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Abstact

Previous research has shown that some bilinguals report feeling as though they have two
different personalities in their different languages. For some this experience is stable, for others
situational or linked to life stages, while many claim never to have felt it. Despite extensive
research, there is no consensus on the topic, including on what exactly is meant by “personality”
in the context. Such issues are difficult to address within trait-based approaches, as the
phenomenon concerns subjective self-perception and contextual fluctuations — which are better
explored qualitatively. Yet the literature on the Self offers limited guidance, lacking both a
comprehensive framework and sufficient studies of bilingual adults’ self-perception. With its rich
ontology and pluralistic methodology, cognitive semiotics can here make an important

contribution.

This thesis examines how Russian—Swedish bilinguals with high proficiency in Swedish
experience themselves across their two languages, focusing on perceived personality differences
and the factors shaping them. Adopting a cognitive-semiotic approach, it applies tools such as the
conceptual-empirical loop, phenomenological triangulation, and the Semiotic Hierarchy, using
phenomenological interviews as the method of data collection. The analysis identified three
major categories: (a) perceived differences, (b) levels of experience, and (c) factors of change,
with corresponding themes. The findings revealed a spectrum of experiences, from prosodic and
communicative shifts to personality changes and the experience of being non-authentic in their
second language, all aligned with Swedish linguistic and cultural patterns. Even participants
reporting no change showed subtle shifts across linguistic, cultural, and bodily levels of self.
Variation appeared both across individuals and over time, shaped by proficiency, social
environment, and age. Overall, the study showed that bilingual selthood cannot be reduced to a
binary division of change versus stability, but rather it emerges as a dynamic, multilayered

process in which body, language, and culture are co-constitutive.

Keywords: bilingualism; selfhood; personality; phenomenology; cognitive semiotics; Russian—

Swedish bilinguals
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Have you ever felt like a different person when speaking a foreign language? If you reply
positively to this question, you are not alone. Changing your daily communication from your
first to a second (or third) language can be the result of moving to another country, which means
changing your social circle, your place of work and sometimes profession, and perhaps, even
changing yourself to some degree. Will the new language become the main means of
communication, or will it occupy just a delimited niche, leaving areas of memories and thoughts
connected to your first language untouched? Moving to another country can be an opportunity to
start life anew and maybe even, to some degree, creating a new personality. Does a person make
such a choice deliberately or does this happen spontaneously? Will this person appear to his or
her new contacts the same way as they used to appear to those who know them in their first
language, or will they seem like someone different? These are the kinds of questions that I

address in the present thesis, within a cognitive-semiotic framework.

Prior research has shown that some bilingual speakers report feeling like two different
people during different periods: for some of them this feeling is permanent, while for others it
diminishes or disappears over time (Mijatovic & Tytus, 2016; Dewaele, 2015). Despite
considerable variation, bilingual speakers often report feeling that they have different
personalities when using different languages (e.g., Ramirez-Esparza et al., 2006). Furthermore,
these personalities can manifest as either compatible and integrated or oppositional and
competing (Benet-Martinez et al., 2002).

However, it is noteworthy that despite the large number of studies, there is still no
consensus on the terminology used to describe the phenomenon of psychological variations
associated to the use of different languages. Various authors (e.g., Heinz, 2001; Mijatovi¢ &
Tytus, 2016) do not make clear distinctions between the terms “personality”, “self” and
“identity”, often using them as interchangeable, while others define identity as a special case of
self, as “self in situation” (e.g., Tracy & Naughton, 1994, as cited by Heinz, 2001, p. 87). Still
others (e.g., Pavlenko, 2006) warn against equating the notion of “self-perception” with that of
“performance”. However, what each of these, and other terms, and their corresponding concepts,

really mean remains unclear.



In addition, the concept of bilingualism itself requires clarification. Not all speakers of two
languages consider themselves bilingual. For instance, those who are still learning their second
language tend to identify themselves as monolingual (Sia & Dewaele, 2006). This suggests that
bilingualism may vary in types and degrees. Thus, I will approach bilingualism as a complex
phenomenon with multiple definitions, ranging from “native-like control of two languages”
(Bloomfield, 1935, p. 56) to the “everyday” use of two languages or dialects (Grosjean, 1994, p.
1656) and even to “the presence of two or more languages [in the same speaker]” (Dewaele,
Housen & Li, 2003, p. 1). However, whether the perception of oneself as monolingual depends
on a lack of proficiency, the individual’s subjective experience, or other factors remains an open

question.

In this thesis, I address bilingualism and personality with the help of cognitive semiotics,
the relatively new discipline that focuses on meaning-making by combining concepts and
methods from semiotics, cognitive science and linguistics informed by phenomenology (e.g.,
Sonesson, 2012; Konderak, 2018). One of the core-principles of cognitive semiotics is the
conceptual-empirical loop (Zlatev, 2015), which implies close interaction between conceptual
investigation and empirical research. The study typically starts from conceptual side, asking
“What is X?”, and then proceeds with an empirical investigation addressing “How does X
manifest in practice?”. Finally, the aim is to return to the original concepts, thus creating a spiral
which enriches understanding of the concepts with new insights. The application of the
conceptual-empirical loop allows for a better formulation of theoretical constructs and their
further operationalization with every iteration of the loop. The key concepts I investigate in this

thesis are those of bilingualism and personality, as well as their interrelation.

The second methodological principle of cognitive semiotics is that of phenomenological
triangulation (Zlatev, 2015; Zlatev & Mouratidou, 2024), a combination of complementary
methods allowing one to analyze the phenomenon from three complementary perspectives. First-
person methods involve the systematic intuition and reflection of the researcher. Second-person
methods are based on empathetic interaction with participants including phenomenological
interviews. And (optionally) third-person methods allow for quantification and statistics. While
third-person methods are useful in many cases, such as when there is need to operationalize and
quantify features of the phenomenon under study, they are not strictly necessary (Mouratidou et
al., 2024). By applying the principles outlined above, thesis aims to deepen our understanding
into the relationship between bilingualism and personality, and to extend and deepen previous

research on the phenomenon of personality variation in bilingualism.



More specifically, the study poses the following research questions, based on an

investigation of bilingual speakers with Russian as their first language:

RQ1 How do Russian bilingual speakers experience themselves when they use their first

and second languages?

RQ2 For those who experience themselves differently, what kind of differences do they
report?

RQ3 Does the relationship between language and personality change over time, and if so

due to what factors?

The structure of this thesis is as follows. Chapter 2 provides the theoretical background. It
clarifies key concepts of cognitive semiotics such as sign, semiotic system and language, and
some theoretical models such as the Semiotic Hierarchy (e.g., Zlatev & Konderak, 2023),
addresses the key concepts of bilingualism and personality, and gives an overview of relevant
empirical research on the topic. Chapter 3 describes in detail the methods used and presents the
study design. Chapter 4, presents and discusses the results. Finally, Chapter 5 provides the

conclusions and summarizes the key findings.



Chapter 2 Theoretical Background

2.1. Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to provide the necessary theoretical background of the thesis. Section
2.2 elaborates on the general methodological principles and their relation to phenomenology.
Section 2.3 describes the Semiotic Hierarchy (e.g., Zlatev, in press), and its different levels of
meaning-making (semiosis) and intentionality, and relates these to various possible levels of
selfthood. Section 2.4 focuses on the concepts of selthood and personality, as well as their
relationship as discussed in the psychological literature. In Section 2.5, I turn to bilingualism and
address its relation to what is sometimes referred to as “biculturalism”. Section 2.6 reviews prior
empirical studies on personality in bilinguals, highlighting key findings and methodological
approaches. Finally, Section 2.7, summarizes the chapter and present a refined formulation of the

research questions.

2.2. Methodological principles in cognitive semiotics

2.2.1. Cognitive semiotics and phenomenology

Cognitive semiotics is a relatively recent discipline that emerged in the mid-1990s, drawing on
earlier traditions in linguistics, semiotics and cognitive science. Building on the foundational
work of scholars such as Edmund Husserl, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Ferdinand de Saussure,
Charles Peirce, and Roman Jakobson, it seeks to investigate the interplay between meaning and
mind. The field has grown through the work of various institutions, including the Center for
Semiotics in Aarhus, founded by Per Aage Brandt in 1995, and the Centre for Cognitive
Semiotics at Lund University, established in 2009, with key contributions from Goran Sonesson,
Jordan Zlatev, and others. Over time, both the scope and methodology of cognitive semiotics
have evolved, giving rise to distinct theoretical orientations — from Brandt’s (2011) approach
based on cognitive linguistics, to Paolucci’s (2021) model rooted in the Italian semiotic tradition

and influenced by Umberto Eco.



Practitioners of cognitive semiotics differ in their views on which disciplines have most
significantly shaped the field. Brandt (2011), for instance, emphasized semiotics and cognitive
science as two main contributors, defining cognitive semiotics as the study of meaning and mind.
Sonesson (as cited by Zlatev, in press, p. 1), in contrast, adopted a more expansive view,
identifying influences from semiotics, linguistics, psychology, cognitive science, computational
modelling, anthropology, philosophy and other fields. Zlatev proposes a more constrained view,
integrating some, but not all, ideas from semiotics, linguistics, and cognitive science. Most
recently, he defines cognitive semiotics as “the academic discipline that focuses on meaning-
making (semiosis), combining concepts and methods from semiotics, cognitive science,
linguistics, as well as phenomenology” (Zlatev in press, p. 2). Within this perspective, cognitive
semiotics benefits from the strengths of each contributing discipline. From semiotics, it inherits
tools for comparing and analyzing diverse systems of meaning; from cognitive science, it draws
an interdisciplinary orientation, particularly in relation to technology and the mind; and from
linguistics, it adopts a commitment to methodological precision in a balanced use of quantitative
and qualitative approaches. Phenomenology, in turn, plays a central integrative role, shaping
cognitive semiotics’ ambition to go beyond interdisciplinarity and toward genuine

transdisciplinary synthesis.

Despite the differences between the various approaches to cognitive semiotics mentioned
above, all are in fact influenced, to a greater or lesser degree, by phenomenology — the
philosophical movement that began in the early 20th century with its founder, Edmund Husserl
(e.g., Logical Investigations, 1900), and further developed by other prominent figures, such as
Merleau-Ponty (e.g., Phenomenology of Perception, 1945), Heidegger (e.g., Being and Time,
1927), Sartre (e.g., Being and Nothingness, 1943), and Levinas (e.g., Totality and Infinity, 1961)
(see Zahavi, 2018, for an overview). Phenomenology studies various aspects of consciousness,
such as perception, imagination, body-awareness, social cognition and self-consciousness, in
order to understand reality, in the broadest sense of the word: the phenomena that make up the

lifeworld — the world we (and other sentient beings) live in.

In phenomenological terms, consciousness is always consciousness of something. Whether
listening to the music, observing an image, recalling a past journey, or planning a meeting,
consciousness is directed toward an object or phenomenon within the lifeworld. This inherent
directedness of consciousness beyond itself is referred to in phenomenology as intentionality,
and the object to which it is directed as the intentional object (Zahavi, 2018). From this



perspective, objects become meaningful only through an intentional act, but they do not thereby

become “mental representations” or so other such solipsist notion. As Husserl emphasized,

the objects of which we are “conscious”, are not simply in consciousness as in a box, [...] they are
first constituted as being what they are for us, and as what they count for us, in varying forms of
objective intention (Zahavi, 2009, p. 25, italics and quotation marks in original).
Importantly, this does not imply that consciousness invents or fabricate objects. Rather,
constitution refers to the process through which objects appear as what they are, a process made
possible through the activity of consciousness (Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008). In other words, there

is no lifeworld and no meaning without the contribution of consciousness.

Apart from such philosophical concerns, phenomenology has been increasingly involved in
empirical research in psychology and sociology for the purpose of obtaining a better
understanding of the qualitative experience of people in actual circumstances (Giorgi, 2009; van
Mannen, 1990; Smith, Flowers & Larkin, 2009). Importantly, such applied phenomenological
research is not an objectivistic analysis where the experiencer is excluded from the experienced,
since as in phenomenological philosophy, the emphasis is on how what is “given” to
consciousness is experienced by the subject (Giorgi, 2009). Thus, study participants are never
reduced to “research subjects”, but instead act as co-researchers. For the topic of the present
thesis, such a qualitative approach implies that the focus is not on how many participants report
feeling different while speaking different languages, but rather on what is it like for them to feel
different, or not, when using them. In other words, the focus is on the analysis of the lived

experience of the phenomenon in question.

At the same time, both philosophical and applied phenomenology do not aim to describe
idiosyncratic experiences, but rather attempt to capture the invariant structures of experience,
that make it possible for anyone, in principle, to experience the phenomenon (Gallagher &
Zahavi, 2008, p. 26). According to these authors, the four basic steps of the phenomenological

method, can be schematically presented as follows.

The first step, the epoché is used to “place in brackets” the natural attitude: the attitude of
everyday life, including all the assumptions and habits of daily life. This step allows for viewing
the objects of consciousness from the perspective of a consciousness that is not limited by
unreflective forms and biases and for investigating the phenomenon under study — in the present
case, the relations between bilingualism and personality — without the bias of various
preconceptions, theoretical or otherwise. The second, closely related step is the

phenomenological reduction, which implies a focus on the correlation between the object of

6



experience (noema) and the process of experiencing (noesis). In this context, this implies
focusing on my own experiences as a bilingual speaker. The third step, the eidetic reduction,
aims to establish which features of the phenomenon are necessary and which are accidental,
thereby determining its invariant or essential aspects of the phenomenon. Finally, the fourth step,
intersubjective corroboration consists in comparing one’s own phenomenological description
with those of other researchers to investigate the degree of universality of the revealed structures.
As seen in the following subsection, the methodology of cognitive semiotics is influenced by this

basic schema.

Although phenomenological research is not primarily quantitative, it does not preclude
statistical or other third-person methods. However, as Gallagher and Zahavi (2008, p. 40) argue:

Intersubjectively accessible objects are intersubjectively accessible precisely insofar as they can be
accessed from each first-person perspective. There is no pure third-person perspective, just as
there is no view from nowhere. To believe in the existence of such a pure third-person perspective
is to succumb to an objectivist illusion.

Phenomenology thus does not aim to describe singular, idiosyncratic episodes, but rather to
articulate the general structures that make experience of a shared world possible (Gallagher &
Zahavi, 2008). Scientific validity in this context is grounded in both methodological rigor and
experiential insight: the more careful and appropriate the approach, the more meaningful and

illuminating the findings are likely to be.

2.2.2. Phenomenological triangulation and the conceptual-empirical loop

At least as practiced at Lund University, the methodology of cognitive semiotics is based on two
core, and closely related principles — the conceptual-empirical loop (Zlatev, 2015) and
phenomenological triangulation (Pielli & Zlatev, 2020; Zlatev & Mouratidou, 2024). The
former, as described briefly in Chapter 1, states that any inquiry should begin with a reflection on
the phenomenon in question, and the conceptual tools suited for its analysis, rather than with
predefined theories and hypotheses (“What is X?””). The next step is to move towards the
empirical side, developing concepts further, according to emerging theories, and observing the
empirical data (“How is X manifested?””). The process then loops back to the original question —
here, “What is the relation between personality and bilingualism?” — now enriched with new
insights, thereby producing a spiral of inquiry. Accordingly, I will return to this principle in the
final section of the present chapter, where I elaborate my research questions in line with the
theoretical background.



The second principle, phenomenological triangulation, complements the first by allowing
the phenomenon to be studied from three perspectives: “subjective”, “intersubjective” and
“objective”. Both the principle itself and its understanding have developed over the last decade
along with its label from ‘“methodological triangulation” (Zlatev, 2015) to ‘“pheno-
methodological triangulation”, since methodological triangulation is generally understood as the
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods (Mouratidou, in press). Phenomenological
triangulation, in contrast, approaches the phenomenon from three different perspectives: first-
person based on systematic intuition, second-person based on social interaction, and third-person
based on detached observation (Pielli & Zlatev, 2020), but it is their interconnectedness that is
essential, as they reflect inseparable dimensions of the human lifeworld as a whole (Zlatev &
Mouratidou, 2024).

Recently, phenomenological triangulation was extended conceptually along the
epistemological plane, referring to the perspective the researcher takes to access the
phenomenon, and the ontological plane referring to the dimension of the lifeworld that is more in
focus: Self, Others or Things (Zlatev & Mouratidou, 2024) (See Table 1). These dimensions
reflect the relationship between a conscious subject (Self) and an intentional object (Things) with

the mediation of Others.

Table 1. Phenomenological Triangulation along the Ontological (Horizontal) and
Epistemological (Vertical) Planes, based on Zlatev and Mouratidou (2024, Table 1)

Dimension
Perspective Self Others Things
First-person Reflection Empathy Phenomenological reduction
Second-person  Psychotherapeutic dialogue  Interview Intersubjective validation
Third-person “Third-person data” analysis Experiment Causal explanation

Employing such phenomenological triangulation, the investigation begins with the first-
person perspective, as the scientific inquiry is grounded in the researcher’s own pre-reflective,
lived experience of the world (Merleau-Ponty, 2005, p. ix). The study opens with reflection on
the phenomenon, guided by systematic intuition and shaped by prior experiential engagement

with it. This is also the stage of époché and phenomenological reduction — the suspension of the



natural attitude, that is, the everyday stance in which the world is taken for granted, and
attending to the phenomenon as it is given to consciousness (Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008).
Crucially, this also involves, even if only implicitly, the co-perception of Others. As Sokolowski
(2000, p. 153) states, “[t]he object is or can be given intersubjectively, and is presented to me as
such”. This means that the presence of others enables a broader grasp of the phenomenon,
allowing the subject to recognize that their experience is potentially shared and perceivable from
multiple perspectives. Intersubjective givenness thus permits one’s viewpoint to be confronted

and enriched by the perspectives of others. Notably, this is still on the first-person perspective.

This naturally leads to the inclusion of second-person methods, which involve literature
review, dialogical collaboration with co-researchers or direct engagement with participants. For
the study in the present thesis, the phenomenological interview was chosen as the primary
method due to its capacity to yield in-depth, rigorous descriptions of lived experience. As Giorgi
(2009) notes, while quantitative methods are not without value, they are not ideally suited to
exploring the qualitative dimensions of human experience. The goal of phenomenological
interviewing is to elicit rich a first-person account of specific domains through dialogue (Pollio,
1997). With the exception of an initial set of guiding questions, the interview proceeds
organically, with themes and follow-up questions emerging from the interaction. Recurrent topics
may reappear in later phases, as part of the dynamic unfolding of meaning. Dialogue thus

becomes a collaborative inquiry rather than a structured interrogation.

According to Giorgi’s (2009) particular four-stage method, following each interview, audio
recordings are to be carefully transcribed. These transcriptions represent raw data which

subsequently has to be analyzed applying the following criteria:

(1) Reading for a sense of the whole. This allows the researcher to grasp the overall sense
of the participant’s account. The researcher should adopt the attitude of phenomenological

reduction.

(2) Determination of meaning units. The transcription is segmented into discernible shifts
in experiential content, not for theoretical interpretation, but to make the material analytically

manageable.

(3) Transformation of participants’ natural attitude expressions into phenomenologically

sensitive expressions. This involves rephrasing the participants’ descriptions in “the third



person”!, preserving the essences of the experience while avoiding scientific jargon or
theoretical assumptions. This procedure clarifies that the researcher analyzes the subject’s
experience rather than their own, discerning the subject’s viewpoint from the perspective of
the researcher’s consciousness. Not all meaning units contribute equally to the research

questions; transformation entails both clarification and delimitation.

(4) A final step synthesizes these transformed units into general structures of experience.
Through imaginative variation, the researcher identifies the invariant components of the
phenomenon — those without which the structure would collapse. These structural
descriptions aim to capture how the phenomenon is lived, even if certain aspects remain

unnoticed by participants.

The four-stage method follows the core steps of the phenomenological approach as
outlined in Section 2.2.1 and incorporates intersubjective validation, either through discussions
with co-researchers (Giorgi, 2009) or by presenting the resulting summaries to participants for
feedback and refinement (Pollio, 1997)

2.3. The Semiotic Hierarchy and selthood

2.3.1. The basic ideas of the Semiotic Hierarchy model

Among the models developed within cognitive semiotics, the Semiotic Hierarchy (Zlatev, 2009,
2018, in press; Zlatev & Konderak, 2023) stands out for its integrative framework that accounts
for different types of meaning-making (semiosis) and the relations between them. Essentially, it
is a phenomenology-based model that presupposes a hierarchical structure comprising five
interdependent levels of meaning with each “higher" level building upon and presupposing the
“lower” ones. Crucially, no level can be reduced or replaced by another. In phenomenological
terms, this relationship is described as Fundierung (Merleau-Ponty, 1962), a two-way
foundational structure in which:

[...] the founding term, or originator [i.c., the lower level] is primary in the sense that the
originated [i.e., the higher level] is presented as a determinate or explicit form of the originator,

1 Notably, this is not at all the same as “the third-person perspective” in phenomenological triangulation, which
employs operationalizations and quantification, as in the natural sciences. As mentioned in Chapter 1, this step is
optional in cognitive semiotics, and has not to been used for the present study.

10



which prevents the latter from reabsorbing the former, and yet the originator is not primary in the
empiricist sense and the originated is not simply derived from it, since it is through the originated
that the originator is made manifest [i.e., becomes fully explicit] (Merleau-Ponty, 1962, p. 458).

This means that each level is present to human experience, and accessible from a first-person

perspective.?

Importantly, semiosis is understood as reciprocal to the phenomenological notion of
intentionality (see Section 2.2.1) — “the pointing-beyond itself proper of consciousness”
(Thompson, 2007, as cited in Zlatev & Konderak, 2023, p. 176) — which is likewise layered, as
shown in Table 2. Intentionality/consciousness and semiosis are closely interconnected, yet
oriented in opposite directions: intentionality highlights the outward-directed aspect of the
subject-world relation, while semiosis emphasizes its inward-directed, subject-oriented
dimension. This duality is consistent with the essence of intentionality as “openness to the
world” (I’ouverture au monde) (Merleau-Ponty, 1962) and the fundamental semiotic principle
that “meaning is always meaning for someone” (Zlatev & Konderak, 2022, p. 178, italics in
original).

Table 2. The Dialectics of Spontaneity (SI1) and Sedimentation (S2), as Orthogonal to Five
Layers of Semiosis, Intentionality, and Selfhood. Adapted from Zlatev and Konderak (2023, p.
178) and Pielli and Zlatev (2020, p. 18).

Level Dominant type of semiosis Intentionality Level of selfhood

3 s1 sz Intersubjectivity Shared Interpersonal self
’ s1 sz Subjectivity Perceptual Perceptual self
1 s1 sz Animation Operative, drive Minimal self

2 Whether, and how, the model can be applied to third-person, empirical research, for example concerning
ontogenetic and phylogenetic development, is a separate issue, which is not relevant for the present thesis.
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Each layer of semiosis is characterized by an internal dialectic between spontaneity and
sedimentation, reflecting the dual nature of meaning as both process and structure. The concept
of sedimentation, originating in Husserl’s phenomenology, denotes the passive retention of
previous semiotic acts (spontaneity) that subsequently provide context for interpretation of the
new ones (Sonesson, 2021). Sedimentation can be genetic (emerging from the individual’s
lifetime experiences) or generative (transmitted across generations). On every level, meaning
manifests as relatively stable structures (norms) and as dynamic processes (acts of meaning-

making) that both arise from and transform these norms over time (Zlatev & Konderak, 2023).

Further, and highly relevant for the present thesis, each level corresponds to a kind of
selfhood, or identity. The idea that identity/selthood is structured on a number of different levels
of cognitive and/or semiotic complexity is not exclusive to cognitive semiotics. For instance,
Neisser (1993) distinguishes levels of selthood based on the kind of knowledge that dominates
one’s interactions with the environment: ecological self, interpersonal self, conceptual self, etc.
Correspondingly, but from a more phenomenological and cognitive-semiotic perspective, every
kind of intentionality in Table 2 is not only directed “outwards” but also, even if pre-reflexively,

towards itself — which is what makes phenomenological reduction possible. As Husserl notes:

When I say “I”, I grasp myself in a simple reflection. But this self-experience is like every
experience [Selbsterfahrung] is like every experience [Erfahrung], and in particular every
perception, a mere directing myself towards something that was already there for me, that was
already conscious, but not thematically experienced, not noticed (Husserl, 1973, pp. 492-493, as
cited by Zahavi, 2003, p. 163, italics in original).

Admittedly, the representation in Table 2 is highly schematic; while these levels may be
empirically identified in human ontogeny, and, to some extent, in evolution, they are all
simultaneously present in adult human beings across cultures. A simplified tripartite model of
selfhood, as proposed by Pielli and Zlatev (2020) in their analysis of identity reconstruction
following limb loss and prosthesis adoption, is used and further adapted for the current thesis.
This model includes (a) the layers of animation and subjective experience (levels 1 and 2); (b)
the layer of interpersonal experience (level 3); and (c) the layers of signitive (i.e., sign-based)
meaning and language (levels 4 and 5) (as emphasized by different colors in Table 2). I present
these in detail in the following three subsections, with focus on their respective dimensions of
selthood.
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2.3.2. Subjective meaning and selfthood

The first most basic level of selthood is rooted in the body’s sensorimotor interaction with its
environment referred to by Merleau-Ponty (1945) as body schema (schéma corporel). The
schema operates as “a system of dynamic motor equivalents that belong to the realm of habit
rather than conscious choice” (Gallagher, 2005, p. 20). As Pielli and Zlatev (2020) note, this
system of habits can give rise to both pragmatic and epistemic actions. Over time, these actions
sediment into habits, establishing normative relations between the embodied subject and the
world. This enables individuals to act in a spontaneous and automatic manner, without the need

of explicit reasoning.

Importantly, the functioning of body schema is not completely unconscious, but
accompanied by marginal bodily awareness. The self does not stand apart from the stream of
consciousness, nor is it merely a social construct shaped over time. Rather, this “minimal self”,
in the terms of Gallagher (2005), has fundamental experiential reality, manifesting as the first-
personal givenness of experience. The basic self-experience consists in being pre-reflectively
aware of one’s own consciousness, at the same time as one is outwardly open, engaged with
one’s bodily interactions with the world. Crucially, this should not be mistaken for an experience
of a detached or solipsistic self, but rather, as Gallagher and Zahavi (2008, p. 204) emphasize, “it
is always the self-experience of a world-immersed embodied agent”. From the phenomenological
perspective, the experiential minimal self is not constructed through language and narrative
practices, but precedes them as a fundamental, pre-linguistic feature of conscious experience,
upon which the narrative self is subsequently built.

2.3.3. Interpersonal meaning and selfhood

While the minimal self is rooted in embodied experience, it develops and acquires depth through
interaction with others. This transition from bodily self-awareness to interpersonal selfhood
reflects a continuity between sensorimotor engagement and social meaning-making. Gallagher
(2005) distinguishes between body schema and what he calls body image, stressing that the
difference is not merely terminological. The body image comprises “a system of perceptions,
attitudes, and beliefs pertaining to one’s own body” (p. 25), and differs from the body schema in
involving evaluative and representational components. In this sense, “having a perception of (or

a belief about) something and having a capacity to move (or an ability to do something)” (ibid.)

13



engage different dimensions of embodiment. Thus, while the body schema, from the first level of
selthood, is pre-reflective, the body image is a product of reflective consciousness.

Unlike the relatively stable and automatic body schema, body image is shaped by social
context and may vary across situations. These self-related beliefs and perceptions are not formed
in isolation, but rather emerge through social interactions. As Husserl writes, “To acquire a
personality it is not enough that the subject becomes aware of itself as the center of its acts:
personality is rather constituted only when the subject establishes social relations with others”
(Husserl, 1973, p. 175, as cited in Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008, p. 206). Thus, while
intersubjectivity — defined by Zlatev (2008, p. 215) as “the sharing of affective, perceptual, and
reflective experiences between two or more subjects” — is to some degree already present at the
first level, the reflective social experiences on this level are foundational for the development of
a more elaborated sense of selthood. Our ideas about ourselves are shaped by others through

interactions, social approval or disapproval.

Crucially, reflective intersubjectivity also forms the basis of culture, understood as
establishment of shared habits, behaviors, and norms within a community. Culture, while defined
variously, consistently implies social transmission and continuity. According to Sinha (2006),
culture consists of “intergroup differences in behavioral patterns and repertoires, which are not
directly determined by ecological circumstances but are learned and transmitted across
generations” (p. 112). Similarly, Richerson and Boyd (2005) define culture as “information [i.e.
knowledge] capable of affecting individuals’ behavior that they acquire from other members of
their species [i.e. community] through teaching, imitation, and other forms of social
transmission” (p. 5). Cultural practices at this level are grounded in shared intentionality, yet do
not necessarily require the use of signs. Such practices may be partially or fully implemented
through coordinated activities, as exemplified by collaborative tasks like house construction or

performance of ritual actions.

While joint actions and shared cultural practices may involve pre-signitive meaning,
human cultures are invariably grounded in sign use — particularly in language — leading to the

next layer of meaning and selfthood.

2.3.4. Signitive meaning and selfthood

Sign use extends beyond language to include images, pointing gestures, and other modes of

expression. The notion of sign is highly controversial in semiotics, with authors like Ferdinand
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de Saussure, Charles Pierce and Umberto Eco giving completely different definitions, in relation
to aspects such as conventionality, centrality of language and consciousness. The present thesis
takes the approach adopted by the “Lund school” of cognitive semiotics, where it has for decades

been emphasized that semiosis is much more inclusive than sign use:

A useful concept of sign designates a kind of meaning, but does not cover all meanings.
Perception is clearly meaningful to animals and infants alike, but it seems reasonable to suppose
that the capacity for sign use is a much more exclusive property (Sonesson, 2012, p. 4).

In particular, Sonesson (2010, pp. 24-25) defines the sign as follows, intending this to

apply to any semiotic system, including language, gesture, and depiction:

(a) It contains (at least) two parts (expression and content [...]); (b) These parts are differentiated,
from the point of view of the subjects involved in the semiotic process [...]; (¢) There is a double
asymmetry between the two parts, because the other part, content, is more in focus than the other.
As a natural continuation of this, Zlatev, Zywiczynski and Wacewicz (2020, p. 160),
propose the following definition, which highlights the essential role of reflective consciousness,
without which the (b) condition would not be possible, and which provides the (b) and (c)

conditions in Sonesson’s definition given above:

A sign <E, O> is used (produced or understood) by a subject S, if and only if: (a) S is made aware of an

intentional object O by means of expression E, which can be perceived by the senses. [and] (b) S is (or at

least can be) aware of (a).

This definition highlights that any expression E, in any sensory modality, is not just
associated with the object O but signifies it. In Sonesson’s terms, E is directly perceivable, and O
is more in focus. The relationship between signifying expression and signified object, or, in
Peircean terminology, the ground for the sign can be of three kinds: iconic, indexical, and
symbolic (Jakobson, 1965). Iconic signs rely on resemblance between expression and object,
such as a picture of an apple representing an apple. Indexical signs are grounded in contiguity, as
smoke indicates fire. Symbolic signs are based on convention, for example, a heart pierced by an
arrow conventionally signifies love. A sign may, and typically does, involve multiple grounds,

but its classification depends on the dominant one.

Signs form semiotic systems. Three universal human semiotic systems — language, gesture
and depiction — can be distinguished and defined based on how they are produced and perceived,
as well as the structural organization of meaning-production they entail (Zlatev, Devylder,
Defina, Moskaluk & Andersen, 2023). To different degrees, and in different ways, all three
systems can be used to express narratives, understood as “the logically consistent representation

of at least two asynchronous events that do not presuppose or imply each other” (Prince, 2008, p.
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19). This capacity enables the production of signitive meaning not only by the self, but also
about the self. The narratives we construct and those constructed about us — referred to as

narrations — play a significant role in shaping identity (Pielli & Zlatev, 2020).

Crucially, the narrative self and the narrations that sustain it are less private than they
might appear, especially when they are mediated by language and shaped by the cultural norms
reflected in each individual language. As Bruner (2002, p. 65, as cited by Zahavi, 2015)
observes, “when talking about myself, my selthood becomes part of the public domain, and its
shape and nature is guided by cultural models of what selthood should and shouldn’t be”. The
influence of language extends beyond narrative, since language is realized on different levels.
The famous representative of the integral approach to language, Eugenio Coseriu, defined
language as “a wuniversal human activity that is realized individually, but always according to
historically determined techniques (“languages”, Sp. “lenguas™)”. (Coseriu 1999 [1981]: 265;
1992 [1988]: 250; italics in the original, as cited by Willems and Munteanu (2021, p. 7)).

Coseriu identified three levels of language: universal, historical, and individual. The
universal level concerns language as a general human capacity; the historical level refers to
particular languages of communities; and the individual level denotes actual language use in
discourse (Coseriu, 1985). According to Zlatev and Bloomberg (2019), linguistic norms operate
on all the three levels of language. Violations of these norms result in different types of social or
communicative sanctions, depending on the level. While the universal level does not entail
concrete norms, it is grounded in two experiential structures of the human lifeworld —
typification and embodied intersubjectivity. These universal preconditions underpin the
emergence of culturally and linguistically specific norms at the historical level, where normative
systems gain meaning in contrast to other such systems. This opposition gives rise to boundaries
between “in-group” and “out-group” membership, or what Husserl (1973) conceptualized as the
distinction between the homeworld [Heimwelt] and alienworld [Fremdwelt]. Language at the
historical level thus becomes not only a medium of communication but also a key marker of

group identity.

In this light, migration — such as moving to another country — necessarily entails the need
to adopt new cultural and linguistic norms, at least to some degree. What was before an alien
world thus becomes a new home world. Thus, the boundary between home and alien worlds is
not fixed, but relational. For some individuals, the new environment may remain permanently
alien, while for others, cultural norms and linguistic practices can gradually become sedimented

through lived experience, allowing the alien world to be reconstituted as a new home world. This
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may challenge the continuity of the speaker’s previous identity and selthood, especially as
defined by this level, and to some degree the previous, interpersonal, one. For bilingual
individuals, the need to navigate between two or more home worlds can result in a dynamic

interplay between multiple normative frameworks.

2.3.5. Summary

The Semiotic Hierarchy implies that our sense of selthood and personality (in the broad sense of
the term, see Section 2.4) is much more basic than language, with roots in the embodied, pre-
reflective structures of phenomenological experience. This bodily self — anchored in the dynamic
sensorimotor functioning of the body — is not exclusive to humans and shares continuity with
other animals. In contrast, the emergence of interpersonal and cultural selfhood marks a
distinctly human domain, due to our capacity for shared intentionality, even before the onset of

language.

Finally, sign use in general, and language specifically, enable the construction of a
narrative self and complex identities. Unlike the bodily self, which maintains a relatively stable
structure across the lifespan, the narrative self is dynamic, continuously integrating temporally
distinct events and experiences into a coherent storyline (Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008). Through
narrative, the self is articulated both as a unique individual and as a member of specific linguistic

and cultural communities.

In sum, each level of selthood builds upon and integrates the previous ones without
reducing them, illustrating the layered, developmental nature of human identity within the
Semiotic Hierarchy. Still, what follows from this overall conception is that some aspects of one’s
personality are likely to be more closely connected to the use of language, and thus affected by

bilingualism, than others.

2.4. Selfhood and Personality

In the previous section, the terms “selfhood” and “personality” were used interchangeably, as the
discussion was still on a general, phenomenological level. However, according to Robinson and
Sedikides (2020), as theoretical constructs, they appear to be investigated within two distinct
research traditions that remain largely separate. Those who focus on the self, draw on

phenomenology and semiotics (as in Section 2.3.), as well as social psychology (e.g., Festinger,
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1954; Bem, 1972). Despite many differences in these approaches, a common theme is that the
self is layered, and to large extent context dependent (Morf & Mischel, 2012). In contrast,
personality is the topic of personality psychology, and the construct is generally viewed as
comprising stable, trait-like dimensions that are consistent across situations (Robinson &
Sedikides, 2020). How can the two approaches be combined, so at to be further related to

language and bilingualism, as in the present thesis?

The literature on “the self” appears to lack consensus on how to understand this concept,
with definitions involving distinctly different phenomena such as (a) the self as a total person, (b)
the self as personality, (c) the self as the experiencing subject, (d) the self as the executive agent,
and (e) the self as a set of self-beliefs (Leary & Tangney, 2012). Critics have noted the

2 (13

proliferation of constructs prefixed by the term, such as “self-esteem”, “self-enhancement”,
“self-control”, “self-awareness”, “self-regulation”, “self-monitoring”, “self-reflection”, and many
others — coining the term “self-zoo” to describe this conceptual sprawl (Tesser, Martin, and
Cornell, 1996, as cited by Morf & Mischel, 2012, p. 37). From the perspective of the Semiotic
Hierarchy of the selfhood in the previous section, it is obvious that these concern different levels

of selthood.

Morf and Mischel (2012) emphasize that separating self from personality detaches the
concept from individual motivation and life goals, while excluding the self from personality risks
reducing personality to a static list of traits, as explained below. Therefore, they propose a view
of selfhood as an organized, dynamic system characterized by both stability and malleability.
Morf and Mischel (2012, p. 27) distinguish between the following two core aspects of the self:

(1) The self is an organized, dynamic cognitive-affective motivated action system.
(2) The self is an interpersonal self-construction system.

The first, intrapersonal dimension, conceptualizes the self as a multilevel system in which
various aspects and functions interact coherently. This system emerges through continuous
reciprocal exchanges between internal dynamics and the demands and affordances of specific
contexts. Interpersonal processes may precede and shape intrapersonal changes, which in turn are
adapted to accommodate other interpersonal aspects. According to this model, the self both
varies across situations in response to individual’s motivations and goals, and exhibits relative
stability within them (Morf & Mischel, 2012, p. 36). Further, we can see that it matches the
analysis in Section 2.3, as (1) corresponds to the bodily level, while (2) to the two higher levels.
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Within the personality psychology framework, inter-individual differences are commonly
organized according to “the Big Five model”, including the following features (Jayawickreme &
Zachry, 2020):

» Extroversion

» Agreeableness
 Conscientiousness

* Emotional stability

* Intellect/open-mindness

Terminological variations may appear across studies: for instance, emotional stability is
often referred to as “neuroticism”, while intellect/open-mindedness is frequently labelled as
“openness to experience” or simply “openness”. Each of these five domains encompasses a
broad spectrum of attributes. For example, agreeableness is associated with warmth, kindness,
generosity, and respectfulness. Furthermore, each trait comprises narrower facets that reflect
developmental trends, and are uniquely to specific behaviors and life outcomes. In the case of

agreeableness, these facets include compassion, trust, and respectfulness (Soto & John, 2016).

As mentioned, the Big Five personality inventories (BFI) are generally considered stable
and consistent across situations and throughout the lifespan. McCrae and Costa (1994) argue that
this stability persists even among individuals who themselves perceive their personalities to have
changed. In a longitudinal study involving 552 participants, they examined self-reports and
spouse ratings to assess the consistency of personality traits over time. Their findings suggest
that although individuals undergo various life changes, these events have limited impact on trait-
level assessments. However, McCrae and Costa (1994) acknowledge that deliberate and
sustained interventions may produce measurable changes. Moreover, the comparison between
self-reports and spouse ratings indicated that self-concepts of most adults were reasonably
accurate representations of their personalities at all ages. Thus, there seems to be a distinction
between enduring personality characteristics and more malleable, situationally influences aspects
associated with the participants self-understandings, implying at least some confluence between
selthood and personality.

Further, Robinson and Sedikides (2020) have criticized the conceptual separation between
the personality and self. They argue that when individuals report on their personality traits, they

are effectively accessing their self-concept — suggesting that insights into personality depend on
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how individuals organize and retrieve self-related information. Thus, bridging the gap between
trait-based and self-focused approaches may therefore yield a more integrated and explanatory
account of individual differences, encompassing both stable dispositions and context-dependent
self-perceptions and behaviors — including those concerning the use of different languages in

bilingualism.

Recent developments in personality psychology have proposed more integrative and
dynamic models of personality traits (Jayawickreme & Zachry, 2020). Although traits are
generally considered stable, individuals may display varying degrees of a trait across different
moments and contexts. For instance, a person might fluctuate between extraverted and
introverted behaviors and all the points in between over the course of a few days (Baird, Le &
Lucas, 2006, as cited by Jayawickreme & Zachry, 2020, p. 356). Contemporary approaches seek
to identify the factors that support both the stability of traits and their context-dependent
manifestations. In addition, traits may be modified through self-regulated behavior. In sum,
personality traits are considered somewhat malleable, being influenced by underlying values but
not determining them (Kandler, Zimmermann & McAdams, 2014, as cited by Jayawickreme &
Zachry, 2020, p. 354).

Overall, the concepts of self and personality should be viewed as related, and the Semiotic
Hierarchy model (see Section 2.3) can help further this integration. At the basic levels of the
hierarchy — those of the bodily self — the sense of self is more stable and closely tied to
sensorimotor embodiment. Moving upward through the levels, selthood becomes increasingly
shaped by social practices and more susceptible to cultural variations. The highest level,
grounded in language and other forms of sign use, the dimension of self is the most flexible and
culturally mediated, allowing for reconfiguration over time. Personality spans these levels:
grounded in embodied dispositions, yet shaped and expressed through social norms and verbal

narrations.

However, the conceptual (and terminological) tensions described in this section are
mirrored in empirical research on bilingualism, where differing assumptions about self and
personality lead to divergent interpretations. These will be examined in more detail in Section

2.6, but prior to this we need a better understanding of the phenomenon of bilingualism.
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2.5. Bilingualism

Academic definitions of the term “bilingualism” vary considerably reflecting the
interdisciplinary nature of the concept used in different fields like linguistics, sociolinguistics,
second language acquisition, psycholinguistics etc. This section provides an overview of the
main approaches to understanding the phenomenon of bilingualism, so as to link this to the topic

of self/personality, as discussed in the previous sections.

Over the years, there is a discernible trend toward broadening the scope of bilingualism —
from the early, restrictive notion of “native-like control of two languages” (Bloomfield, 1935, p.
56) to more inclusive formulations such as “the presence of two or more languages” (Dewaele,
Housen & Li, 2003, p. 1). This shift is driven by the recognition of various contextual and
individual factors that complicate attempts to establish a generally accepted uncontroversial
definition (Sia & Dewaele, 2006). Among these factors are the following (Li, 2000; Gottardo &
Grant, 2008):

(a) age and manner of acquisition;
(b) language fluency and proficiency level;
(c) domains of language use.

Li (2000) identified more than 30 types of bilingualism based on these criteria. He also
noted that while the term “bilingual” primarily refers to individuals who know two languages, it
may also encompass those who use three, four, or more languages with varying degrees of
proficiency and the ability to alternate between them. Hence, in the following I will use the term

in this more general sense.

A crucial distinction regarding factor (a) lies in the five-year threshold, which demarcates
early from late bilinguals (Gottardo & Grant, 2008, p. 2). Grosjean (2013), in exploring the other
two core factors (b) and (c) emphasizes their inherently dynamic nature. It is essential to consider
not only the situations in which the languages are used, or the individual’s proficiency across the
four language skills — speaking, listening, reading, and writing — which may vary between
languages, but also the individual’s language history. This includes which languages were
acquired, the age and manner of acquisition; the evolving pattern of fluency and usage over time,
and whether any of the languages underwent restructuring due to the influence of a dominant

language or became dormant and gradually forgotten (Grosjean, 2013).
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Language history may be characterized by discontinuity and change, as influenced by life
transitions such as relocation to another region, new social networks, partnership shifts, or new
learning environments. As a result, one language may become more important than another,
some linguistic skills can be improved or worsen, some domains of use may be reduced, the
person’s accent may be influenced by the accent of a stronger language, or there can even be
language loss. As individuals undergo changes in their social or professional ambient, one
language can become more dominant, certain linguistic skills might improve or deteriorate,
domains of use may narrow or expand, accents could shift under the influence of a stronger

language, and in some cases, partial or complete language attrition may occur.

Grosjean (2013) further notes that domains of language use (e.g., interactions at work, at
home, with friends, or with relatives) are typically unequally distributed across languages. Some
domains may be shared between languages, while others remain exclusive to a single language.
Rare are the bilinguals who use all their languages at the same degree in all their domains. Figure
2 provides a schematic representation of the distribution of domains across three languages, La,
Lb, and Lc.

Different domains are represented by circles. Each domain can be covered by one language
(see the circles marked by La or Lb only), by two languages (the two circles marked La & Lb),

or more than two languages — in this case, three languages — (one circle marked La & Lb & Lc).
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Figure 1. The domains covered by a bilingual s three languages (La, Lb, and Lc)
(Grosjean, 2012, p. 11)

This pattern illustrates the Complementary Principle, formulated by Grosjean (1997) (as
cited in Grosjean, 2013, p. 12): “Bilinguals usually acquire and use their languages for different
purposes, in different domains of life, with different people. Different aspects of life often
require different languages”. This principle accounts for linguistic fluency by indicating that the
more domains a language is involved, the higher its frequency of use, and consequently, the
greater the speaker’s fluency. Thus, the third criterion for defining bilingualism (¢) is intrinsically
linked to the second (b). The Complementary Principle also contributes to explaining language
dominance; however, caution is needed, as dominance cannot be determined simply by summing
up the number of domains in which a language is used. An individual may exhibit balanced
proficiency in two or more languages within one domain, yet show dominance in another where
only one language is used — regardless of whether it is the globally dominant language for the
speaker. Moreover, language dominance, the range of domains covered by a given language, and

consequently language fluency, are subject to change over time.

Alongside the three previously discussed criteria, researchers in bilingualism also
emphasize self-categorization — whether an individual classifies herself or himself as a bilingual
— as an important factor (Li, 2000; Liebkind, 1995). However, its relevance remains contested.
Sia and Dewaele (2006) conducted a study involving 45 self-reported bilinguals to examine
whether self-categorization as bilingual correlates with sociobiographical and linguistic
variables, such as gender, age, educational background, self-assessed language proficiency,
duration and recency of exposure to the second language, method of instruction, and residence in
a second-language-speaking environment. The findings indicated that participants who rated
themselves as more proficient in their second language (L2) were more likely to classify
themselves as bilingual. Moreover, those who were currently residing, or had recently resided, in
an L2-speaking context, and those no longer engaged in formal L2 study, were also more
inclined to adopt the label “bilingual”. However, the study did not investigate participants'
motivation for self-categorization, nor did it assess their understanding of the concept or usage of
the term “bilingual”. Given that self-classified bilinguals tended to be younger, the authors
hypothesized that younger individuals may adhere to more inclusive definitions of bilingualism,

while older participants may rely on narrower interpretations.

If defining “bilingualism” is hard, what can one say with the often-mentioned term
“biculturalism”, given the many interpretations of the notion of culture (see Section 2.3.2). Luna,
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Ringberg, and Peracchio (2008, p. 280) define culture as “beliefs, values, and norms of a specific
sociocultural group”, and consider bilingualism a necessary component of biculturalism.
Interestingly, they claim that it is specifically bicultural bilinguals — those with significant
immersion in two cultures environments — who report shifts in self-perception when switching
languages. They describe this phenomenon as frame-switching, or the activation of distinct
cultural mindsets associated with each language. This process, they argue, is unique to

individuals who have internalized multiple cultural systems.

Grosjean (2015, p. 575) provides a kind of definition of “significant immersion” by
proposing that bicultural individuals:

(1) take part, to varying degrees, in the life of two or more cultures.
(2) adapt, at least in part, their attitudes, behaviours, values, languages, etc., to these cultures.
(3) combine and blend aspects of the cultures involved.

Certain traits may be attributed to one culture or the other, while others emerge as hybrid
forms shaped by both, rendering their cultural origin difficult to disentangle due to the close
integration of two systems. However, it is uncommon for individuals to engage equally with both
cultures; rather cultural dominance — analogous to language dominance in bilinguals — often
emerges. Nguyen and Benet-Martinez (2007) describe biculturalism as the capacity to shift
between cultural frameworks, behaviors and norms in response to cultural cues. Grosjean (2015)
similarly suggests that biculturalism may follow a distributed pattern comparable to the
Complementary Principle observed in bilingualism, where different cultural domains may be

activated depending on situational relevance (see Figure 1).

Still, as pointed in Section 2.3.2, the levels of selfthood that have to do with culture and
language do not complexly coincide: there are many cultural meanings that are not linguistic, or
even based on sign use. And one could be monolingual, but bicultural — say speaker of Spanish
that has lived both in Spain and in Latin America. Conversely, a bilingual may be monocultural

as a culturally Swiss, who speak both Swiss German and standard German.

In sum, the experiences of (bicultural) bilingual individuals — shaped by shifts in language
use, frame-switching, and evolving social environments — raise important questions about their
self-perception and self-expression. As reviewed in the following section, many bilinguals report
feeling like a different person when switching languages (Pavlenko, 2006), suggesting that
language may play a role in how individuals experience and express themselves. Yet, others do
not report such feelings (Dewaele, 2014). Could this be because the latter identify above their

selves on the lowest (embodied) levels of the Semiotic Hierarchy? Or is so that they are only
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bilingual, but not really bicultural? These are some of questions that are the present thesis, with
the help of the study described in the following chapters. But prior to that, the following

subsection provides a brief review of some empirical studies on the topic.

2.6. Previous Studies on Personality and Self in Bilingualism

One of the challenges in bilingualism research lies in the use of the terms “personality” and
“self”, which are ambiguous, as pointed out in Section 2.4. While some authors employ them
interchangeably (e.g., Mijatovi¢ & Tytus, 2016), and some other blend them (e.g., Heinz, 2001;
Miramontez, Benet-Martinez & Nguyen, 2008), the terms do not denote exactly the same
phenomenon. In the review of recent empirical research on the topic, I point out some of the
risks of these ambiguities.

Interest in the relationship between language and personality has grown in parallel with the
expansion of research on bilingualism. Several studies have documented that bilingual
individuals sometimes report feeling like different persons when switching languages (Heinz,
2001; Pavlenko, 2006). Pavlenko (2006), for instance, found that 65% of participants reported
such experience. However, in a larger study involving 1005 bilingual participants, fewer than
half responded affirmatively to the same question (Dewaele, 2014).

As mentioned in the previous section, this has been framed as the Cultural Frame
Switching (CFS) effect (Luna, Ringberg & Peracchio, 2008), whereby a specific language cues
the activation of culturally specific concepts, or “mental frames", including culturally shaped
aspects of the speakers’ personality. According to this model, CFS is typical of bicultural
bilinguals and is not observed among bilinguals with monocultural backgrounds (Grosjean,
2015; Luna et al., 2008). However, evidence reported by Mijatovi¢ and Tytus (2016), based on
German-English bilinguals, challenges the necessity of biculturalism for experiencing changes in
self-perception. The authors conducted the study among bicultural and monocultural bilinguals,
and members of both categories of participants reported the feeling of being different when
speaking different languages. In their study, though, only about one-third of participants reported
feeling different in different languages. Mijatovi¢ and Tytus (2016) suggest that the binary yes/no
question format — unlike in Pavlenko (2006) and Dewaele (2015), where participants were asked
“if they sometimes felt different” — may have influenced this lower rate of positive responses.
Nonetheless, it remains likely that bicultural bilinguals report such feelings more frequently.
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Several studies have investigated the CFS effect on personality through the lens of the Big
Five Inventory (BFI), described in Section 2.4 (e.g., Ramirez-Esparza et al., 2006; Ozanska-
Ponikwia, 2011; Mijatovi¢, & Tytus, 2016). Ramirez-Esparza, Gosling, Benet-Martinez, Potter
and Pennebaker (2006) conducted one of the first such studies with Spanish-English bicultural
bilinguals. The BFI, due to its efficiency, brevity and robust psychometric properties, has been
widely used in monolingual personality research. The design comprised four parts: a control
condition with Spanish and English monolinguals and three experiments aimed at replicating the
CFS effect in different bilingual samples. The results showed that bilinguals expressed greater
extroversion, agreeableness and conscientiousness in English than in Spanish, in line with
cultural norms associated with each culture. Although these findings apparently argue against the
stability of personality, the authors emphasize that relative trait ranking within individuals
remained stable; an “introvert” did not become suddenly an “extrovert”, but rather exhibited
comparatively higher extroversion when speaking English. They linked this dynamic to age-
related personality changes, which reflects both continuity and variation (Ramirez-Esparza et al.,
2006, p. 115). These results are also in line with the observation made by Jayawickreme and
Zachry (2020) that traits can exhibit malleability through self-regulation, and that motivation can

serve as a catalyst for long-term personality change, as discussed in Section 2.4.

However, these findings have not been widely interpreted as evidence of personality shift.
Researchers in bilingualism have largely maintained the assumption of personality stability and
have instead focused their attention on the concept of biculturalism. Grosjean (2015), for
instance, argues that while the notion of a changing personality is compelling, it remains “a
myth” (p. 24). He attributes the observed changes to shifts in behavior prompted by situational or
contextual factors, rather than changes in personality per se. According to his view, it is not
language itself that induces behavioral shifts, but rather the sociocultural context, which in turn
also determines language choice. From this perspective, even a monolingual bicultural individual
would likely adjust their attitudes and behaviors depending on the topic or interlocutor — in much
the same way bilinguals do (Grosjean, 2015, p. 23).

On the other hand, although the literature on biculturalism devotes considerable space to
the role of context and interlocutor, Grosjean’s clam that it is culture that triggers language, and
not vice versa, has not found widespread support. Chen and Bond (2010), for example, provide
evidence for the cultural accommodation hypothesis, which holds that language cues the
perception of cultural norms, which in turn influence behavior and affect the expression of

personality traits. Language thus serves as a communicative tool creating an interactive social
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situation. The bilingual’s personality expression is influenced both by which language is used

and by expectations concerning the interlocutor’s cultural background.

To test this hypothesis, Chen and Bond (2010) conducted two studies with Chinese-English
bilingual university students in Hong-Kong. The first assessed participants’ self-perception and
their perceptions of the prototypic traits in Chinese- and English-speaking cultures. The second
examined whether participants exhibited culturally prototypical traits when primed by language
and interlocutor ethnicity. Notably, the study included carefully selected interviewers whose
ethnicity and language proficiency were taken into account. The authors explained this particular
attention citing earlier findings from a study by Bond (1985), in which Chinese participants
presented with audio recordings and corresponding photos of either Chinese or British speakers,
described the speakers of Cantonese as humble, honest and friendly, regardless of ethnicity,
while British speakers were described as competent, regardless of language (Chen & Bond,
2010, p. 1519). The interviewers had also played the roles of external observers, and their reports

were subsequently compared with self-reports of participants.

The results confirmed the role of cultural accommodation in personality shift. Bilinguals
demonstrated traits aligned with their perception of normative personality within each cultural
group. However, ethnicity effects were more pronounced than language effects. While language
may act as a cue for cultural expectations, its direct influence on personality shift was relatively
weak in magnitude with observer ratings greater than self-ratings. Notably, these findings were
based on participants who were permanent residents of China, a group identified by Sia and
Dewaele (2006) as less likely to self-identify as bilinguals, but also, according to Grosjean
(2013), less exposed to various cultural and linguistic contexts of their second language.

Other studies on personality (Ozanska-Ponikwia, 2011; Mijatovi¢ & Tytus, 2016) have
attempted to identify individual differences that distinguish bilinguals who report personality
shift from those who do not. Both employed the BFI, but their samples differed. While Ozanska-
Ponikwia focused on bicultural fluent bilinguals, Mijatovi¢ and Tytus included a broader range
of bilingual profiles. In the former study involving the Trait Emotional Questionnaire,
participants scored significantly higher in extroversion, agreeableness and openness, and on a
number of traits linked to emotional intelligence. Ozanska-Ponikwia (2011) argued that all
bilinguals experience a shift when switching languages, but only those with specific personality
profiles are aware of and report these changes. Mijatovi¢ and Tytus (2016) proposed that the
traits associated with successful intercultural interaction — such as agreeableness — may

predispose individuals to perceive their interlocutors as culturally different, rather than being

27



directly shaped by cultural or linguistic knowledge, which in part aligns with Grosjean’s
Complementary Principle. However, these traits and striving for a successful interaction, also
exist for the speakers of the same culture and the same language (Mijatovi¢ & Tytus, 2016, p.
232).

Still, the question remains: do bilinguals who report no perceived change truly experience
no difference, or do they conceptualize and articulate their experience differently? This question
is difficult to address within the framework of traits-based approaches, as it concerns subjective
self-perception and contextual fluctuations, which are better explored through qualitative
methods. Much of the literature on the Self offers limited support, as it lacks a comprehensive
theoretical framework and remains sparse in studies specifically addressing self-perception in
bilingual adults. Moreover, as Heinz (2001) noted, few studies approach bilingual experience

from a phenomenological perspective — and this remains largely true today.

2.7. Summary and Revised Research Questions

Phenomenological inquiry may offer valuable insights into bilinguals’ lived experience and the
nuanced relationship between language and self-perception. Such an approach is well-suited to
the transdisciplinary methodology of cognitive semiotics, which emphasizes the interplay of
subjective and intersubjective experiences, meaning-making, and embodied cognition — domains
that remain under explored in personality psychology. Drawing on the Semiotic Hierarchy
model, the self is understood as multi-layered: from pre-linguistic, embodied levels based on
perception and action in the environment, to interpersonal and cultural layers enabled by shared

intentionality, and culminating in narrative constructions shaped by sign use and language.

Prior studies suggest that bilinguals often report shifts in self-perception across languages,
raising questions about which aspects of the self or personality are experienced as stable, and
which are more fluid. The phenomenological perspective highlights the relative stability of the
bodily self, while intersubjective self and narrative self are more dynamic and culturally
mediated. Thus, building on the theoretical foundations established with the help of cognitive
semiotics, as well as the prior empirical research reviewed in this chapter, the goals of the study
can be more clearly defined. The three research questions initially presented in Chapter 1 are

accordingly revised and further specified as follows:
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RQI How do Russian bilingual speakers experience themselves when they use their first
and second languages? More specifically: To what extent are there reported differences in

personality, and what factors these relate to?

RQ2 For those who experience themselves differently, what kind of differences do they
report? More specifically: Do they concern specific levels of the Semiotic Hierarchy and if so
which?

RQ3 Does the relationship between personality and language change over time, and if so
due to what kind of factors? More specifically: To what extent do perceived changes in

personality correlate with changes in linguistic or cultural factors in the new environment?

29



Chapter 3 Methods

Following the principle of phenomenological triangulation, as described in Section 2.2, this
methodological chapter is structured by grouping it into those aspects that correspond to the first-
person perspective of the research (3.1), and those that match the second-person perspective, as
in applied phenomenology (3.2). As mentioned, third-person perspective methods such as
quantitative analysis are optional in cognitive semiotics (Zlatev & Mouratidou, 2024), and not

applied in this study.

3.1. First-person methods

The inspiration for this research originated from an article in the Russian edition of
Psychologies, in which several bilingual individuals described the experience of feeling like a
different person when switching between languages. Some reported feeling more open in one
language, others more serious or competent. I had never observed such personality shifts in
myself. On the contrary, when learning a foreign language, I consciously attempted to transfer
aspects of my self-perceived Russian personality into the target language — carefully selecting
registers, jargon, and expressive devices to adapt not only the content but also the form of my
utterances. In doing so, I aimed to convey, alongside the message itself, information about who I
am and how I position myself as a speaker. The fact that others seemed to experience this process
differently prompted a series of questions: Is such perceived personality change related to
language proficiency? And if yes, does it change over time? Does it depend on whether the
speaker resides in a country where the language is spoken and becomes “engulfed” by it, or uses
it only occasionally? What does it mean to be truly bilingual, and to what extent must one master

a language to be considered as such?

These reflections soon turned toward more fundamental questions concerning the nature of
the personality one seeks to convey through language, and the self that serves as the agent of this
intention. This led me to consider not only personality as a set of traits, but also the self as a
center of experience and decision-making. Could it be that maturity and definition of one’s sense
of self influences the degree to which it can be transferred — intact or transformed — across

linguistic and cultural boundaries? These initial reflections provided the impetus for the design of
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my study and the subsequent engagement with relevant theoretical and empirical literature. The
first-person perspective helped me reflect on the phenomenon, identify the concepts, shape my
research questions, and design the study. The discussions provided in Chapter 2, while largely
affected by my interactions with my supervisors and the literature, are still predominantly a

reflection of my first-person perspective.

3.2. Second-person methods

Building on my reflections and insights from a first-person perspective, I began by reviewing
relevant literature related to key concepts such as bilingualism, personality, and self. This step
already involved a dialogical engagement with other perspectives, introducing a second-person,
intersubjective mode of understanding. The literature review, presented in Chapter 2, was
complemented by empathic engagement with participants as co-researchers, as well as
collaborative discussions with my supervisors. Empathy also played a key role during the
analysis of participants’ narratives, as interpreting their experiences required adopting their

perspectives to ensure appropriate interpretation.

In the following parts of this section, I structure the methodological steps in terms of
standard categories such as “participants” and “materials”, as customary in the empirical
literature (see Section 2.6). However, I emphasize that these methods were still done from the

intersubjective, second-person perspective, and not from the objectified third-person one.

3.2.1. Participants

For the purposes of recruitment feasibility and sample homogeneity, the present study focused on
late bilinguals whose first language (L1) is Russian and who acquired Swedish as a second
language (L2) after relocating to Sweden. This design choice allowed for a relatively uniform
group in terms of both language acquisition trajectory and sociocultural context. Further, since
my own first language is Russian, we would conduct the interviews in our first language, and
there could be a greater degree of empathy between us, as co-researchers (see Pollio, 1997;
Giorgi, 2009). This alignment aimed to facilitate open communication and ensure cultural

sensitivity during the interviews (see also Chen & Bond, 2010).
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Given the multilingual context of Sweden, where English is commonly used alongside
Swedish, it was necessary to consider not only the linguistic environment of the host country but
also that of Russian as the first language. Many Russian speakers from the former Soviet Union,
particularly those born before its dissolution, acquired Russian in diverse cultural and regional
contexts. While Russian functioned as the primary language for these individuals, their early

language socialization may vary considerably.

For the present study, I adopted Li’s (2000) definition of bilingualism, which allows for the
inclusion of individuals from both monolingual and multilingual backgrounds, while maintaining
a focus on the Russian-Swedish bilingual dyad. This choice ensured a clearly defined scope and
sample, while still acknowledging the linguistic diversity of participants. Language history and
domains of language use were collected for each participant to contextualize their bilingual

experience.

While bilingualism was a central focus, biculturalism was also considered relevant in the
case of Russian-speaking individuals living in Sweden. However, participants were not selected
based on self-categorization into cultural identities. Instead, inclusion criteria required (a) self-
reported fluency in Swedish, (b) Russian as a first language, and (c¢) current residence in Sweden.
To ensure sufficient exposure to Swedish language and culture, a minimum residency of 5-7
years was set. All participants had completed formal instruction in Swedish at the time of the

interview.

Thirteen native Russian speakers (10 female), aged between 19 and 67 (mean age: 43;
median age: 42), were recruited for the study. Recruitment occurred through advertisements in
relevant Facebook groups, snowball sampling, and outreach within the researcher’s personal
network. The advertisements provided information on the study’s purpose, the estimated duration
and format of the interview, and participation criteria (see Appendix B). Although the residency
requirement aimed to ensure a homogeneous group in terms of language proficiency and
integration, this expectation was only partially fulfilled. Several participants reported using
English more frequently than Swedish in their daily lives. Nevertheless, all participants
demonstrated multilingual competence, including Swedish, and the interviews included detailed
discussions about the use of each language in different domains. This approach ensured that the

inclusion criteria were sufficiently robust to address the study’s objectives.
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according to the order of acquisition.

Table 3 summarizes participants information. Languages are stated approximately

Table 3. Basic participants data.

Code | Gender Age | Place of Educational | Occupation Spoken languages Years in
birth background Sweden
P1 F 40 | Moldova Master Teacher of L2 English 16
degree Swedish L3 Swedish
L4 Moldovan
Rumanian
L5 Spanish
P2 F 19 | Belarus High school | Student L2 English 7
L3 Swedish
L4 German
P3 F 40 | Russia Master Student L2 English 10
degree L3 Indonesian
L4 Swedish
P4 F 39 | Azerbajan Master Client support | L2 Azerbaijani 8
degree L3 English
L4 Turkish
L5 Swedish
L6 Danish
L7 Norwegian
P5 F 42 | Russia PhD UN L2 Ukrainian 15
L3 English
L4 French
L5 German
L6 Swedish
Pé6 F 37 | Uzbekistan Master Student L2 Uzbek 10
degree L3 English
L4 Swedish
P7 F 67 | Russia PhD Researcher L2 English 35
L3 Swedish
P8 M 44 | Russia PhD Researcher L2 English 18
L3 German
L4 Swedish
P9 F 43 | Latvia Professional | IT support L2 Latvian 21
school L3 English
L4 Swedish
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P10 M 47 | Belarus Master Construction L2 Belorussian 23
degree business L3 Polish

L4 English

L5 Swedish
L6 Danish

L7 Norwegian

P11 M 29 | Russia Master PhD student L2 English 5
degree L3 Spanish
L4 Swedish

P12 | F 62 | Crimea Master Teacher of L2 English 13
degree music L3 Swedish

L4 Ukrainian
L5 Bielorussian

P13 F 50 | Ukraine Master Translator / L2 Ukrainian 8
degree Interpreter L3 English
L4 Polish
L5 French
L6 Italian
L7 Swedish

3.2.2. Materials

A semi-structured interview guide was developed for the interviews (see Appendix A for both the
original in Russian and for an English translation). The design of the guide was informed by my
intuition shaped by personal experience and following discussions with my supervisors (see
Section 3.1), as well as by the design of previous empirical studies (Heinz, 2001; Dewaele, 2015;
Mijatovi¢ & Tytus, 2016). The questions were formulated in accessible, everyday language to
facilitate natural integration into the conversation. For organizational clarity, they were grouped

into sections A-F, as outlined below:

A. Factual Information (age; education; occupation; length of stay in Sweden)
B. First Encounter and Bilingualism (spoken languages; proficiency)

C. Contexts for Different Languages (contexts of use; preferences for contexts; perception
by the others)

D. Language and Self-perception (communication style in different languages; linguistic

expression of personality, language perception)
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E. Shifts in Self-perception (perception of the shift; changes over time; relationship
between linguistic and cultural components)

F. Terms for Personality (explanation, if any, of the terms used by participants)
Final question

Section A aimed to collect factual information about the participants. Section B helped to
determine linguistic background and self-reported proficiency in second languages of
participants, as well as the type of environment — monolingual or multilingual — in which they
were raised. Both sections contained factual data, and were excluded from the analysis of
meaning units, but taken into account as potentially relevant for interpretation. Section C served
to identify domains of language use and to verify self-reported linguistic proficiency. Section D
aimed to elicit descriptions of self-perception in each language and to determine which
personality traits participants attempt to express through their second language. Section E
focused on questions related to perceived personality shifts, if such existed. Section F contained
optional questions, which were asked of participants only if they explicitly mentioned a
particular term in relation to their self-experience such as lichnost’ (‘personality’, ‘identity’),
harakter (‘personality’, ‘character’) and identichnost’ (‘identity’), which as suggested by the
glosses are more or less ambiguous, and could potentially lead the participants interpretations of

the questions in different directions.

The content of the different sections was consistent throughout each interview, but
individual questions could be reordered following the context of the conversation or omitted, if
the participant had already provided a comprehensive response on the specific question or had
already stated that they had never had a similar experience.

All questions that could potentially be interpreted by participants as relating to national
identification (e.g., “Do you feel Russian, Swedish etc?”’) were excluded from the initial draft of
the interview guide, also for ethical reasons. In addition, explicit references to terms such as
lichnost’ and identichnost’ were avoided, since these terms are, as pointed above, ambiguous and

could prime the participant in different directions, including those concerning “national identity”.

The final question — “Is there anything else you would like to add? Anything that I have not
covered?” — was not associated with any specific section of the interview. Its purpose was to
encourage participants to offer their own interpretations of the issues related to bilingualism and
personality, positioning them as active co-researchers and potentially contributing novel insights
to the study.
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A pilot test of the early version of interview guide was conducted with two participants to
gather feedback and identify potential shortcomings. Based on the insights obtained, several
modifications were made: the wording of certain items was adjusted for clarity, questions in
Section E were refined, items concerning perception by others were relocated to Section C, and

Section F was added as an optional component.

3.2.3. Procedure

After reading and signing the informed consent form, participants were informed that the
interview had the form of an informal conversation about their experiences and were encouraged
to ask questions should anything appearing unclear. In conducting the interview, I generally
followed the order of Sections A to E in the interview guide. However, if participants addressed
topics from later sections, I adapted by pursuing related questions to explore the topic more
deeply, in accordance with the natural flow of the conversation, as typical for phenomenological
interviews (see Section 2.2.2). Once the topic or section was exhausted, the interview returned to
the original sequence — providing the participant had nothing further to add.

When participants provided descriptions, I occasionally asked clarifying questions not
included in the guide, if these were relevant to the study’s aims or emerged naturally from the
dialogue. At the end of the interview, participants were thanked for their time and compensated
with a cinema voucher (alphanumeric code) for Filmstaden, provided by the MA Program for

Language and Linguistics at Lund University.

3.2.4. Data collection and transcription

The interviews were conducted in Sweden, in the region of Scania, during April 2025. Different
locations were used (e.g., a designated room at Lund University, the Orkanen Library in Malmo)
ensuring comparable conditions across all interview settings: a room equipped with a table.

All interviews were recorded using QuickTime Player (version 10.5; Apple Inc., 2020) and
initially automatically transcribed simultaneously with the dictation tool in Pages (version
12.2.1; Apple Inc., 2022) on the same laptop. The average duration of the interviews was 44

minutes and 55 seconds, with individual sessions ranging from 26:33 to 64:213

3 One participant sent a follow-up voice message lasting 1 minute and 25 seconds within an hour after the interview,
which was also included in the dataset.
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The interviews were transcribed partly using dictation tool of Pages (version 12.2.1; Apple
Inc., 2022) and manually, and partly using Whisper Batch Transcriber, a speech-to-text
transcriber for Windows. Whisper Batch Transcriber was selected and used for the half of the
texts because it enables audio-to-text conversion entirely offline, and also due to the low quality
and efficiency of automatic speech recognition of Pages, which omitted between one-third and
one-half of the spoken content during transcription. Each interview transcript was subjected to
manual verification to prevent omissions and inaccuracies in word or speaker identification.
During this process, certain repeated filler expressions like #y (‘well”), kax 6u1 (‘sort of”), gom
(‘s0’), mo ecmw (‘that is’) and interjections that impaired the coherence of the discourse were
selectively omitted. However, the majority were retained to preserve the authenticity of
spontaneous speech. Incomplete or interrupted utterances were marked with a dash (—), and each
line was manually aligned with its corresponding time code. The interviews were translated into
English with the assistance of ChartGPT [GPT-4.5, OpenAl, May 2025], and subsequently
subjected to manual revision and editing to ensure linguistic accuracy and fidelity to the

originals.

3.2.5. Ethical considerations

Especially within research grounded in phenomenology, as in the present study, ethics goes
beyond the formal aspects of informed consent, even if these are also important. Rather, as in any
true second person method, I made everything possible to treat the participants as human beings
on par with myself, and to carry out the data collection with a concern for their well-being.
Interviewing entails a one-to-one engagement with the speaker of a target language, who in this
context, is not merely a research “subject”, but rather a collaborator and co-researcher of the
study. Accordingly, ethical responsibility extends beyond compliance with formal regulations: it
also requires attentiveness to individual sensitivities and to specific cultural and interpersonal
dynamics of the community. Since linguistic research is inherently a meaning-making endeavor,
it is an ethical duty to ensure that participants’ contributions are genuinely valued and that their
involvement in the research feels purposeful and worthwhile.

On the formal side, prior to each interview, participants were provided with an informed

consent form (see Appendix C), which outlined the procedures for data handling and storage.

4 https://reactorcore.itch.io/whisper-batch-transcriber
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They were informed that the interview would be audio-recorded and that they had the right to
withdraw from the study at any time without needing to provide a reason. They were also assured
that no information concerning political views, religious beliefs, sexual orientation would be
collected. Participants were granted anonymity through the removal of names and other
identifying data from transcripts, and all audio-recordings were securely stored on an offline hard
drive.

Overall, establishing trust and mutual respect between myself and the participants was a
priority throughout the interview. Care was taken to avoid intrusive or compromising questions,
and participants’ privacy was respected by limiting data collection to information relevant to the

study’s aims.

3.2.6. Data analysis

Building on the phenomenological approaches outlined by Giorgi (2009) and Pollio (1997) (see
Section 2.2.2), I analyzed the structures of the participants’ lived experiences. Each transcript
was first read holistically to grasp its overall meaning. Subsequently, I identified segments
corresponding to distinct meaning units, which were then transformed from participants’ first-
person accounts into third-person narratives. This transformation preserved the essence of

participants’ experiences and retained original wording wherever possible.

To facilitate comparison across participants, I organized the essential meanings of each unit
into three categories guided by the research questions. Within each category, I identified themes
that emerged through a combination of bottom-up and top-down analyses of the essential
meanings. These themes guided the organization of Chapter 4, where categories serve as main

sections and themes as subsections.

1. Perceived differences

This category encompasses all forms of self-perceived variation in personality and
behavior. It captures how participants perceive changes in themselves across different languages

and contexts. Themes:
* Linguistic and prosodic features

+ Communicative style
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* Personality change

*  “True self” vs. “wearing a mask”

2. Levels of experience

This category situates the reported differences within the levels of the Semiotic Hierarchy
— bodily, cultural, and linguistic. It identifies which level of the self is implicated in each
reported difference, providing a framework to interpret the interplay between language, culture,

and personality. Themes:
* Core self
* Cultural self

* Linguistic self

3. Factors of change

This category examines the influences participants themselves attribute to observed
changes in personality, including linguistic, social, and age-related factors. It also considers how
these factors relate to the levels of the Semiotic Hierarchy in which participants locate their

personality shifts. Themes:
» Language proficiency
* Social environment
» Age-related changes

This structure allows for a systematic presentation of participants’ accounts, linking
individual experiences to broader theoretical constructs while preserving the richness of their

descriptions.
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Chapter 4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of the study and discuss the major themes that emerged from
the participants’ accounts. As noted in Section 3.2.7, the chapter is structured around three main
categories, corresponding to the research questions, with themes identified within each category
forming the subsections. This approach enables a systematic presentation of the findings, linking
individual experiences to broader theoretical constructs while preserving the richness and nuance
of their descriptions. Representative examples are provided in the original language (Russian),
with English translations in italics. For reasons of space, only selected excerpts are included.
Each example is identified by participant ID and timestamp, with full transcripts available in

Appendix D.

4.2. Perceived differences (RQ1)

RQI1 How do Russian bilingual speakers experience themselves when they use their first and
second languages? More specifically: To what extent are there reported differences in

personality?

This section investigates the differences perceived by participants when switching
languages. Most participants claimed that switching languages does not affect their personalities
but rather more superficial features, as in (1), while others described in detail the differences

between their personalities, which differ not only on a linguistic but also on a “physical” level

Q).

(1) [...] 2 Tak HE TYyMaro, 9TO YTO-TO MEHSETCA. MOXKET ObITh, MO-IIBECKA MHE

HCMHOXKO CJIOKHEC KaKHUC-TO IICPCAATb HIOAHCHI.

[...] Idont think anything changes. Maybe in Swedish its a bit harder to
convey certain nuances (P13, 15:35-15:52).
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(2) S ayBcTByIO ce0st MEHbIIE, KOTJa S TOBOPIO Ha IIBEACKOM. BOT BIJIOTH 710
¢uznueckoro. [...] Ecnu s xorma roBopro Ha pyccKoM, s UyBCTBYIO cebs
[...] c mpsiMoil ciMHOM, Kak Obl TaM, KeCTUKYAupyto. To Korna s roBopro Ha
IIBEJICKOM, 5 YYBCTBYIO c€0si [...] 4yTb-4yThb COTHYBIUHCH, YyTb-4yTb
MPOCTPAHCTBA MEHBIIE MOEro [...], s 3aHUMAar0 MEHbBIIE MeCTa BOT B

IIPOCTPAHCTBE.

I feel smaller when I speak Swedish. Like, even physically. Like—when I
speak Russian, I feel like with a straight back, gesturing, and all that. But
when [ speak Swedish, I feel like a bit hunched, taking up a bit less space
[...], L occupy less space in the room. (P9, 22:48-23:23).

However, all participants noted differences in prosody, communication style, and self-
perception. These constitute salient aspects of bilingual experience and form the basis of the
following subsections, each addressing a particular dimension and illustrating how participants
articulate shifts in expression, interaction, and personality when navigating between languages.
These shifts are presented accordingly to the themes revealed in the participants’ descriptions, as
pointed out at the end of Chapter 3.

4.2.1. Linguistic and prosodic features

Several participants reported that their voice, tone, and intonation change when they switch to
Swedish, as expressed in (3) and (4). Interestingly, P4 specified in (4) that she consciously
adjusts her intonation to follow the patterns of Swedish vocal system adapting her way of
speaking and pronunciation to the interlocutor.
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(3) VY wmens pmaxe ronoc MmeHsiercs. S 3ameruia, 4To 5, KOTJa TOBOPIO Ha
pycckoM, s TOBOpIO, Kak s ceiiuac roopro. Korma s roBopr Ha
aHFHHﬁCKOM, Y MCHA TOJIOC MOAHUMACTCA O KAKOT0-TO BOT, BOT YTO-TO BOT.
U xorna s TOBOPIO HA IMIBECKOM, S BOOOIIIE TOBOPIO BOT TaK BOT. S HE 3HAI0
noyemy. Hy, To ects, s1 Ha pabote, s Tymaro, 4YTO HAPOA PEAIBLHO TyMAaeT,

4TO Yy MCHA JOCTATOYHO BBICOKHM TOJIOC.

Even my voice changes. I noticed that when I speak Russian, I talk like I'm
talking now. When I speak English, my voice goes up to somewhere—like,
this kind of thing. And when I speak Swedish, I talk like this. I don't know
why. At work, I think people actually think I have a fairly high voice (P9,
15:13-16:09).

(4) [...] s mpITatock €€ [MaHepy TOBOPUTH| TMOACTPOUTH, €CIU S TOBOPIO C
IIBE/IaMU, sl KaK OBbI, sl TyMaro, 9TO OHHM ITO MOWMYT JIy4Ille, €CIIU 5 CKaXKy

9TO € 3TUM IPOU3HOMICHHUEM HJIX UCIIOJB3YIO 3TH CJI0OBA UMCHHO.

[...] I try to adapt [my manner of speaking]. If I'm speaking to Swedes, [
think: they’ll understand me better if I say this with that pronunciation or
use these words. (P4, 34:51-35:41).

Some participants, as P3 in (5), reported simplifying their language — reducing word and
sentence length as well as the complexity of constructions in both written and oral forms — to

adapt to Swedish linguistic usage.
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(5) |[...] eciiu MBI CpaBHMBAaEeM C PYCCKHUM SI3bIKOM WJIM C QHTIIMHCKUM SI3BIKOM,
KOrJ]a MBI TICPEXOJMM Ha INBEACKHH, Yy HAC HEU30CIKHO MPOHUCXOIUT
YVOpOIIeHHe. JTO W JUIMHA CJIOB, W CIIO)KHOCTh KOHCTPYKIWW, W JITHHA
MpeUIOKeHUH, U BOOOIIEe BOT 3Ta GUIOCOpUs, YTO HE HYKHO YCIOXKHSIThH
TaMm, i€ MOXKHO He YCIOKHATh. OHa HaYMHAeT MPOHHMKATh U B TO, KaK s

TOBOPIO, U B TO, KaK s TULY.

[...] compared to Russian or English, when we switch to Swedish, there is
inevitably simplification. It’s word length, complexity of constructions,
sentence length, and even the general philosophy of “dont complicate

where you don't have to.” It starts to influence how I speak, how I write
(P3, 11:51-13:15).

4.2.2. Communicative style

While many participants insisted that they remained fundamentally the same across
languages, some noted subtle shifts in “mode” when switching from one language to another, as
expressed in (6-8). Interestingly, in (8) P3 specified that her “adjustment styles” in different
languages do not change due to random conversational partners, but to people she spends a lot of
time with; that is, to the typical behavioral and linguistic patterns associated with each language.
This suggests that it is the shift in social environment, rather than the language itself that

contributes to the feeling of being different.

(6) [...] s mory OynTto Obl B KaKHe-TO PEXHMBI, CKaXKeM TaK, BXOAWUTH Ha
pycckoM Kak Obl 0oJjiee CHJIBHO MJIM TaM Kak-TO 3TO Ooiiee TIyOOKo Oyner.
Ha anrnuiickoM 3TO Kak-To 0ojiee Tak CMATYEHHO YTO-TO, MPHUIITYIIEHHO

HeMHOTO0. n Th1 4TO, JUMHUTBI BUAUIIb, KAKUC-TO I'PAHUIIBI.

[...] I feel like I can enter certain “modes,” let’s say, in Russian more
deeply — like it’ll be more full-on. In English it’s more toned down, a bit
muted. Like you see some limits, some boundaries. (P11, 19:16-21:41).
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(7) [...] 2 Gomee coOpaHHas Takas B Ky4Ky Ha aHTJIMHCKOM, HA PYCCKOM —
TYJIsIi AyIa, a Ha IBEJICKOM YTO-TO OJIM3KOE K PYCCKOMY, HO, TEM HE

MEHee, TIOMEHBIIIE YyTh-4yTh, TOCOOpaHHEE.

[...] I'm more put-together in English—in Russian, it's like “let the soul
roam free,” and in Swedish it’s something close to Russian, but a bit more
toned down, more composed (P1, 31:02-31:28).

(8) [...] oTO Kak OyaTO THI BXOAMIND B PAa3HBIM PEKHUM Ha KAXKIOM S3BIKE H
4yTh-4yTh IO-APYroOMy HadMHAEIIb MOJCTPanBaThCs. A MOCKOJBKY pa3Hast
CTPYKTypa, JONYCTHUM, TaM CIIOB-NIAPA3HTOB, KAKUX-TO HMHTOHAIUU,

BCTAaBOK, KOTOPBIC Thl UCIIOJIb3YCIllb, TO Thl B IIEJIOM HCMHOKKO MCHACIIBLCA.

[...] its like you enter a different mode in each language and start
adjusting slightly differently. And since theres a different structure — like
filler words, intonations, phrases you use — you kind of change a bit
overall. (P3, 43:27-44:43).

In (9) P11 reported that he is more polite, careful, and diplomatic in English and in
Swedish compared to Russian. He illustrated this distinction through a comparison of conflict
strategies across languages. When anticipating a potentially difficult conversation in English, he
reported preparing himself psychologically and carefully selecting his words. By contrast, in
similar situations in Russian, he tends to act more spontaneously and express himself verbally

more freely.
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(9) [Ha anrmmiickom]| s Kakoi-TO TaM OoJiee BEXJIHMBBIA, HaBepHOE, Oolee
aKKypaTHBIH, Ooliee IUIIIOMATUYHBIN. [...] ecnu, Ja, y MeHs Kakas-To
nmpobsieMa MM Kakas-TO TaM Yy Hac NMPEeIKOH(DIMKTHAS CHUTyaIlus, Y MCHS
[...] MbIcmu, 4TO [...] HamO OBITH AKKypaTHBIM, [CIEIUTH| 3a CBOUM
SI3BIKOM, 3a CJIOBaMH, KOTOPBIC Thl Oy/eIb UCIIOJIb30BaTh. |[...| Ha pycckom
xe [...] MeHs BooOIIIe Mao OBl YeTO0 OCTAHOBHIIO, UTO 51 TAKOM, TAK, y MECHS
npobnemMa, HO ceiiyac s €€ MOHIy W pelry, ¥ BOOOIIE B BBIPAKEHUAX

CKYIIUTBCS HE Oyny.

[In English] I'm a bit more polite, maybe more careful, more diplomatic.
[...] if I have some problem, or were in a pre-conflict situation, [...], then |
[...] have this thought [...] like I need to be careful, [to] pay attention to
how you speak, the words you use. [...] But in Russian [...] almost nothing
would stop me. Like, “okay, ['ve got a problem, I'm going to go deal with it
and not hold back at all. ”(P11, 27:10-28:56).

4.2.3. Personality change

Three participants — P2, P6, and P9 — explicitly reported feeling like a different person when
switching between languages. When these participants described their personalities, they tended
to contrast their Russian (and/or English) selves with their Swedish ones, whereas their English

self was described as neutral or similar to when they use Russian, as expressed in (10-12).

(10) [Ha anrmiickoM| Oosee mpsMoyMHEHHAS [...]. [lo-mBeaCcKku s Bce-Taku
ce0si YyBCTBYIO KakK-TO HEyBEpPEHHO, HE TO YTO HE yBEpPEHa B CBOEM

SA3BIKE, a IPOCTO HC YBEPCHA, KaK UYCJIOBCK.

[in English] more straightforward [...]. In Swedish, I still feel kind of
insecure—not insecure in the language itself, but as a person,(P2,
20:58-22:14).
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(11) Ha pycckom s3bIKe g 10CTaToyHO kécTkas. Ha aHmimiickoM, Hy, Takow,
HaBepHoe, HeWTpanbHblil. Ha mBenckoM s craparoch oOLIaThCs BOT KAk

IBCIHI. I[OCTaTOLIHO TaK JIOAJIBbHO, MATKO.

In Russian I'm quite harsh. In English—well, maybe more neutral. In
Swedish I try to communicate like Swedes. More tolerant, soft. (P6,
11:17-11:39).

(12) [...] ecnmu moO-pyccku s MOTY OBITH JIOCTaTOYHO JKECTKOM, W Ha
AQHIJIMKACKOM sI MOTY OBITH JTOCTaTOYHO >KECTKOHM, Ha IIBEICKOM Y MEHs
KEeCTKOM ObITh He monydaercs. [louemy-To. S He 3Haro mouemy. U Ha

IIBEICKOM 51 OOJIbIIE [...] yCTymuuBas M HEpEIIUTEIbHA.

[...] in Russian I can be quite firm, and in English I can also be quite
firm—but in Swedish, I can't manage to be firm. For some reason. 1|
don 't know why. And in Swedish I'm more [...] compliant and indecisive.
(P9, 15:13-16:36).

It is noteworthy that P2, P6, and P9 emphasized that the perceived personality shift occurs
“unconsciously” once they begin speaking Swedish. They described it as an involuntary process,
almost as if the language itself imposed a transformation they could not fully resist. A contrast
emerged between participants who reported such personality shifts and those who did not,
manifested in their lexical choices: while the former described an unconscious, incontrollable
change, as expressed in (13), the latter spontaneously spoke in terms of adjustment and

adaptation, as illustrated in (14).

(13) [...] aTO mpoucCXOAUT HAa HEOCO3HAHHOM YpOBHE. TO €cTh 5 pa3roBapuUBaio
Ha JTOM S3bIKE, SI ABTOMAaTHYECKH YK€ TOT YEIOBEK, KOTOPHIM MHE

MpeIHA3HAYCHO OBITh.

[...] it happens on an unconscious level. When I speak a language, |
automatically become the person I’'m supposed to be in that language. (P2,
32:02-32:37).
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(14) [...] mo-mBeaCKHU s BCE-TaKH MOJCTPAUBAIOCH U IBITAIOCh 3TO CKa3aTh WJIU

BECTH ce0s B COOTBETCTBHUU CO MBCACKHUM KOAOM ITIOBCACHU.

[...] In Swedish I still adapt and try to say things or behave according to
the Swedish code of conduct. (P4, 53:36-55:00).

4.2.4. “True self” vs. “Wearing a mask”

Some participants reported feeling more real and natural when speaking Russian, as in (15-16).
In (15), P2 associates her personality when using Russian with authenticity and sincerity, in
contrast with the case when she uses Swedish.

(15) Ha pycckom, s Obl cka3aina, s Oojee Kakas-To Hacrosmas [...]. M mHue
KaXXETCsl, YTO 51 Kakas-To Ooyiee HEMCKPEHHsIsI, KOT/Ia TOBOPIO MO-IITBEICKH,

BOT H3-3a MMCHHO 3THX JIIO663HOCTGI>'I, KOTOPbIC HY’KHO BCEM I'OBOPHUTD.

In Russian, I'd say I'm somehow more real [...]. And I feel like I'm
somehow less sincere when I speak Swedish, precisely because of all these

niceties you're supposed to say to everyone. (P2, 20:58-22:14).

(16) [...] s Bcerma 3Byuy Ha IIBEICKOM, KaK dTO Takas Muias komieuka. Hy, s
ce0si [Takol| HE BOCIPUHHUMAIO. [...] s BOCIIpUHUMAO cebs OoJiee Takou
KOIIIEYKOM, J1a, KOTOpasi ¢ STUMH, C IapankaMyd. A Ha IIBEJCKOM s BCEraa

3By4y TaK, Kak 3710, snhélla.

[...] I always sound in Swedish like—like a cute little kitty. I don t perceive
myself [in this way]. [...] I perceive myself more like a kitty, yes, but with
claws. And in Swedish I always sound like, you know, sndlla (sweet) (P6,
17:00-17:31).
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Other participants also described their experiences when using a “Western” language as
“performing” and “wearing a mask”. For instance, P8 acknowledged that he occasionally
modifies his communication style and behavior consciously in professional contexts, likening it

to “pretending” and “playing a role”, as in (17).

(17) [...] Hy’>kHO HEMHOXXKO MPUTBOPSATHCA, [...]| UTPATh POIb [...], ecnu g Oyay
JieNaTh JOKJIA B PYCCKOM CTHIIC, MEHSI MPOCTO HE MOWUMYT, S HE JOHECY
CBOIO MBICIB. TO €CcTh, UTOOBI OBITH OOJIEE TOCTYMHBIM, 0O0JIee TTOHSATHBIM,
4TOOBI JIOHECTH HAy4HYI CYTh, KOTOPYIO s XOuy JOHEeCTH, 5 |[...]

MIPUTBOPSIOCH, sl IPUHUMAIO TaKyl0 MAacKy 3alaJHOro MOBEICHUS.

[...] you have to pretend a bit — play the role, [...] if I gave a talk in a
Russian style, people just wouldnt understand me, I wouldn't get my point
across. So to be more accessible, to convey the scientific essence I want to
convey, I [...] pretend. I adopt a Western behavioral mask (P8,
21:14-23:09).

The “mask” can function as a strategy directed toward a specific audience — the audience at
an academic conference, as in (17) — or more broadly toward the Swedish community as a whole.
In (18), PS5 illustrates this by reporting that she deliberately minimizes herself in Swedish in

order to align with perceived cultural norms.

(18) [...] s u cTapatoch TOBOPUTH MEHBIIIE, IOTOMY YTO MHE KaXXeTCsI, YTO MEHS
OYeHb MHOTO Ha PYCCKOM, MEHS HWHOT/JIA OY€Hh MHOTO Ha AaHTIIUKUCKOM,
MO3TOMY Ha IIBEICKOM s CTaparoch ce0si MUHUMH3UPOBATh MaKCHMAIBHO,
9TOOBI HE OTIAMYATbCs OT JpyruX. OHU OueHb JOOAT, YTOOBI ThI HE

OTJIMYaJICH.

[...] I try to talk less. Because I feel like I'm too much in Russian,
sometimes too much in English. So in Swedish I try to minimize myself as
much as possible, to not stand out. They really like it when you don t stand
out. (P5, 29:17-32:27).
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This example illustrates the distinction participants draw between a public and a private
self. Similarly, P4 distinguishes between cultural traits she perceives as positive and those she
views as negative. She refers to the former, such as a tendency to compromise, as qualities she
deliberately adopts and integrates into her own repertoire of behaviors. In contrast, traits she
considers undesirable — such as what she terms a “culture of tattling” — are consciously regulated
to prevent their full incorporation into her personality. While she acknowledges being able to

enact such behaviors if circumstances require, she refrains from sustaining them.

(19) [...] BOT 3TO BOT MpOITyCKaTh MUMO, HE Yepe3 cels, a MUMO, 3TO s B3sjIa J1a,
y ILIBEIOB, TO €CTh 3TO BO MHE OCTaJOCh. A Hampumep, [...] cTykauecTBO
31ech pa3BuUTO. Takue BEIM HAa MEHs, HallpuMep, HUKOIZA HE NEPEUayT.
[...] ecnu s ¢ HUMU [yepTaMu| corIacHa, s UX MOTY TIEPEHSITh. A €CJu g He
COIIacHA, TIPOTUB ATOTO BCErO, s 3TO MOTY CHEJaTh, MPOCTO MOTOMY YTO
CUTyaIusi 00s3bIBAET K STOMY, HO 51 9TO Ha ce0s HE BO3bMY, TO €CTh 5 HE

Oya1y Tak MOCTYTIATh WJIM TaK JEeaTh JajbIlle.

[to] let [...] pass by—not through me, but by me—and that I’ve taken from
the Swedes. That's something that’s stayed with me. But, for example, [...]
here there’s a very developed culture of tattling. Those kinds of things, for
example, will never rub off on me. [...] if I agree with them [traits], I can
adopt them. But if [ don't agree, if I'm against all that, I can still do it—just
because the situation calls for it—but I wont take it on as mine. I won't
keep doing it.. (P4, 55:32-57:52).

The theme of “wearing a mask™ when using their second language emerged also in P12’s
description. As shown in (20), she explained that while her communication style no longer
changes, it did in the early stages of learning Swedish. After returning from her first visit to
Sweden, she noticed while watching a video of herself. Her friends also remarked that she
appeared to be performing, and she later explained that this was a compensatory strategy to make
up for limited vocabulary by investing more in prosody and expressiveness. This phase coincided
with a period of increased activity on social media, where she frequently posted photos to
express her identity and show who she was. As her linguistic competence grew, she became more

reserved in sharing her private life.
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(20) [...] s Ha BUIEO CcTaNa 3amMeyarh, YTO MO SI3BIK KaK KyKOJIbHBIN KaKOM-TO,
Kak Oy/ATo 51 BOT (PUIBM CMOTPIO U CTaparOCh KOMUPOBATh 3TH (PHIBLMOBBIC

HMHTOHaAIIUN

[...] I started noticing on video that my language was kind of puppet-like,
like I was watching a film and trying to copy those cinematic intonations
(P12, 19:01-21:36).

4.2.5. Summary

The participants’ accounts revealed a wide range of perceived differences when switching
languages, including shifts in linguistic and prosodic patterns, engagement in distinct
communicative modes, the adoption of performative roles, and the use of “masks” that did not
correspond to their “true selves”. Most participants described themselves as becoming “more
composed,” “softened,” or “toned down” when speaking their second language, in contrast to
experiencing their first language as more “straightforward”, “natural” and “sincere”. While a few
participants characterized these changes as involuntary personality shifts, the majority framed
them as conscious adjustments. These findings lay the groundwork for the subsequent analysis,
where the reported differences are situated within the levels of the Semiotic Hierarchy,
illuminating how linguistic, cultural, and bodily aspects of selthood are differentially engaged in

bilingual experience.

4.3. Levels of experience (RQ2)

RQ?2 For those who experience themselves differently, what kind of differences do they report?
More specifically: Do they concern specific levels of the Semiotic Hierarchy and if so, which?

This section examines participants’ accounts through the lens of the three levels of
selfhood, as outlined in Section 2.3. According to the Semiotic Hierarchy, as well as much

phenomenological research (e.g., Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008), the bodily level represents the
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most basic dimension of selthood, grounded in sensorimotor interaction with the environment
and marked by relative stability. The cultural level reflects the intersubjective dimension of the
self, shaped through social experience and characterized by variability. Finally, the linguistic
level corresponds to the narrative self, where experiences are articulated, structured, and
interpreted through language. The following subsections are organized according to these three
levels, in order to highlight how participants’ experiences of the above-mentioned differences are
located across embodied, cultural, and linguistic dimensions of selthood.

4.3.1. Core self

Many of the participants’ reports point to the coexistence of a stable core self alongside multiple
sub-personalities, each associated with a different language, as shown in examples (21-22).

(21) S oo 5. [...] Takoi TaM cTepKEHb TOPYHT, HA KOTOPBIA BCE HAZIETO, M €CIIH

YTO-TO yOpaTh, TO MUPAMHIKA HE CIOXKUTCS.

I am who I am. It like there’s this central rod sticking up, with everything
threaded onto it, and if you remove something, the whole pyramid falls
apart. (P1, 44:13-44:47).

(22) [...] s gyBCcTBYIO ce0si enuHOW. Sl 3HAK, YTO ATO S5, KOTOpas MO-pa3HOMY
pearupyto. To ecTb Ha KOHTEKCT. TO €CTh 51 HE YyBCTBYIO, UTO 3TO PEAIBHO
TPH pa3Hble CyONMUYHOCTHU. S YyBCTBYIO, UTO 3TO 5, KOTOpasi MO-pa3HOMY Ha

KOHTEKCT pPearupylo.

[...] I feel whole. I know it’s me, just reacting differently. I mean, to context.
So I don't feel like its truly three different sub-personalities. I feel like its
me, reacting differently depending on the context. (P9, 27:01-27:22).

As outlined in Section 2.3.1, phenomenology has shown that the experience of a core sense
of self does not concern an isolated or detached self but rather emerges through embodied
interactions with the world. Each level of selfhood is characterized by the spontaneity of actions
and their sedimentation into habits, with the bodily level providing the foundation upon which

higher levels are built. For the participants, these primary habits were formed within a Russian-
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speaking environment. Unsurprisingly, this foundational experience is often perceived as
“deeper” (6) and “more real”, as in (15). For instance, in (23), P8 explicitly refers to his core self,
describing his personality as stable and firmly shaped in Russia, regardless of the changes he

may undergo later in life.

(23) [...] 5 chopmupoBaics kak JmaHOCTh B Poccuu. M mo3Tomy Ha Kakom ObI
SI3bIKE HU TOBOPWJI, KaK OBl 51 TaM, Kak Obl MEHS KHU3Hb HE M3MCHMIIA 3]IECh,

sl BCE paBHO B OCHOBC CBOCH OCTAIOCh TEM K€ YCITOBEKOM.

[...] I formed as a person in Russia. So, no matter what language I speak,

or how life has changed me here, at my core, I remain the same person.
(P8, 31:33-33:00).

4.3.2. Cultural self

This level builds on the bodily foundation by situating self-experience within cultural and
intersubjective contexts. Participants’ accounts of “adjustment styles” and “modes”, as in (6-8) in
the previous section, underscore the decisive role of the social environment in shaping their
perceived variations. This perspective is consistent with Grosjean’s (2013) Complementarity
Principle (see Section 2.5), which emphasizes the influence of context on language use. Notably,
P6 and P11 described an increased attentiveness to interlocutors and greater sensitivity guided by
cultural expectations, in (24) and (25), respectively.
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(24) [...] oTHOIICHHE K JIFOASIM MeHsieTcs. [...] Yke s BRIOMparo, ¢ KeM U Kak
00IIaThCs.[...] MHE HY)XHO y3HaTh, KakOoW 3TO ueloBeK. BHadase Temepb.
To ecTh, paHbIlle MHE HE HYKHO ObUTO. A Temepb MHE HYXHO y3HATh
yenoBeka. [loroBoputs, moodmarscs. [Tousats. To ecTs, s Aymaro, 4To 3TO B

Isenuu. Tak craio.

The attitude toward people changes. [...] Now I choose who and how [
communicate with.[...] I need to know what kind of person it is now.
Before, I didn't have to. And now I need to get to know the person. Talk,
interact. Understand. I think that’s Sweden. Thats how it became. (P6,
17:52-18:24).

(25) [...] 6yaro Obl Kak-TO THI ceOe JMMUT BhICTpauBaelib. S HE yBepeH, Ha
caMOM JIeJie, YTO 3TO MOXKET OBITh C S3BIKOM TOJBKO MpoOiema. Moxer
OBITh, C KEM Thl TOBOPHIIL HA 3TOM sI3bIKe. TO €CTh 3TO OyleT He OYCHbD,
MOYKET OBITh, IPUBBIYHO JIJIS IPYTOTo YeJIOBEKa, Ja, TaM aHTJIIOrOBOPSIIETO
WM TIBEICKOTOBOPSIIETO, BOCIPUHUMATE BOT 3TOT BOT CTED KaKO#-TO, 14,

TaKOI>'I, Kak s MOT ObI Ha PYCCKOM CACIIATh.

[...]it’s like I place limits on myself. I'm not even sure that’s just about the
language — it might also be about who you 're speaking to. Like maybe for
an English speaker or Swedish speaker, this kind of sarcastic banter

wouldn t come across the same way it would in Russian (P11, 19:16-21:41).

Similarly, “wearing a mask” in response to the cultural context, as illustrated in examples
(17) and (18) in the previous section, reflects the intersubjective dimension of the self.
Participants reported adjusting their communication, as in (11), and behavior, as expressed in
(26) to align with perceived social norms thereby orienting themselves to the cultural patterns of

the Swedish context:
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(26) [...] s mpocTo ux npaBuia MpuHsI. To €CTh KaKue-TO BEIIU MOXHO JIeJaTh,
KaKHhe-TO HeNb3s; KaKHE-TO BEIIM MOXXHO TOBOPHUTh, KaKUE-TO HEJNb3Sl.
EctecTBeHHO, 3TO OrpaHnYmuBacT T€0s, ThI MCHSICIILCS KaK YCJIOBEK, J1a, HO
3TO HE YTO-TO TAaKO€ OYCHb-OUEHb BAXKHOE AJISl TEOS KaK JTUYHOCTHU. ThI
MPOCTO TIOHUMAEIIb, YTO MAIIMHY HAJ0 BOT TaK BECTH, ITOTOMY YTO IIO-

apyromy TeOsi He TOUMYT.

[...] I've [just] accepted the rules. Like, some things are allowed, some
aren t; some things you can say, others you cant. Naturally, that limits you,
and you change as a person, yes—but its not something thats deeply
important for you as a person. You just understand: this is how you have to
drive a car, because otherwise people won't understand you. (PS,
35:51-38:27).

4.3.3. Linguistic self

The linguistic level builds upon the bodily and cultural levels, yet extends beyond the language
of an individual speaker to encompass individual, historical, and universal dimensions of
language, as emphasized by Coseriu (e.g., 1985) (see Section 2.3.4). This level is reflected in
participants’ accounts of linguistic and prosodic features illustrated by examples, as shown
previously (3-4) as well as in their adjustments to the interlocutor during interaction, as

expressed in (27).
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(27) [...] 1 HEeMHOXKO MO-Apyromy roBopro. Uto-to s cmsryaro. Yrto-To o
MPOU3HONIY TaK, KaK YelIOBEK XoueT yciblmarh. [[a? Wnu kak mpuHSTO
ciprmiate. [logmakuBao Tam B 4eM-To. Tam B 4eM, JIOMYCTUM, B PYCCKOM s
OBl CKa3all, JOMYyCTHM, HET, 3/1eCh 51 IPOCTO, YeM IIBeAY OOBICHSITH, MPOIIe

cKas3aTh: J1a, Ja.

[...] I speak a little differently. I tone things down sometimes. I say things in
a way that the person wants to hear—or in the way its expected to be
heard. I might agree with something, where in Russian 1'd say no—but
here, instead of explaining it to a Swede, it easier to say, “Yes, yes.” (P10,
25:36-26:22).

Additional examples concern accent, which several participants identified as the source of

insecurity and frustration, particularly in professional contexts, as shown in (28-29).

(28) Kax OBl XOpoIIO s HU TOBOPHJIA, Y MEHS BCE BPEMsI €CTh aKIEHT, ILUIIOC B
ATOM KOHTEKCTE Ja)K€ €CJIM KaKHe-TO MaJIeHbKHE OIIMOKM JIeai0 3TO YXKe
HEMPOCTUTENBHO, TOTOMY YTO 3TO BJMAET HA BOCHPUITHE MEHS Kak

npodeccruoHana.

No matter how well I speak, I always have an accent, and in that context
even small mistakes become unforgivable, because they affect how ['m
perceived professionally (P3, 17:34-20:54).

(29) [...] counonornyecku B llIBennu, HaBepHOE, TSHKEIO, TOTOMY YTO Y MEHS
€CTh aKIICHT, KaKON-TO HETIOHITHBIN, Ha MIBEJCKOM, TO €CTh Y MEHS Kakas-
TO CMECh aHIJIMKWCKOTO U PYCCKOTO aKIIEHTa, U BCE Cpa3y MOHUMAIOT: a, HY,

OHa HC HIBCIKA. N Bce Kak-TO aBTOMaTHYECKHU OTCTPAHAOTCA.

[...] socially, in Sweden, it's probably hard, because I have an accent, a
kind of unclear one, in Swedish—it's like a mix of English and Russian—
and people immediately get that I'm not Swedish. And they kind of
automatically distance themselves (P2, 08:34-09:01).
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Similarly, Pavlenko (2006) reports examples of some participants who refer to an act of
speaking a second language as to “a test and a performance that is observed and judged by
others” (Pavlenko, 2006, p. 19) and relate them to the low mastery of language.

However, it is interesting to observe how the attitude towards the same linguistic feature
changes depending on language. Example (29) reveals perception of social pressure related to
accent. Further, in describing the reaction of other people to her manner of speaking in Russian,
the same speaker P2 reports that she used to hear from Russian people that she has a bit of an
accent when she uses her first language too. However, she attributes this to a speech defect,
refuting to consider it as “an accent”. At the same time, she describes her English accent as
neutral, considered as such by other people too. Although English is not the first language for

most participants, the accent in English bothers them much less than their accent in Swedish.

Interestingly, for many of the participants, English acts as a mediator in a monolingual
environment, a kind of island of safety where mistakes are more forgivable and what is
unacceptable in Swedish is allowed or at least deserve more leniency. P8 describes the English-
speaking contexts as more comfortable and “democratic” compared to Swedish-speaking and

even Russian-speaking contexts, as shown in (30).
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(30) B aHMI0s3bI4HOM, KOT/IA JIIOAU TOJBKO HA aHIIMIICKOM T'OBOPST, 51 4YyBCTBYIO
ce0st yBepeHHO. [...] B mBenos3bI4HOM cpesie S Bce PaBHO €lle HEMHOXKKO
YyBCTBYI0 c€0si HEYBEpEHHO. [...] 37ech, Korma TOBOPST JIOAU IIO-
aHIIUICKY, OHM HEMHOXKO JOIMYCKAlOT OTKJIOHEHHE OT CTaHAapTHOTO
MOBEJICHUS [...] HE TaK CTPOro CyAsT. A B MIBEIOS3BIYHON CpPENE BCE-TaKU
€CTh HeKHe HOpPMbI oBezieHUs. VI Hy)KHO BOT Tak rOBOPUTH, a HE Tak. |[...]
A B pyCCKOS3bIYHOM s ONATh HAUYMHAIO ceOs IJIOXO YyBCTBOBAThH, IOTOMY

4TO 4 YK€ BUIKY, YTO €CTh JIFOAU, KOTOPLIC HY, JIYUIIC ITO-PYCCKHU T'OBOPAT.

In English-speaking contexts, where everyone speaks English, I feel
confident. [...] In Swedish-speaking contexts, 1 still feel a bit less confident.
[...] here, when people speak English, they allow a bit more deviation from
standard behavior. They don't judge as strictly. But in Swedish-speaking
contexts, there are behavioral norms — speak like this, not like that [...] In
Russian-speaking ones, I'm starting to feel uncomfortable too, because I
can see there are people who speak better Russian than I do (PS,
10:16-14:00).

4.3.4. Intersections between levels of selfhood

According to the theory, but also to the present findings, the three levels of selfhood are
inherently interconnected and often permeate one another. In practice, participants’ accounts
demonstrate that it is not always possible to draw a clear boundary between the cultural and
linguistic level. According to participants’ reports, cultural features are transmitted and
internalized through language, often via specific expressions encountered during language

acquisition, as stated in (31).
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(31) Ha mBenckom st craparoch 00IIaThCs BOT Kak IIBeAbl. JlocTaToyHO Tak
JoanpHO, MATKo. B Takom kimioue, na. Kak mBeabl camu oOmiarorcs.
JlomyctuMm, 31apacte, moXalmyiicTa, 10 CBUAaHHS, OyabTe J0OpHI U BCE
Takoe. [...] Ha PyCCKOM SI3bIKE Sl YK€ BBIPOC/Ia B TAKOM MOBEIUTEIHHOM
HaKJIOHEHWH, TO €CTh BCE TaM Kak OBl TOBOPST JaBai, crenai, ceifuac.
Huxakux noskamyiicta HUKTO HMKOIZIAa HE TOBOPWI, ITOKa pocia. [losTtomy,
7a. A B IIBEACKOM f3bIKe, KaKk Obl, KOrJa IIBEJCKWN HAuyuHAa, HY, S €ro
cibllana TMOCTOSHHO, TO €CTh OH B TaKOM KIIIOY€ BCErJla TOBOPHTCH,

MMO3TOMY 35TH CJIOBA U 3alIOMHUHAKOTCS.

In Swedish I try to communicate like Swedes. More tolerant, soft. In that
way, yes. Like Swedes talk themselves. Like “hello,” “please,” “goodbye,”
“would you be so kind,” and so on. [...] I grew up in Russian with this
imperative tone—like, people just say “come on,” “do it,” “now.” No one
ever said “please’ while I was growing up. So, yes. And in Swedish, when [
started hearing it all the time, it was always in that tone, so those words got
memorized. (P6, 11:17-12:12).

Adjustment to cultural norms occurs through the assimilation of acquired linguistic
patterns and accordingly linguistic norms on all the three language levels. As P3 reported, as in
(8) in Section 4.2.2, adjustment strategies aligned to languages lead to transformation of
adaptations into values and beliefs, as also highlighted in (32).
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(32) Co BpeMeHeM [...] IEHHOCTHBIE KaKUEe-TO U3MEHEHUH | ...]| YK€ BbEIUCH, TO
€CTh, HABEPHOE, UCIIOJIb30BaHUE S3bIKA U JKU3Hb B Cpefie MOBIHIIA HA MX
u3MeHeHus. Ho s He M3MeHI0 CBO€ MHEHHUE [...| OTOMY YTO s Mepeny Ha
pycckuii unu npueny B Poccuro. OHH yKe MPOU30IIUTH, T€ U3MEHEHUS, yiKe

BBCIINCH.

Over time [the] value-related changes [have] become ingrained, so
probably language use and living in the environment influenced those

changes. But I won’t change my opinion [...] just because I switch to

Russian or go to Russia. Those changes already happened, they've taken
root. (P3, 53:09 -53:50).

These changes occur through ongoing social interactions, shared affective experiences, and
social approval or disapproval. Such interactions may lead to personality changes either via self-
regulation to adapt to social norms or through emotional involvement, which enables the creation

of new affective memories in a different cultural and linguistic environment, as shown in (33).

(33) [...] MHe XOTeJIOCh XOOUTh B TeaTp M TaM BCE MOHUMATh. 1 MOMHIO
OTIIMYHO, KOTrJga s JIOHUIa JO TOro, 4To BCE, MHE yxke KoM(pOpTHO, 5
MOJTy4Yaro YIOBOJIBCTBUE, S Tyla WY, Uy, MOXET ObITh, C APYy3bsiMU. U s
ITOMHIO 3TOT MOMECHT II€PBBI, KOTJIa 5 MOHSIA TaM KaKOM-TO TPOraTeIbHbIH
MOMEHT B TIbeCce€ M mpocie3wrack. M mius MeHs 3To ObUI MOMEHT

SMOLIMOHAJIBHBIN, CYIIEp Ba)KHBIN.

[...] I wanted to go to the theatre and understand everything. I remember
very clearly when I got to the point where, that's it, I feel comfortable, 1
enjoy it, I go there, I go maybe with friends. And I remember that first
moment when I understood some touching moment in a play and I teared

up. And for me, that was an emotional moment, super important (P3, 21:25
-23:50).

Another example of the intersection between levels is humor. Several participants

emphasized the difficulty — if not the impossibility — of transferring their Russian sense of humor
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into Swedish, as illustrated in (34).

(34) Bot Hacuér sA3bIKOB, KCTATH, HO ATO €IIe HE TOJBKO S3BIKH, 3TO BCE PaBHO,
HE TTOHUMAIOT MO€ YYBCTBO IOMOpA, K COXAJICHUIO HU Ha KaKOM Si3bIKE, HU

Ha aHFHHﬁCKOM, TOXKEC HC ITIOHUMAIOT.

Speaking of languages, by the way—but it’s not only about language, they
still dont understand my sense of humor, unfortunately not in any
language, not in English either. (P5, 17:21 -17:59).

Humor emerges both as a personality-related disposition, reflecting one’s expressive style,
and as a culturally embedded practice shaped by shared norms, conventions, and collective
references. While participants often perceive humor as part of their stable self, its actual
expression relies heavily on cultural frameworks and linguistic resources, such as wordplay and
subtle linguistic cues, thus operating at the intersection of the different levels of the Semiotic

Hierarchy.

In addition, the blending of languages and cultures may contribute to a perceived sense of
being an outsider, arising from the difficulty of fulfilling the need for belonging and achieving a

sense of being at home, as expressed by P5 in (35).
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(35) [...] s uenoBek O6e3 moma, 6e3 poauHbl, 6e3 HU4Yero. C TaKMM KOJTUYECTBOM
SI3BIKOB, C TAKMM KOJMYECTBOM CTPaH, C TAKUM KOJTMYECTBOM IEPEE3/IOB, C
TAKHUM KOJIMYCCTBOM PA3HBIX BCAKHX MOMCHTOB HyBCTBYCIIb, YTO Thl HUT/IC
HE TMPHHAJICKHUIIb, TIOITOMY TaM Tbl TaKOW, TYyT Thl CAKOW. [...] TBI W
IBEJIOM HHKOrIa He Oylelib W BOCTOUHYI EBpomy 3 cebs HHKOrJa He

U3TOHUIIb. Thl BOT TAKOM KaKOW-TO, CTPAHHBIN.

[...] I am a person without a home, without a homeland, without anything.
With so many languages, so many countries, so many moves, SO many
different situations—you feel like you don’t belong anywhere. So you're like
this here, and like that there. [...] you'll never be Swedish, and you'll never

erase Eastern Europe from yourself. You're just this strange kind of person.
(P5, 27:21 -29:14).

4.3.5. Summary

Participants who reported changes in their personality nevertheless described their selves as
having a stable, unchanging core, underlying possibly distinct language-specific personalities. To
a considerable degree, these could be matched to the basic bodily self and to higher levels of
selfhood in the Semiotic Hierarchy. However, clear distinctions between the cultural and
linguistic levels were not always possible, given their close interconnections and the overlapping
influence of multiple languages and cultures, which suggest the emergence of a multi-layered
and complex personality. This “hybrid self” integrates multiple linguistic and cultural identities
in a flexible, context-dependent manner. While such hybridity can enhance self-expression and
adaptability, it may also generate a sense of only partial belonging, accompanied by feelings of

being an outsider in both cultural spheres.
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4.4. Factors of change (RQ3)

RQ3 Does the relationship between personality and language change over time, and if so due to
what kind of factors? More specifically: To what extent do perceived changes in personality

correlate with changes in linguistic or cultural factors in the new environment?

This section examines the factors in the new environment that participants identified as
contributing to perceived changes in personality. The accounts presented extend beyond
momentary, language-switching experiences of personality shifts, encompassing participants’

broader, long-term experiences of living in Sweden.

4.4.1. Language proficiency

Some participants indicated language as a factor of their changes. P1 and P4 reported
becoming more confident as their proficiency in Swedish increased, as in (36-37). For P1, as she
describes it in (36), improved competence translated into greater comfort in speaking, with
confidence arising from the ability to express thoughts freely, and to ensure successful
communication. In (37), P4 similarly associated increased proficiency with more appropriate and
contextually sensitive reactions in interpersonal exchanges, reducing the likelihood of

misunderstandings.

(36) Co BpeMeHEM Kak SI3BIK Pa3BHBAJICS, TOpa3no KOMGOpPTHEE CTAaHOBHJIOCH
TOBOPUTh HA WIBEACKOM, Ye€M, HampuMmep, Ha aHrIuickoM [...]. S ObI
CKaszasia, 4TO YBEPEHHOCTh, OOJBIIEC YBEPEHHOCTH TOSBHIOCH. YeMm
CBO6OI[H€C BbIpaKacCllb CBOU MBICIIN, TEM OOJIbIIIE THI YBCPECH B TOM, 4YTO
THI UX TI€peal MPABUIBHO U YTO TEOs MOHSIN MPABUIILHO, YTO COOOIICHUE

JOCTHIIIO.

Over time, as my Swedish developed, it definitely became much more
comfortable to speak in Swedish [...]. I'd say I feel more confident now.
The freer you are in expressing your thoughts, the more confident you are
that you’ve conveyed them properly and that you’ve been understood

correctly—that your message got through. (P1, 35:57-37:04).
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(37) Yem Oomblrie THI BIaJeeIlb, TEM OOJBIINE Thl IOHUMACIIb, TEM OOJBIIE THI
Oonee alxeKkBaTHO pearupyemb [...]. Bbulo naxke HemoHMMaHUE C

poautensMu My»ka. [1oToM 5 yxe MnoHsIa, 4To BOOOIe UMEIOCh B BULY.

The better you know it, the more you understand, the more appropriately
you react [...]. There was even misunderstanding with my husbands
parents. Later I understood what they actually meant. (P4, 43:52-45:15).

Similarly, P6 stated that over time she became more decisive in English, attributing this
shift to her increased language proficiency, which boosted her confidence. She explained that she

is able to be “tougher” and more authentically herself in English, as illustrated in (38).

(38) [...] BO3BMOXKHO, yXe celuac Ha aHTJIMHCKOM TOXE [s CTaHOBJIOCH| Ooiee
Takasi pemurTenbHas. [PaHbine]| cam s3bIK, Hy, HE TaK XOpOIIO 3HAJA,

HaBCPHOC.

[...] maybe now in English too [I become] more decisive. I probably didn t
know the language as well back then (P6, 16:11 -16:31).

Interestingly, P12 — who reported that once she used to feel like a different person in
Swedish and “wore a mask”™, as illustrated in (20) (see Section 4.2.4) — stated that this sensation

diminished as her Swedish vocabulary expanded, as expressed in (39).

(39) IloroM HECKONBKO TaKUX HEAETb NPOILIO, M BCE, M YXKE MOIUICA
mBenckuifi. Ho Bc€ paBHO, kak Obl Bce 3TO ObUIO CBSI3aHO C KaKUM-TO
¢dacanom mnonawamy. M3-3a Hemocrarka, S JAymalo, H3-3a HEIOCTATKa

BBIpa)KeHI/II\/'I, KOrJaa Tbl MOXKCIIIb KaK-TO cebs 06pHCOBaTB.

Then a few weeks passed, and that'’s it—Swedish started to flow. But still,
all of it was connected to some kind of facade at first. Because of the lack

of expression, I think—because you can't describe yourself well. (P12,
19:01 -21:36).
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These accounts align with research indicating that linguistic proficiency can influence self-
perceived personality expression (Pavlenko, 2006). As communicative competence grows,
speakers may experience an increase in assertiveness, self-assurance, and willingness to engage

in interactions, traits often interpreted as markers of confidence.

4.4.2. Social environment

Most of the participants reported changes in personality over time that they linked to
Swedish society, as in (40-42). These personality traits are often associated by participants with
culturally specific Swedish characteristics, describing Swedes as soft, calm, unobtrusive, and

prone to compromise.  This situates their experiences at the cultural level of the Semiotic
Hierarchy.

(40) ToBopsaT, YTO 5 CcTajla Kakas-TO Oojiee CIOKOiHAs, BO3MOXHO. bomee
ToJIepaHTHas, BO3MOXHO. Hy, He To, 4TO TosiepaHTHAas, HO IPOCTO YiKe
JTIONM KOTJa TOBOPAT Takue KOHTPOBEPCHANbHBIE BEIIM, TO S KaK-TO
IyTaCh.

They say I've become somehow calmer, maybe. More tolerant, perhaps.
Well, not tolerant exactly—but when people say controversial things, I kind
of get startled now. (P2, 34:49-35:58).

(41) Hy, ObIBaeT, TOBOPSIT, UTO BOT CIIOKOiHEe cTania. [...] To ecTh, HEKOTOpHIE
JPY3bsi CYUTAIOT, UTO S COBCEM CTajla CIIOKOWHAas. A HEKOTOpBIE TOBOPST,

HCT, MHC Ka>XCTCs, Thl TaKas KC BCCéJ'IaSI, TaKasd K€ SHCPruvHasid.

Well, sometimes they say I’'ve become calmer. [...] Some friends think ['ve
become completely calm. And others say, no, I think you 're just as cheerful,
just as energetic. (P6, 18:33-18:53).

(42) Bnusnue cpenpl, HaBepHoe. [loToMy 4YTO IIBENbl, OHM TaKHUE€ JOCTATOYHO

MSTKHE CaMU II0 ceoe.

Maybe it’s the influence of the environment. Because Swedes themselves
are quite soft. (P9, 16:11-16:36).
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These findings also align with the findings of Ramirez-Esparza et al. (2006), who reported
an increase in traits consistent with specific cultural norms in their participants, while their
relative trait rankings remained stable. In the participants’ accounts, personality changes were

99 ¢c

described primarily in terms of degree — “calmer,” “more tolerant” reflecting both continuity and

variation.

Some participants reported deliberately adopting Swedish cultural traits such as a tendency
to compromise, as expressed in (43-44). Such a deliberate adaptation aligns with previous
research on personality that states that traits may be malleable through self-regulated behaviour
(Jayawickreme & Zachry, 2020).

(43) [...] panblIe s MOIJIa OYEHB JOJTO BBISCHATH OTHOIICHHS, IIOTOMY YTO B
A3epOaiipkaHe 3To IPSIMO BOT S TIPaB, s MPaB, s IPaB, BOT 3TO BOT, BOT 3TO
s TOJDKHA U TaM M PYraThCsl U BBISICHATH OTHOIIEHUS WK 4YTO-TO. [1IBeant
KaK-TO 00JIee CIIOKOMHBIE B ATOM IUJIAHE, U MHE Ka)XXeTcs, i [...] Bce paBHO
MOTY BBIPYrarbCsi, HO Kak-TO OCHOBHOE BOT 3TO BOT MPOIYCKaTb MUMO, HE
yepe3 cels, a MUMO, 3TO s B3sja Ja, y ILIBEAOB, TO €CTh 3TO BO MHE

OCTaJIOCh.

[...] before, I could drag out a conflict for a long time, because in
Azerbaijan it’s like: “I'm right, I'm right, I'm right,” and you have to
argue, and fight, and resolve things. Swedes are calmer in that sense, and 1
think [...] I can still argue, but now I let the main part pass by—not
through me, but by me—and that I've taken from the Swedes. Thats
something that s stayed with me (P1, 35:57-37:04).
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(44) bonee HenpsMOM CTUIb KOMMYHHUKAIMH, IOTOMY YTO PYCCKHMM — 3TO OYEHb
OpsIMOW CTUIIb KOMMYHHUKalUU [...]. 3mech 3TO KynbTypa H30ekKaHUS
KOH(JIUKTA, 3TO KYJIbTypa KOHCEHCyCa, YTO CHadajla MEHsl O4eHb OeCcHIIo, a
Temnepb s OYEHb MHOTO M3 3TOr0 3aUMCTBYI0 B OOIIEHHU H

po¢eCCUOHATBHOM, U JTUYHOM.

A more indirect style of communication, because Russian is a very direct
style of communication [...]. Here it’s a culture of conflict avoidance, a
culture of consensus, which at first really irritated me, but now I’ve

adopted a lot of it in both professional and personal communication. (P3,

46:26-51:18).

In addition, the expansion of experience through an increasing range of contexts and
interlocutors within the same language may gradually blur the boundaries between language-
specific personalities, fostering a more integrated sense of self or “blended” personality, as
expressed in (45).

(45) [...] B mocneaHee BpeMsi ITO [pazNu4Me MEXAY JUYHOCTSIMH| MEHSETCS,
MOTOMY 4YTO § 3aBejia MHOIO HMHTEPHAUMOHAJIBHBIX JIpy3€i, KOTOpPHIE
pa3roBapuBarOT MO-MBEACKU. TO €CTh y MEHS BCE KAK-TO CMEIIMBAETCS, HO
BCE-TaKM PYCCKHI OCTA€TCA JOBOJBHO YETKHUM, MOTOMY 4YTO s Ha HEM
00111aI0Ch TOJBKO C OJJMHAKOBBIMU JIFOAbMH. MHE Ka)KeTCsl, YTO aHITIMHCKas

1 MBCACKAaA JTUWYHOCTHh CMCIIMUBAIOTCA.

[...] it [the difference between personalities] is changing lately, because
I've made many international friends who speak Swedish. So everything's
kind of blending, but Russian still remains pretty distinct, because I only
speak it with the same people. I feel like my English and Swedish
personalities are blending (P2, 32:02-32:37).
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4.4.3. Age-related changes

Some participants — for instance, P7 and P10 — suggested that perceived changes in their
personality may be attributed to age-related development more generally, as stated in (46-47).
This interpretation finds some support in research on personality stability and change across the
lifespan. For instance, data on the Big Five personality traits indicate that neuroticism tends to
increase during adolescence, decline throughout adulthood, and rise again in older age (Atherton,
Donnellan, & Robins, 2020).

(46) [...] HEBAXKHO, T/I€ THI XKUBEIIIb, KaK ObI THI 1O KM3HU MeHsembes. U 3To
MPAaBUIIbHO, IOTOMY YTO MHOTHE BEIIlH, KaK OBl HY’KHO ce0sl caMOMY BOCITUTBIBATh
U Kak ObI cTapaThCst N30aBIIATHCS OT CBOMX HEJOCTATKOB XapaKTepa U TaK Jaliee.

To ecTh 51 3TO HE CBSA3BIBAIO COBEPILIEHHO C MPEOBIBAHUEM B JIPYTOM CTpaHE.

[...] no matter where you live, you change over time. And thats right.
Because many things — you need to educate yourself, and try to get rid of
your character flaws, and so on. So I don't link it specifically to being in a
different country (P7, 27:13-27:38).

(47) [...] ecrecTBeHHO, Ha MeHs noBiusia l1IBenus, KOHEUHO, 51 CTal HAMHOTO
TepIrMee OTHOCHTHCS KO MHOTUM BemaM Hayumics Gomnbine ciaymars, TO
€CTh Ipornajia KaTerOPUIHOCTh Kakas-To TaM B CyXaeHusx. Ho 3To moxer
ObITh U Bo3pacT Toxke. [loaTOoMy, MOXkeT ObITh, 3TO U B bemnapycu 06110 Obl

TaK XKe€.

[...] of course Sweden has influenced me, naturally. I've become much
more tolerant about many things. I've learned to listen more, lost some of
that categorical edge in my judgments. But maybe thats just age too. So
maybe it would have been the same in Belarus (P10, 30:56-31:37).
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Furthermore, P8 acknowledged that these changes may also be influenced by interpersonal
relationships, suggesting that social context and emotional bonds may play a significant role
alongside developmental factors, as in (48).

(48) [...] 6pak — 3TO BOOOIIE TaKas O4YEHb, ITO padoTa TspKenas. To ecTh Tam
JIBa YEJIOBEKA JOJKHBI XOPOIIIO JAPYT Jpyra MOHUMATh U MIOCTOSTHHO HY)KHO
HAXOJIUTh KaKUE-TO KOMIIPOMHUCCHL. TO €CTh Thl MEHSEIIbCS, KOHEUHO, KaK
yenaoBeK [...] U 3T0, ¢ 9eM 3TO cBsA3aHO? DTO CBA3aHO CO IIBEICKOM
cpenoii? Mnu 310 cBsizaHo ¢ OpakoM? Wnum 3TO CBS3aHO C TBOUM

€CTECTBEHHBIM B3pocieHueM? HemoHaTHo.

[...] marriage is in itself, how to put it, a lot of work. Two people have to
really understand each other, and you constantly have to find compromises.
So, of course, you change as a person. [...] And is that because of Sweden?

Or because of marriage? Or just natural maturing? I don't know. (PS8,
35:51-38:27).

This example illustrates how diverse factors — cultural and linguistic environment, social
interaction, and age — intertwine, reflecting the intersections between levels of selthood (see
Section 4.3.4). Such blending highlights the dynamic, context-sensitive nature of bilingual
selthood, where experiences cannot be fully explained by a single level alone. Instead, they point
to an integrative process in which multiple dimensions of the self continuously interact and co-

constitute one another.

4.4.4. Summary

Regarding the extent to which participants perceived changes in personality as related to
linguistic and cultural factors in the new environment, responses varied and were sometimes
contrasting. Several participants associated increased confidence over time with improved
linguistic proficiency, which contributed to blurring the distinction between personalities. Others
reported becoming calmer, more tolerant, and more inclined to avoid conflict as a result of the

influence of the social environment, while some attributed these changes to age-related
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developments. Taken together, these accounts point to an integrative process in which multiple

dimensions of the self continuously interact and co-constitute one another.
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Chapter 5 Conclusions

In this thesis, with the help of concepts and methods from cognitive semiotics and
phenomenology, I have examined the relationship between language and personality, from a
conceptual point of view, and have empirically investigated the perceived differences reported by
Russian-Swedish bilingual individuals residing in Sweden. Adopting the methodological
principle of the conceptual-empirical loop, described in Chapters 1 and 2, the goal has been to

provide an integrated and veridical account of the phenomena under scrutiny.

In this chapter, I first summarize the findings by answering the three research questions, in
the elaborated forms that appear at the end of Chapter 3, and as they structure the presentation in
Chapter 4. Then I address some limitations of the study and suggest possible directions for
further research in Section 5.2. Finally, I return to the conceptual side of the conceptual-

empirical loop in Section 5.3, stressing the major theoretical value of the study.

5.1. Answering the research questions

The first research question (RQ1) aimed to investigate the extent of perceived personality
differences among Russian-Swedish bilingual speakers when using their first and second
languages. While most participants explicitly denied undergoing personality change, their
accounts revealed a rich spectrum of perceived differences related to their “selves” when

navigating between their first and second languages.

The analysis identified four central themes: (a) shifts in linguistic and prosodic patterns
that affected how the bilinguals expressed themselves; (b) engagement in distinct communicative
modes, which influenced how they could be experienced by others; (c) experiences of
personality-shifts, at least in certain contexts; and (d) the use of their second languages as
“masks”, covering up who they truly were. These themes illustrate the complexity of bilingual
experience, which cannot be reduced to a simple dichotomy of change versus stability. Notably,
themes (a), (b), and (d) were primarily characterized in the participants’ accounts as forms of
“conscious”, i.e. reflective adjustments, rather than as embodying two distinct personalities.
Across these four domains, the reported shifts were consistently aligned with Swedish linguistic,

prosodic, and culturally embedded personality patterns.
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Addressing the second research question (RQ2), participants who reported differences
described them in ways that align with the three levels of the version of the Semiotic Hierarchy
adopted in previous research (Pielli & Zlatev, 2020), and for present purposes. At a basic level,
participants anchored their sense of a stable core self, rooted in early experiences within a
Russian-speaking environment. At a general (not specifically linguistic) cultural level, they
described adopting adjustment strategies — such as toning down straightforwardness, softening
conflictual tendencies, or using a “mask” — that reflected sensitivity to Swedish norms of
interaction. At a specifically linguistic level, participants reported differences in prosody, lexical
and syntactical choice, as well as feelings of insecurity related to accent. Importantly, these
levels were not experienced in isolation but frequently intersected. Humor, for instance, emerged
as a personality disposition, a cultural practice, and linguistically mediated performance,
exemplifying the interwoven nature of the levels of meaning-making within the Semiotic

Hierarchy.

With regard to the third research question (RQ3), the findings suggest three main factors
guiding differences experienced by participants over time: (a) language proficiency; (b) social
environment; and (c) age-related changes. Several participants associated increased confidence
and reduced perception of difference with improved linguistic proficiency, which blurred
boundaries between language-specific personalities. Others emphasized the influence of long-
term immersion in Swedish society, describing themselves as calmer, more tolerant, and less
prone to conflict in ways they attributed to cultural adaptation. Still others linked such changes to
age and life stage, highlighting the importance of developmental factors. These different
explanations for personality changes point to the multifactorial and integrative nature of bilingual
selthood, in which linguistic, cultural, and personal dimensions continuously interact and co-

constitute one another.

5.2. Limitations of the study and further research

While the cognitive-semiotic and phenomenological method followed supports the validity of
these findings, several limitations of the present study should be acknowledged. First, the
participant group was relatively homogeneous in terms of educational background, with all
participants being highly educated, see Table 3. This may have influenced both their linguistic
awareness and their ability to reflect on subtle aspects of self-perception, which may not be
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typical of a more general population of Russian-Swedish bilinguals in Sweden, and even less to

bilinguals in general.

Second, the participants differed in their levels of linguistic proficiency in Swedish, which
complicates the interpretation of whether perceived differences reflect language-specific
influences or varying stages of second-language acquisition. Relatedly, the frequent description
of feeling “toned down” in Swedish may, as suggested by Pavlenko (2006), stem from the use of
a foreign language more generally rather than from Swedish cultural particularities per se. To
address this concern, future research could include comparative studies with bilinguals in
different host cultures, such as Italian, and in predominantly monolingual contexts, in order to
disentangle language-specific effects from more universal features of bilingualism and second-

language use.

5.3. Returning to the conceptual side of the loop

Despite the reservations made above, the study findings provide meaningful insights into the
conceptual questions from which it began: What is bilingualism? What is personality? How do
they interrelate? The methodological principle of the conceptual-empirical loop (Zlatev, 2015)
presupposes that research should not stop at the level of empirical description, but that the
empirical insights should feed back into the conceptual side, creating a spiral of increasing

refinement.
What is bilingualism?

The experiences of Russian-Swedish bilinguals revealed that bilingualism is not a mere
command of two or more languages, but rather a mode of being-in-the-world encompassing
communicative strategies, social and cultural interaction and embodied dispositions.
Bilingualism is a lived dynamic phenomenon: it is sedimented in past linguistic and cultural
experiences while at the same time open to spontaneity in generating new semiotic acts. This
perspective underscores the insufficiency of static or purely quantitative measures of
bilingualism to capture the full spectrum of what it means to live with two, or more, cultures and

languages.

What is personality?
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On the one hand, many participants anchored themselves in the idea of a stable, unchanging
“core self” rooted in their Russian-speaking upbringing. On the other hand, they reported
adopting new communicative styles, emotional responses, and interactional strategies aligned
with Swedish cultural and linguistic patterns. For this reason, and given the limitations of trait-
based psychology, as described in Section 2.4, the more comprehensive term selfhood was
adopted. The study supported a conception of selthood as layered and dynamic, encompassing
bodily, cultural, and linguistic levels, and characterized both by stability and malleability. The
findings suggest that even those bilinguals who explicitly denied experiencing personality
change nevertheless reported subtle shifts in prosody, communicative strategies, or cultural
alignment when speaking Swedish. In other words, the absence of reported difference does not
necessarily imply the absence of /ived difference. Rather, it reflects differences in how

individuals conceptualize and articulate their experiences of selthood.
How do bilingualism and selfhood interrelate?

The interrelation between bilingualism and personality cannot be reduced to a binary distinction
of change vs. stability. Rather, the empirical findings point to a process of continuous negotiation
across different levels of selthood, where linguistic, cultural, and bodily dimensions intersect in
complex ways. This interplay gives rise to “hybrid selves”, in which cultural involvement and
linguistic updating are not fully aligned. Such hybridity enriches the bilingual experience, yet it
also entails a sense of partial belonging and incomplete fit. In this light, the relationship between
bilingualism and selfhood appears co-constitutive: body, language, and culture continuously

shape and transform one another in the lived experience of bilingual individuals.
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Appendixes

Appendix A - Interview guide

Russian version

IIpuBeTcTBHE U 0J1aTOIAPHOCTH
- Cnacubo 3a coenacue npuHams yuacmue 8 uccieoo8aHuu.
Oo0mas napopmanus 00 uccjieJ0BaHUMN

HCHBIO HACTOAIICTO HUCCICAOBAHUSA SABJIACTCA U3YUCHUC, KaK JIFOAW BOCHPUHUMAIOT CG6$I, Korjga
HCIIOJIB3YIOT PAa3HbIC A3bIKH. ITocoOue I IIPOBCACHUST MHTCPBBIO TTOACJICHO Ha omoku A-E.
HOprI[OK OJIOKOB COXpaHACTCsA Ha HNPOTSAKCHUM BCCTO HHTCPBHIO, HO IIOPAAOK BOIIPOCOB B
KaXXJIOM M3 HHUX, 3a UCKIIFOYCHHEM O110Ka A, MOXET MCHATHCA, 0o HCKOTOPBIC BOIIPOCHI MOTYT
OITYCKAaTbCs, HAIPpUMEP, €CJIIN YHACTHUK MMPEAOCTABUII UCUHCPIIBIBAOITYO WUJIW IMMPOTHBOPEHAIILY IO
I/IH(I)OpMaLII/IIO B OAHOM U3 NPCAbIAYIIUX OJIOKOB.

- Al npoeodicy uccnedosanue, nocesaujeHnoe momy, Kak ar00u 60CNPUHUMAIOM U ONUCLIBAIom cebsl,
YYECMBYIOM N OHU Cebsl MAKUMU Jice Uiy OpyeUMU, K020a 2080psAm HA paA3HbIX A3bIKax. A 3a0am
8aM 60NPOCHL O 6auULeM ONblmMe, MbICIIAX, OMHOWEHUU U CUMYAYUSX, 6 KOMOPbIX 6bl UCNONb3Yeme
pasHvie A3bIKU 8 N0BCEOHe8HOM obuxode. Ecau evl nouyecmeyeme cebsi nekomghopmmuo, omeeuas
Ha MOm Uiu UHOU 8ONpoC, Oaiime, NONUCANYUCMA, MHE 3HAMb, U Mbl nepetioem K Creoyrouemy
gonpocy. Humepsvio satimem okono 45-60 munym u 6ydem 3anucano Ha ayouo-HOCUmev,
Umo0ObL ynpocmums €20 noc1e0yVIouull aHaus.

Honnmucanue popmbl coriiacus

- Ilpesicoe uem muvl HauHem, 03HAKOMbIECH, NOJXCALYcma, u noonuwume gopmy coenacus. Ecau
nO KAKoU-1ub0 npuyuHe, 8bl NOYYECMEYyeme, Ymo Xomume OCMAHOSUMb UHMEPELIO U 8bIIMU U3
yuacmus 6 UCCle008anuu, 8bl Modceme coelamv dmo 8 abdot momenm. Eciu umo-nu6yow
Henouamuo, s 0y0y paoa pazvicHumv, IUOO s 20M08A OMEEMUMb HA J1H00Oble B80NPOCH
OMHOCUMENbHO UCCLe008AHUSA 8 KOHIYe.

Yacrte A: pakTHueckass HHPOpMaLUA

Ilpumep: J{na nauana paspewiume mHe cobpamsv HeKOmopwvie OaHHble O 8acC, PACCKAdICUMe
HemHOo20 o cebe. OmKyoa vl pooom? 10e vl poounucs u evlpocau?

*  Orkyna BbI? Ha kakux si3pIKax TOBOPSIT/TOBOPWIIN B Ballieil ceMbe?

e CKOJBKO BaM JieT?
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+ Kakoe y Bac o6pazoBanue?
* Yewm BBl 3aHMMaeTECH?

* Kak ngaBHo BbI j)xuBeTe B cTpane Lx?

Yacrts B: nepBas BcTpeya u OMJIMHIBU3M:

1.
2.

Ha kxakux s13pIKax Bbl TOBOPUTE M KaK XOPOLIO BbI BJIaI€€TE KaXkIbIM U3 ITUX SI3bIKOB?
Korna u xak Bbl U3y4aJli HHOCTPAHHBIE SI3bIKU?

C KakMMHM 4yBCTBaMH ObUIO CBSI3aHO Ul Bac M3y4€HHUE ATHUX SA3bIKOB? BbUI0 JIM n3yueHue
SI3BIKOB HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO MIIN YIOBOJIbCTBUEM? Kak BBl OTHOCHTECH K 3THM fA3bIKaM ceivac?

Haeooawuii eonpoc:

*  Ecnu vl Hauanu u3yuams A3biK NOcje nepeesod 8 CMpamy:

*  Kaxk 6vl yyscmeosanu ceds, koeoa crvluanu, Kak aoou 6oKpye 206opam Ha Lx?

*  Kax evl yyscmeyeme cebs cetivac?
YyBcTByeTe Jiu Bbl ce0si CBOOOIHO U €CTECTBEHHO, Kornia roBopute Ha Lx/Ha apyrux si3pikax?
Tak sxe i1 BaM JIeTKO BBIPa3UTh ceOs Ha Lx, kak Ha pycckom?

Ectp mu Yy BaC OIYIICHUE, YTO BJIAJCHUC HCCKOJBbKHMHU SA3bIKAMH JACT BaM IPECUMYIICCTBO
uau yeM-To memaer? [ToMoraer a1 oHO BaM COIHKATHCS C JIIOIILMI/I?

Yactp C: KOHTEKCTbI AJISA Pa3sHbIX AA3BIKOB

1.

Korna BbI rcnonib3yeTe CBOM POMHOM SA3BIK M KOTZA BTOPOM WIIM TPETUU SI3BIKA B TEUCHUE
o0bruHOoro0 MHA? C KeM BbI OOBIYHO HA HUX TOBOPHUTE?

Haeooawuii éonpoc:

* Obwaemecy U 6bl yawje ¢ JMOObMU, 2080OPAUWUMU HA OOHOM S3blKe UIU HA
HeCcKoNIbKUx?

» C kem 6b1 uyscmeyeme cebs komgpopmuee?

Kaxk BB mymaere, Kak JIIOAM BOCIPUHHMAIOT BacC, KOTJa BBl TOBOPUTE C HUMH Ha PyCCKOM?
Onu korga-HUOYAb TOBOPHIIU 00 3TOM?

Kaxk BbI mymaeTte, Kak JIIOAM BOCIPUHUMAIOT BAac, KOTAA BB TOBOPUTE C HUMH Ha IIBEICKOM?
Onu korga-HUOYAb TOBOPHIU 00 3TOM?

[IpeanouynTaeTe i BBl UCIIOJIB30BATh KAKOW-THOO S3BIK B OTIPEICTICHHOM CUTyaI[uu?

Haeooawuii éonpoc:
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* Ha xaxom s3viKe 8bl 06u;aeme0b C KoJjiiecamu, 0py3b;mu, c cemvell?

* Ha xaxom si3vlKe bl npednouumaeme 4umanms, CMOMpPenms GuibMvl, 00Wamvbcs 6
coycemsx?

5. Ectp 1m y Bac 0c000€ 4yBCTBO, YTO B OIPEACICHHOM KOHTEKCTE IMOAXOAUT MMEHHO 3TOT
SI3BIK?

Haeooawuii eonpoc:

* Ha xaxom s3viKe 6bl Obl NPeOnouiu 2080pums 6 pomanmuyeckou cumyayuu? Kozoa
3numecs?

* Taxoe oice U IMOYUOHATIbHOE OelicmEue OKA3bl8aroOm HA 8AC CNOBA U GbIPAICEHUS
Ha Lx, xak Ha pycckom (Kpenkue 8blpaxgceHus, evlpaxcenus noosu, “oemckue’
C106A, YMEHbUUUMENbHO-IACKAMENbHbEe POPpMb, OWUOKU, aKyenm)?

Yacts D: s13bIKk 1 Bocnipusitue cedst

1. HaxomuTe 7 BBI, 4TO Ballla MaHEepa TOBOPUTH/CTUIIL OOIIEHUS MEHSETCS MPHU MEepPexoe Ha
npyroi s3eik? Ecnu f1a, To Kak?

Haeooawuii eonpoc:

* Kakoé éawi KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIN CIMULb, KO20d bl 0bujaemecs ¢ Opy2umu a00bMu
Ha pycckom/Lx?

* Bul 0bwaemeco CHOHMAHHO UlU pazoymvleaeme, npexicoe 4em Yymo-mo CKazamov?
MHoeo nu vl dcecmukyiupyeme Ha KarCcoom s3vlke?

2. Ectp nmm kakag-to oco0asi yepTa, NPUCYIIas BaM, KOIJa Bbl TOBOPUTE HAa PYCCKOM, H
IBITAJIMCH JIA Bbl KOrJa-1100 nepeHectu ee Ha Lx u Hao0bopot?

Haeooawuii éonpoc:

* NLIMANUCH U b1 NEPEHECMU HA OPY2Oll A3bIK KAKVIO-MO 4epnty, KOmopas noMo2ia
Obl cobeceOHUKy Jyduie HNOHAMbL 64C UMY Baule OMHOUleHUe K yemy-iuoo?
(Hanpumep, cnene, omop, ciosoobpazosanue, ynompeonenue no2o80pox)

3. Yacro 11 BBI HCIIOJIB3yeTE OOOPOTHI MIIM BBIPAKEHHSI U3 OJTHOTO s3bIKa B pyrom? M3 kakoro
s3bIKa OHM Yallle MPUXOASIT? DTO MPOUCXOAMWT CIOHTAHHO Wiu 00aymaHHO? Kak BBl mpu
9TOM cebst ayBcTByeTe?

4. SBnsercsa nu Lx Oonee/MeHee WM TaKUM k€ SMOLMOHAJIBHBIM UM TOYHBIM JIJIs1 BBIPAKEHUS
MBICIIEH, KaK PyCCKUI?

Yacts E: nepexiioueHne B BOCHPUATHH cedst
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UyBcTBYyeTe Jin BB ce0sl KaK-TO WHAUe, KOTJ[a TOBOPHUTE HA PAa3HBIX S3bIKAX?

Haeooawuii eonpoc:

* [Ipoucxooum au smo wacmo? Hnoeoa?

* [Ipoucxoouno nu smo panvuie?

* Moowceme i 861 Onucamy, 8 KAKUX CUMYAYUAX MO NPOUCXOOUNO?
M3MeHMIIOCH JIM 3TO ONIYIIEHUE WJIM €r0 YacTOoTa B TEYEHHUE Ballleil )KM3HU B cTpane Lx?
Haxonute v BBI, 4TO OoOmienue Ha Lx w/wnm xu3Hb B cTpane Lx Bac namenmmm?

- Ecam ma, To xak? Kak BBEI OTHOCHTECHh K ITHUM H3MEHEHUSIM? BimsaioT am oHHM Ha Bale
omryiieHue ceos?

- Eciin HET, TO YYBCTBYCTC JIU BbI, UTO BbI TOT K€ YCJIOBCK, KaK 10 OIIbITA B Lx?

EcTp 511 y Bac 4yBCTBO, 4TO OIHA 4aCTh BAC 10 KAKOM-TO MPUYMHE BAXKHEE, 4YEM Jpyras Uiu
YyBCTBOBAJIM JIM BbI TaK ceds paHblie?

EcTp 11 y Bac nHOTAA OUTYyIIEHHUE, YTO OJIHA YaCTh BaC JOMUHUPYET HAJ APYTroi?
- Eciia na, To B KaKuX CUTyauusax?

- Ecin HET, TO YYBCTBYECTEC JIN BbI CCGSI CAUHBIM, BHC 3aBUCUMOCTH OT TOI'O, Ha KAKOM S3BbIKC
ropopure?

Haxoznstcs nu Bamm s3bIKM U OLIYIIEHUS ce0s KaKk 4yacTH pycckoil u Lx KynbTyp B Ganance
MEXIy co00i?

Yacrts F: pycckne 0003HaueHHsI BHYyTPeHHE 4acTH ceds

1.

He mornu 6]:1 BbI O6’b$ICHI/ITb, 4TO IOoApa3yMeBaCTC I10J CJIOBAMH, KOTOPBIC HMCIIOJIB30BaIN
panb1ie?

UeM OHHU Pa3TUYAIOTCS MEXKAY COOO0I?

Kaxk onu cBs3anbl ¢ S36IKOM?

3akiIr04YUTeIbHBINA BONIPOC

* EcTb 111 9TO-TO eirie, 4To BBl X0TeNH Obl 100aBUTH? UTO-HUOYIH, YTO 51 HE 3aTpOHYIa?
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English version

Greeting and Acknowledgment

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.

General Information about the Study

The aim of this study is to explore how people experience themselves when using different
languages. The interview guide is divided into sections A—F. The order of the sections remains
the same throughout the interview, but the order of questions within each section (except for
Section A) may be reordered or omitted—for example, if the participant has already provided
comprehensive information in a previous section.

I am conducting research on how people perceive and describe themselves, and whether they feel
the same or different when speaking different languages. I will ask you questions about your
experiences, thoughts, attitudes, and situations in which you use different languages in everyday
life. If you feel uncomfortable answering a particular question, please let me know, and we will
move on to the next one. The interview will last approximately 45—60 minutes and will be audio-
recorded to facilitate subsequent analysis.

Consent Form Signing

Before we begin, please review and sign the consent form. If, for any reason, you decide to stop
the interview and withdraw from the study, you may do so at any time. If something is unclear, I
would be happy to explain, else I can answer any questions you may have regarding the study at
the end.

Part A: Factual Information

Example: To begin, let me gather some basic information about you. Could you tell me a bit
about yourself? Where were you born and raised?

*  Where are you from? What languages are/were spoken in your family?
* How old are you?

*  What is your educational background?

*  What do you do for a living?

* How long have you been living in Lx country?

Part B: First Encounter and Bilingualism
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1. What languages do you speak, and how well do you speak each of them?
2. When and how did you learn languages you speak?

3. How did you feel about studying languages? Was language learning something you had to do
or was it a pleasure for you? How do you feel about these languages now?

Prompt:
* Ifyou started learning the language after arriving in the Lx country:
*  How did you feel hearing people around you speaking Lx?
*  How do you feel about it now?
4. Do you feel comfortable and natural when speaking Lx/other languages?
5. [Isitjust as easy for you to express yourself in Lx as in Russian?

6. Do you feel that knowing multiple languages gives you an advantage or creates difficulties?
Does it help you feel more connected to people?

Part C: Contexts for Different Languages

1. When do you use your Russian, and when do you use your second or third languages in a
typical day? Who do you usually speak them with?

Prompt:

* Do you tend to communicate more often with people who speak one language or
multiple languages?

*  With whom do you feel more comfortable?

2. How do you think people perceive you when you speak Russian? Have they ever commented
on you?

3. How do you think people perceive you when you speak Lx? Have they ever commented on
you?

4. Do you prefer using a particular language in some situations?
Prompt:

*  What language do you speak with your colleagues? With your friends? With your
family?

* In which language do you prefer to read, watch movies, or interact on social media?
5. Do you feel that a specific language fits a particular context better?

Prompt:
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*  In which language would you prefer to speak in a romantic situation? When you're
angry?

* Do words and expressions in Lx have the same emotional impact on you as they do in
Russian (e.g., strong language, expressions of love, "childish" words, diminutives,
mistakes, accents)?

Part D: Language and Self-perception

1. Do you find that your speaking style/communication style changes when you switch
languages? If so, how?

Prompt:
*  What is your communication style when speaking Russian/Lx?

* Do you speak spontaneously, or do you think before you say something? Do you
gesture a lot in each language?

2. s there a particular trait that is characteristic of you when you speak Russian? Have you ever
tried to transfer it to Lx and vice versa?

Prompt:

*  Have you tried bringing a particular characteristic into another language to help your
conversation partner better understand you or your attitude towards something? (e.g.,
slang, humour, word formation, use of proverbs)

3. Do you often use words or phrases from one language while speaking another? Which
language do these expressions come from most often? Does this happen spontaneously or
deliberately? How do you feel about it?

4. Is Lx more, less, or just as emotional and precise as Russian for expressing your thoughts?

Part E: Shifts to Self-perception
1. Do you feel differently when speaking different languages?
Prompt:
*  Does this happen often? Occasionally?
* Has it happened in the past?
*  Can you describe situations in which this has occurred?
2. Has this feeling or its frequency changed over time while living in Lx?

3. Do you find that speaking Lx and/or living in Lx has changed you?
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- Ifyes: How? How do you feel about these changes? Do they affect your self-perception?
- Ifno: Do you feel like the same person as before your experience in Lx?

4. Do you feel that one part of you is more important than another, or have you ever felt this
way in the past?

5. Do you ever feel that one part of you dominates the other?
- Ifyes: In what situations does this occur?
- If no: Do you feel you are who you are, regardless of which language you are speaking?

6. Are your languages and your sense of belonging to Russian and Lx cultures balanced?

Part F: Specific Russian Terms for the “Inner”
1. Could you explain what you meant by terms that you used before?
2. How are they different?

3. How are they related to language?

Final Question

* Is there anything else you would like to add? Anything I haven’t covered?
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Appendix B - Participant recruitment

( é PycckoroBopsawue B LLiBeuun/Rysktalande i Sverige
5 StregaDelVento-3g-§

YBaXkaeMble "CO0BLHUKN",

MpoLy Ballen MOMOLLUN N HagerCb, YTO Moe 0ObsIBNEeHNE He
NPOTMBOPEYMT NpaBmIaM coobLLecTBa.

B pamkax Moei BbINMyCKHOM MarncTepckKon aMnaoMHoun paboTbl No
NIMHIBUCTUKE B JIYHOCKOM YHMBEPCUTETE 9 ULLY YYaCTHUKOB,
KOTopble XxoTenn 6bl paccka3aTb O CBOEM OnbITe NOBCEQHEBHOI0
NCNoNb30BaHMA OBYX 1 B6onee 93blkOB N O TOM, KaK BIMSeT
BMageHune pasHbiMn 93blkaMu Ha UX BocnpuaTme cebs.

Ycnosus yyacTtus:

- Bam 18 net nnu crapuwe;

- Balwumm pogHbIM 93bIKOM SIBNSIETCA PYCCKUNM;

- Bbl xuBete B LLBeuun 7 net nnmn 6onee (4em 6onblue, TeM nyyile)
1 cBOOOAHO BNafgeeTe WBeaCKUM 93bIKOM;

- Bbl xuBete B JlyHAae, ManbMeé unm 6nmxaniunx oKpecTHOCTSIX.
NHTepBbO NPOAOIKUTENBHOCTbIO 0KO10 45-60 MUHYT GyaeT
npoxoauTb B JTyHOCKOM YHMBEPCUTETE UNK B ApYron yaobHon ons
BaC TUXOWM NokKaumun. Balle y4actme ocTaHeTcs aHOHUMHbIM.

B kauecTBe 6narogapHoOCTM 3a y4acTue Bbl NONyYnTe GUneT B CeTb
Filmstaden.

Ecnn Bac 3anHTepecoBano npeasioxXeHne unm Bbl Xotenu ool
y3HaTb 60/bLUE, CBAXUTECH CO MHOM MO 3NEKTPOHHOM No4Te
natalia.basalaeva@gmail.com

3apaHee cnacnbo 3a BO3MOXHbIN MHTEPEC, COBET U/ PENOCT.
HaTanbs

02 Commenti: 3

Eb Mi piace Q Commenta @ Invia ﬁ{> Condividi
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English version

Dear community members,

I kindly ask for your help and hope that my announcement does not violate the rules of the
group.

As part of my master’s thesis in linguistics at Lund University, I am looking for participants who
would like to share their experiences of using two or more languages in everyday life and how
speaking different languages affects their self-perception.

Participation requirements:
- You are 18 years or older;
- Your native language is Russian;

- You have lived in Sweden for 7 years or more (the longer, the better) and speak Swedish

fluently;
- You live in Lund, Malmd, or the surrounding areas.

The interview will last about 45-60 minutes and will take place at Lund University or another

quiet location convenient for you. Your participation will remain anonymous.
As a token of gratitude for your time, you will receive a ticket to the Filmstaden cinema chain.

If you are interested in participating or would like to learn more, please contact me by email:

natalia.basalaeva@gmail.com.

Thank you in advance for your possible interest, advice, or repost.
Natalia
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Appendix C - Consent form

Russian version

1.

Jmna.

Jlara, mecro:

Sprak- och litteraturcentrum (SOL)
Finngatan 1
223 62 Jlyngn, llIBenus

ITucsMeHHOe coriacue

IpeanocblIkn B
neib

Hccnenoanne

XpaHeHHe H
obpaboTka
JaHHBIX

Jlo6poBoabHOE
y4yacTue 1
BO3HArpax/ieHne

OTBeTCTBeHHbIE
JMna

LUNDS

UNIVERSITET

HndopmupoBaHHOE COITacHE Ha yJacTHE B HCCIEIOBAHHH BOCIIPHATHS ceOs Cpey GHIMHIBOB

HccnenoBanue SBISETCS 4YacTbI0O MAarkMCTEpPCKOM AMCCEPTALHH IO
KOTHHTHBHOH CEMHOTHKe Ha (aKkylsTeTe TyMaHWTapHBIX HayK H
Teonoruy JIYH/ICKOTO YHHBEPCHTETA TO]1 HAYYHBIM PYKOBOJICTBOM Ipod.
Hopnana 3nareBa u Anexcanapsl Mypatuny. Ero nenb — u3y4uTs, Kak
OGUINHTBBI BOCIIPHHHMAIOT ce0sl, TOBOPS Ha Pa3HBIX A3BIKAX.

C oroif menbo OymeT NPOBEJEHO HHTEPBBIO, B XOJE KOTOPOTO BEI
TIOIETINTECh CBOMM OIBITOM, MBICIISMH, OTHOLICHHEM M CHTYalUSIMH B
KOTOPBIX BBl HCIIOJIb3YeTe Pa3HbIE S3BIKH B MOBCEJHEBHOM JKHU3HH. MBI
He coOMpaeM HHKaKyl0 HH(OPMAIHMIO, KaCAIONYIOCH IIOMHTHYECKHX
B3IUIJIOB, PEMIHO3HBIX YOEXKIEHHi, CeKCyalbHOH OpPHEHTALMH HIIH
JIPYTHX YyBCTBHTEIBHBIX TEM.

HWHuTepBbio Oyaer 3amucaHoO Ha ayAHO-HOCHTENb M pacimmpoBaHO It
TIOCTIEAYIOIIETO aHaIN3a, IUTHPOBAHHUE OTIACIBHBIX quameH'mB MOXET
OBITh BKJIIOYEHO B JHUIUIOMHYIO paboTy. Ayamo-MarepHanbl He OymayT
TIEpeNaBaTeCs TPETHUM JIMIAM H 6yI(yT XPaHHTBHCA Ha BHEIIIHEM KECTKOM
JAHCKE HE NOAKIIOYCHHOM K HHTEPHETY.

Bce JIaHHBIC Gyny'l' QHOHMMH3HPOBAHIBI B OTYETE UIA obecnieyeHus
Ballei KOHYHACHIMAIBHOCTH.

Vuactie sBISETCS JOOPOBONBHBIM, M BBl HMeeTe NPABO MPEKPATHUTh
yuyactHe 6e3 OObBSACHEHMS NPHUYMH. B KauecTBe BO3HArPaKIEHHA 3a
ydacTre Bl noy4ute 6uirer B kusotearp Filmstaden (wim nmoxapodHsrit
omnaifH ceprudukar Ha 10€ mis Tex, kTo He mpoxuBaer B llIBermm).
Kpome ToOro, mocie 3aBepIICeHHs MCCIEJOBaHHA y Bac OyaeT
BO3MOXHOCTh O3HAKOMHTBCS C ()MHAIBHOW BEPCHEil JUCCEpPTAalyU Ha

caifre: https://www.sol.lu.se/en/semiotik/student-papers/.

Maructpant: Haranes bacanaesa
Whatsapp: +39 340 093 6814, email: natalia.basalaeva@gmail.com

Hay4Hsle pykoBoauTenH:
Jordan Zlatev, email: jordan.zlatev@ling.lu.se
Alexandra Mouratidou, email: alexandra.mouratidou@semiotik.lu.se

51 HOATBEPK/IAI0 CBOEH MONMKCHIO, 4TO O3HAKOMIUICA(-1ach) ¢ HHpOpMALHEl 06 HCCIIENOBaHUH U
JIa10 CBOE COIIaCHE Ha yJacTHe.
dopma corIacksi COCTaBIEHa B IBYX 3K3eMIUIApax: OJWH JUIS MEHs, JPYroi Ui OTBETCTBEHHOTO

Toanuck/pacimdpoBka MOAIUCH:
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English version

Sprik- och litteraturcentrum (SOL)
Finngatan 1

223 62 Lund, Sverige

Consent form

LUNDS

UNIVERSITET

Informed consent to participate in a study on personality in bilingualism

1.

Background and
purpose

The study

Handling and
storing the data

Voluntary
participation and
compensation

Responsible
persons

The study is a part of a master’s thesis in cognitive semiotics at faculties
of Humanities and Theology, at Lund University, supervised by Prof.
Jordan Zlatev and Alexandra Mouratidou. The purpose is to explore how
bilingual speakers experience themselves when they use different
languages.

For this reason, you will be interviewed about your experiences,
thoughts, attitudes, and contexts in which you use your respective
languages in day-to-day life. No information related to political
opinions, religious beliefs, sexual orientation, or any other sensitive
topics will be collected.

The interview will be audio-recorded and transcribed for further
analysis, and excerpts may be included as quotes in the thesis. The audio
material will not be shared with third parties but will be kept on an
external hard drive not connected to the internet. All data will be
anonymized in the report to guarantee your privacy.

Participation is voluntary, and you have the right to cease participation
without needing to provide a reason. As compensation for your
participation, you will receive a cinema voucher for Filmstaden (or 10 €
online gift voucher for those not residing in Sweden). Additionally, upon
completion of the study, you can access the final thesis on https:/
www.sol.lu.se/en/semiotik/student-papers/.

Researcher: Natalia Basalaeva
Whatsapp: +39 340 093 6814, email: natalia.basalacva@gmail.com

Supervisors:
Jordan Zlatev, email: jordan.zlatev@ling.lu.se

Alexandra Mouratidou, email: alexandra.mouratidou@semiotik.lu.se

I confirm by my signature that I have read the information about the study and that I consent to

participate.

The form is made in two copies, one for me, and one for the responsible person.

Date, Place:

Signature/clarification of signature:
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