIANCE

Table 1: Results of Multiple analysis of variance (from
now onward MANOVA) for differences between fac-
tors of attitudes toward bilingualism with respect to the
subjects’ "lingualism" in Slovene Istra.

Tabela 1: Rezultati multiple analize variance (odslej
test MANOVA) za razlike med faktorji stalis¢ do dvo-
jezic¢nosti glede na "jezi¢nost" udeleZencev v Slovenski
Istri.

Table 2: Results of MANOVA test for differences be-
tween factors of attitudes toward bilingualism with re-
spect to the subjects’ "lingualism" in Trieste.

Tabela 2: Rezultati testa MANOVA za razlike med fak-
torji stalis¢ do dvojezicnosti glede na "jezicnost" ude-
leZencev v Trstu.

Wilks” A R df1 df2 Significance

0,8405 6,737 2 71 ,0021*

* statistically significant difference between groups
(p<0.05)

Table 3: Results of MANOVA test for differences be-
tween factors of attitudes toward bilingualism with re-
spect to the subjects’ "lingualism" in Gorizia.

Tabela 3: Rezultati testa MANOVA za razlike med fak-
torji stalis¢ do dvojezicnosti glede na "jezi¢nost" ude-
leZencev v Gorici.

Wilks” A R df1 df2 Significance

0,7798 7,6236 2 54 ,0012*

Wilks” A R df1 df2 Significance

0,8838 4,4265 4 278 ,0017*

* statistically significant difference between groups
(p<0.05)

* statistically significant difference between groups
(p<0.05)

ONE-WAY ANALYSES OF VARIANCE (ANOVA)
AND T-TESTS

In the following tables (from 4 to 6) the number "1"
in the column entitled "lingualism" stands for "monolin-
gual/s", while the number "2" stands for "bilingual/s".

1 Although a majority school, the Gimnazija Koper is particular for being plac ed in an officially bilingual area, where even at "majority
schools" the "second language of the environment" (Italian) is taught on a regular basis.

2 G.R. Carli and A. Sema are two maintenance program schools of the same typology situated not far from each other. Since the nu m-
ber of last-graders was very low, we decided to put pupils from both schools into one single sample group: "Carli & Sema" and to

consider them as one single school.

3 S. Gregorcic and P. Trubar are two maintenance program schools of similar typology, both situated in the same building. Since the
number of tested last-graders was very low, we decided to put pupils from both schools into one sample group: "S. Gregorcic & P.

Trubar" and to consider them as one single school.
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Table 4: Results of ANOVA tests for difference in attitu-
des towards bilingualism held by monolingual and bilin-
gual participants from Slovene Istria, grouped by school
and by "lingualism" (monolinguals from Gimnazija Ko-
per (1GKP), bilinguals from Gimnazija Koper (2GKP)
and bilinguals from P. Sema & G. R. Carli (2 S&C)).
Tabela 4: Rezultati testa ANOVA za razlike v stalis¢ih
do dvojezicnosti, ki so jih izrazili enojezi¢ni in dvo-
jezi¢éni udeleZenci raziskave iz Slovenske Istre,
zdruZeni glede na obiskovano $olo in "jezi¢nost" (eno-
jezi¢ni z Gimnazije Koper (1GKP), dvojezi¢ni z Gim-
nazije Koper (2 GKP) in dvojezi¢ni z gimnazij A. Sema
& G. R. Carli (2 S&C)).

Type of attitudes | "Lingualism"| Mean |Significance
and schools
integrative 1 GKP -0,1310 ,0270%*
2 GKP 0,2775
25 &C 0,3062
instrumental 1 GKP -0,3325 ,0891+
2 GKP 0,1582
25 &C 0,0933

* statistically significant difference between groups
(p<0.05)

+ tendency toward statistically significant difference
between groups (0.1>p>0.05)

Table 5: T-test results for difference in attitudes to-
wards bilingualism held by monolingual and bilingual
participants from Trieste.

Tabela 5: Rezultati T-testa za razlike v stalis¢ih do dvo-
jezicnosti, ki so jih izrazili enojezic¢ni in dvojezicni ude-
leZenci iz Trsta.

Type of attitudes | "Lingualism"| Mean  |Significance
integrative 1 -0,1752 ,7042

2 -0,2864
instrumental 1 -0,3183 ,0002*"

2 0,5265

* statistically significant difference between groups
(p<0.05)
" non-homogeneous variances, corrected t-test

Table 6: T-test results for difference in attitudes to-
wards bilingualism held by monolingual and bilingual
participants from Gorizia.

Tabela 6: Rezultati T-testa za razlike v stalis¢ih do
dvojezicnosti, ki so jih izrazili enojezic¢ni in dvojezicni
udeleZenci iz Gorice.

Type of attitudes | "Lingualism"| Mean _|Significance
integrative 1 0,1494 ,4807"

2 0,3429
instrumental 1 -0,1715 ,0002*

2 0,6413

* statistically significant difference between groups
(p<0.05)
" non-homogeneous variances, corrected t-test
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DISCUSSION

Multivariate analyses of variance show there are sta-
tistically significant differences between attitudes to-
wards bilingualism when subjects are grouped accord-
ing to their "lingualism " (mono- or bi- lingualism re-
spectively) in all observed environments. That means
that in all observed areas (Slovene Istria and Italian cities
of Gorizia and Trieste) attitudes towards bilingualism
held by monolinguals and those held by bilinguals differ
significantly from each other, thus meaning that for what
concernes attitudes towards bilingualism being mono-
lingual or being bilingual makes the difference.

Such a result is not unexpected, if we consider that
measured attitudes towards bilingualism have to do with
the perceived interpersonal benefits/damage (integrative
attitudes) and with the perceived "pragmatic" or, better,
material benefits/damage (instrumental attitudes) one
can derive from being bilingual. Obviously the percep-
tion of mentioned benefits depends on the point of view
or, better, on social representations of the observer as
member of a group and on his perception of his own
needs and of the needs of her/his group as opposed to
the needs of other groups. As in this case we are dealing
with monolingual and bilingual groups of adolescents,
where monolingual adolescents are members of a na-
tional/cultural majority, while bilingual adolescents are
mostly members of a national/cultural minority, we can
expect to find different social representations underlying
the adolescents’ attitudes towards bilingualism. If we
consider the relatedness of social representations and
prejudice and, again, the relatedness of the latter and
attitudes towards bilingualism, we see that the seem-
ingly simple results of our research reflect, in fact, a
rather complicated pattern of intergroup relations.

But let’s have a look at the remaining 3 tables. Here
we see more details that can help us understand where
differences come from. The first thing we can notice,
starting from an overview of all 3 tables, is that results
found in Slovene Istria basically differ from those found
in Italy (Trieste and Gorizia). In Slovene Istria, where the
sample group is divided into three groups: monolinguals
from the Gimnazija Koper (1GKP), bilinguals from the
same school (2GKP) and bilinguals from the mainte-
nance program school (2 S & C), we've found a statisti-
cally significant difference between integrative attitudes
of adolescents with a different linguistic background,
while there were no differences between their instru-
mental attitudes. On the other hand results from Trieste
and Gorizia indicate a situation that is exactly opposite
to the one just described (no differences on integrative
attitudes, but existence of differences on instrumental
attitudes). How can we explain these findings? The area
of Slovene Istria is officially recognized (by the Slovene
government) as a "two-way" bilingual area (an area with
two "languages of the environment"), which means that
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learning both languages (Italian and Slovene) is compul-
sory for school children of any national and linguistic
background. So the latter (or, actually, their parents) can
choose to attend a majority school, where Slovene is the
language of teaching and Italian the "second language of
the environment" (L2 in a sort of "elitist" way), or they
can choose to attend a maintenance-program minority
school (and they can do so even if they are not members
of the minority community), where the teaching lan-
guage is ltalian, while Slovene is considered as the "sec-
ond language of the environment". In neighbouring It-
aly, the situation is different. Italian schools from Trieste
and Gorizia offer L1 and L2 only to pupils attending
Slovene middle schools, while in schools, where Italian
is the medium of teaching, L2 is not offered.

From table 4 we see that the group from Slovene Is-
tria that has the least positive attitude toward integrative
functions of bilingualism is the group of monolingual
adolescents (from the Slovene language medium
school), while results of bilingual adolescents either
from the same school or from the minority school show
just a slight difference. It seems that the fact that many
monolinguals find it difficult to have to learn two lan-
guages (their own mother tongue and the so called "sec-
ond language of the environment") plus a foreign lan-
guage, is reflected in a low mean on integrative attitudes
towards bilingualism. On the other hand they even don’t
see any reason for learning Italian — just for the sake of
communicating with peers (interpersonal function of bi-
lingualism), since all their peers with Italian national
and/or linguistic background (belonging to the Italian
minority) can speak Slovene.

It is interesting that the way bilinguals perceive the
situation is different - they already are bilingual and they
seem to highly appreciate the integrative functions of
bilingualism. Results seem to indicate that both groups
(monolinguals on one side and bilinguals on the other
one) are rather dependent on "in-group" - "out-group"
judgments and they both tend to linguistically "stay
where they are". According to Gardner and Lambert
(1959; in: Baker, 1992) it may mean that bilinguals from
Slovene Istria will preserve their bilingualism, while
monolinguals from the same environment will never
properly learn Italian. Higher scores on integrative atti-
tudes reflect namely a tendency to affiliate with the
group of bilinguals, while low scores reflect the absence
of it. On the other hand we can also say that although in
Slovene Istria both languages (Slovenian and ltalian)
have the same officially recognized status, some preju-
dice against bilingualism may still be present among
monolingual adolescents which, by denying any posi-
tive consequences of the integrative (but instrumental,
too) functions of bilingualism (negative attitudes of the
integrative type may also mean that subjects think bilin-
gualism has a negative impact on personal develop-
ment), show a certain tendency to remain prejudiced

towards bilingualism and its effects, which is reflected
by their search for coherence with their own unwilling-
ness to become bilingual.

Let us have a look at tables 5 and 6. Here we can
see that in both ltalian cities (Trieste and Gorizia) we
find a similar situation for what concerns both types of
attitudes towards bilingualism. Integrative attitudes do
not reflect any significant difference between monolin-
gual and bilingual adolescents, while in the case of in-
strumental attitudes differences are found.

So we can say that the situation in Slovene lIstria is
different from the one in neighboring Italy, where bilin-
gualism is not officially recognized (or, actually, it has
become recognized lately, but the law is not effective
yet). That means that (in Italy) members of the Slovene
minority have to be bilingual (one-way bilingualism) in
order to be able to function in their daily life beyond the
boundaries of their community, while most members of
the Italian majority are monolingual. Slovenes in ltaly
have to be bilingual, if they want to get more opportuni-
ties in life: a better job, a better social position, more
social power, in order to be more open towards people
from other cultures etc. On the other hand their Italian
majority peers (monolinguals) don’t feel the need to
learn Slovene and to be bilingual themselves. It is obvi-
ous they don’t need Slovene language for the same pur-
pose as Slovene adolescents do, but they still could ap-
preciate the instrumental function of bilingualism from
the point of view of personal and societal openness — if
only being bilingual would be considered as socially
desirable and thus as an indicator of a better social po-
sition. Why isn’t it so? The answer is mainly due to
prejudice. Monolingual adolescents from ltaly have "in-
herited" this prejudice against the Slovene minority from
their parents and relatives who experienced the period
of Fascism, and from historically distorted post-WWII
events, from slogans of nationalist political parties that
were, and still are very active in this nationally mixed
part of Italy, and who still believe in some slogans and
negative the consequences of being Slovene. Consider-
ing the fact that at a certain point of the past three dec-
ades economic circumstances in Trieste and Gorizia
started to get worse (and they partly still are), there was
a need to find a scapegoat. Such a scapegoat has been
found in the Slovenian minority and in the supposed
consequences of bilingualism. So we can say that in Tri-
este and Gorizia the background of the monolingual
adolescents’ negative attitudes towards bilingualism
stems mostly from the assimilation of those aspects of
"social knowledge" that considers bilingualism as the
reason for unfavourable economic circumstances.

Let us consider the integrative function of bilin-
gualism in ltaly, too! In both samples (from Trieste and
from Gorizia) results have shown no significant differ-
ence between monolinguals and bilinguals, although
some differences do exist: bilinguals from Trieste value
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integrative functions of bilingualism even more unfa-
vorably than monolinguals do, while in Gorizia the
situation is reversed. These tendencies reflect the devel-
opment of a much higher degree of prejudice in Trieste
than in Gorizia, which can be explained in the follow-
ing way: while on one hand after WWII inhabitants of
Trieste became less open to external influences and in a
certain sense even phobic of loosing their identity if get-
ting in too close a relation with other cultures, as for ex-
ample with the Slovene culture, Gorizia is a town that
after being halved by ltaly and former Yugoslavia (after
WWII) still remained more open-minded toward the
“others", and more willing to get in touch with others
(including its "cross-border" inhabitants) than Trieste. So
we can say that although there aren’t significant differ-
ences in integrative attitudes among monolinguals and
bilinguals in each of the considered towns, differences
on this factor emerge between the two towns. Adoles-
cents from Trieste are basically unfavourable to integra-
tive functions of bilingualism, while their peers from Go-
rizia are basically favourable to integrative functions of
bilingualism.

CONCLUSIONS

To conclude we can say that generally bilinguals’
attitudes towards bilingualism are more positive than the
monolinguals’. Such result can be explained from the
standpoint of the social identity theory (in-groups versus
out-groups) and from the point of view of the utility of
bilingualism - especially for members of the minority
group - where bilingualism is unilateral (one- way bilin-
gualism) as it is in the considered lItalian towns. An ex-
ception is represented by integrative attitudes held by
bilinguals from Trieste (more negative than those held
by monolinguals from the same town), where a more

profound investigation should show, if, while respond-
ing, bilingual subjects from Trieste were keeping in
mind the fact that their ltalian peers were anyway
monolingual and thus, "integratively" speaking, there
was no use of being bilingual for the sake of communi-
cating with them.

On the other hand, when comparing results from
Slovenia to those from ltaly, we see that although in
Slovene Istria results for instrumental attitudes do not
show statistically significant differences between com-
pared groups, they are still similar in that monolinguals’
attitudes are negative, while bilinguals’ are positive.
From this standpoint we can say that there is a similarity
between tendencies in both countries, thus meaning that
the officially recognized bilingualism in Slovene Istria
doesn’t have a decisive impact on instrumental attitudes
of adolescents and that to be bilingual doesn’t really
represent an "instrumental advantage" for bilinguals or,
at least, is not experienced by them as such. On the
other hand results for integrative attitudes differ from
area to area. Monolinguals from Trieste and Slovene Is-
tria hold negative attitudes toward integrative functions
of bilingualism, while integrative attitudes of their
monolingual peers from Gorizia are positive (although
less positive than the bilinguals” ones). And again - inte-
grative attitudes of bilinguals are positive in Slovene Is-
tria as they are in Gorizia, while they aren’t in Trieste —
as already discussed above.

How can the situation be changed in order to pro-
mote different aspects of bilingualism in all studied ar-
eas? A creation of more jobs requiring the knowledge of
both languages should overall lead to more positive in-
strumental attitudes towards bilingualism among mono-
linguals, while a more "people oriented" promotion of
bilingualism is to be done for the sake of promoting in-
tegrative benefits of bilingualism.

443



ANNALES - Ser. hist. sociol. - 12 - 2002 - 2

Marina FURLAN: BILINGUALISM THROUGH THE EYES OF MONOLINGUALS AND BILINGUALS. ATTITUDES OF ADOLESCENTS ..., 437-444

DVOJEZICNOST 1Z ZORNEGA KOTA ENOJEZICNIH IN DVOJEZICNIH MLADOSTNIKOV.
STALISCA MLADOSTNIKOV 1Z SLOVENIJE IN ITALIJE

Marina FURLAN
Znanstveno-raziskovalno sredis¢e Republike Slovenije Koper, SI-6000 Koper Capodistria, Garibaldijeva 18
e-mail: marina.furlan@zrs-kp.si

POVZETEK

V sodobnih druzbah sta veckulturnost in vecjezi¢nost splosna pojava. Skoraj vsak, ki Zivi v urbanem okolju, ima
v sodobnem svetu izkusnje z drugimi jeziki, dvojezi¢nostjo in ljudmi, katerih kulturno ozadje je drugac¢no od njemu
lastnega.

S pricujoco raziskavo smo Zeleli ugotoviti, ali se med seboj razlikujejo stalis¢a do dvojezi¢nosti, ki jih gojijo
enojezic¢ni in dvojezi¢ni mladostniki iz dveh sosednjih obmocij.

V raziskavi je sodelovalo 277 studentov zadnjih letnikov srednjih Sol iz Slovenske Istre ter iz sosednje Italije. So-
delujo¢i so bili izbrani glede na upostevane neodvisne spremenljivke: eno- oziroma dvojezi¢nost na eni ter sloven-
sko oziroma italijansko okolje na drugi strani, medtem ko je veljalo obiskovanje srednje Sole istega tipa (gimnazija)
za kontrolno spremenljivko. Vsi sodelujoci so odgovarjali na uvodni vprasalnik ter podali svoja stalis¢a na Lestvici
stalis¢ do dvojezi¢nosti.

Rezultati statisticne obdelave podatkov kaZejo, da obstajajo dolocene statisticno pomembne razlike v staliscih
do dvojezi¢nosti. Ce med seboj primerjamo integrativna stalis¢a, vidimo, da obstajajo razlike med enojezi¢nimi in
dvojezi¢nimi mladostniki le na Slovenski Obali, medtem ko razlike med instrumentalnimi stalis¢i obstajajo pri vseh
preucevanih vzorcih. Statisticna analiza je bila izvedena za vsak tip stalis¢ (tako za integrativna kot za instrumen-
talna), rezultati pa so pokazali, da obstaja povezanost med "-jezi¢nostjo" in instrumentalnimi stalis¢i v Italiji ter med
"“jezi¢nostjo" in integrativnimi stalis¢i v Sloveniji.

Klju¢ne besede: dvojezi¢nost, stalis¢a, Slovenska Istra, mladostniki
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