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Abstract 
Due to increased transnational migration and globalisation, English has come to have a high 

status in Sweden, and is used in daily communication. The purpose of this research is to 

investigate how immigrants with English as their first language, negotiate their identity in 

Sweden, how they construct the need to (not) speak Swedish, and, finally, how their linguistic 

trajectories inform us about their linguistic ideologies and reported practices. Identity, 

constantly performed on the border between the self and the other, is greatly dependent on the 

language. Recent research in the field has focused mainly on immigrants moving to English 

speaking countries, while migrants with English as their first language have been somewhat 

neglected. This study investigates identity negotiation based on linguistic repertoire, 

Spracherleben, and linguistic ideologies, based on data collected through interviews. The 

results indicate that the fact that all informants prefer to, and mostly do use English, has a 

meaning beyond the language. It is namely in the language choice itself that the participants 

negotiate and demonstrate their identity. Language, therefore, is not the main issue the 

informants find problematic. Instead, it is the sense of alienation and the inability to convey 

their message in the way they feel would best represent who they are.  
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1. Introduction 

 
"If you talk to a man in a language he understands, that goes to his head. If you talk 
to him in his language, that goes to his heart." 

- Nelson Mandela 

 

Worldwide migration and globalisation of the twenty-first century is believed to be 

unprecedented. As a consequence of more people than ever moving to new countries for a 

variety of reasons, the cultural and linguistic ecology of the world is constantly changing and 

evolving. Sweden is no exception. Linguistic globalisation and the increasing presence of 

English in Sweden, gradually blurred the lines between what is considered a global and a 

local language (Pennycook, 2007). English has become, through a process of transculturation, 

locally situated in Sweden (Hult, 2012), where it inevitably needs to be interpreted as a local 

entity. In the multilingual environment of Sweden, where linguistic codes co-exist, the 

intrinsic relationship between languages and identities plays a significant role in the society.  

 Identity negotiation in a multilingual environment has been studied extensively in 

recent years (Blommaert, 2005; Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Wei, 2011; Norton, 2013; Pavlenko 

& Blackledge, 2004). Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) focus on the negotiation of identities 

by non-native English speakers in the United States of America, Great Britain and France. 

The authors demonstrate that in these countries, “some identity options are more valued than 

others” (p. 3), resulting in people using, or entirely rejecting a particular language, in the 

battle with the hopes to assert their right to a specific identity. Similarly, Wei (2011) conducts 

a study based in the United Kingdom, and Norton (2013) includes examples of people 

moving, for different reasons, to Australia, Canada and the United States. These studies 

however, although relevant for understanding prior research and identity negotiation in a 

multilingual environment, do not address the unique linguistic ecology in Sweden (more on 

this in 3.1.). Moreover, they also do not shed any light on identity negotiation of native 

English speakers in a country with a main language which is not English.  

 There is, as shown, ample evidence on the extensive influence that a multilingual 

environment has on an individual living outside their country of origin, not least in terms of 

their identity negotiation. Similarly, there are several studies on the position of English 

language in Sweden (e.g. Oakes, 2001; Milani, 2007; Milani, 2008; Hult, 2012). Less 

research, however, has been done on migrants’ identity negotiation and their choice of 
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language. In fact, corresponding prior research in Sweden investigates only recently arrived 

migrants who do not have English as a first language (Henry, 2014). Furthermore, barely any 

attention at all has been paid to adults with English as their first language (henceforth L1) 

who, willingly, migrated to Sweden. A study worth mentioning is Boyd’s (1998) investigation 

of North American families in the Nordic region, where she concludes that the informants 

“enjoy a certain amount of choice in the degree to which they become bilingual” (p. 48), 

while still predominantly using the main language of their new residence. The choice these 

immigrants have may be due to English, their mother tongue, being a world language which 

has a high status in Sweden. Although Boyd’s (1998) research is relevant for the current 

study, more recent examinations of similar subjects are scarce. 

 

1.1. Aims and Research Questions 

The aim of this paper is to approach the concept of identity negotiation from the perspective 

of linguistic repertoire, language ideologies and lived experience of language, with the focus 

on the ways that adult migrants in Sweden, with English as their first language negotiate their 

identity through their language choice. Throughout, attention shall be paid to the subjects’ 

own perception of the self and their agency in everyday discourses. In conducting this 

research, semi-structured interviews will be used to answer the following research questions: 

 

1. How do L1 English speakers negotiate their identity and sense of belonging in 

Sweden? 

2. What perceptions of their sociolinguistic reality do they have? How do they construct 

the need to (not) speak Swedish? 

 
2. Literature Review 

2.1. The sociolinguistics of globalisation – current linguistic ecology in 
Sweden 

In the words of Jan Blommaert (2010), “sociolinguistically, the world has not become a 

village” (p. 1). Nevertheless, the claim that English has spread on a global scale is neither 

controversial, nor an understatement. Due to increased international mobility, English has 

come to have an important status in Sweden, and as such, it has been investigated as a 

language locally situated in the Swedish sociocultural sphere (Zachrison, 2014). English has, 

according to the Swedish Ministry of Culture (SOU 2002:27) come to dominate certain 
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discursive domains in Sweden, mostly science, research and scientific publications. English is 

not, however, only the chosen language for dialogue in the academic circles; it is also one of 

the seven major languages spoken in Sweden (Hult, 2012), although it is not a national 

minority language (SOU 2008:26). Josephson (as cited in Hult, 2012, p. 242) provides a 

description of Sweden’s linguistic ecology with a hierarchy of languages used in the country 

(Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1: The hierarchy of languages spoken in Sweden.  

 

It is thus clear that the linguistic practices in Sweden are diverse. In this environment where 

different languages and corresponding ideologies meet, migrants, who do not share the 

knowledge and understanding of the majority, are often linguistically dislocated (Busch, 

2015). Milani (2008) proposes that the linguistic debate in Sweden is not about language as 

such; rather, it is an ideological struggle about “conceptualizations of language practices” 

(Milani, 2008, p. 183). This ideological struggle manifested in a multilingual society is a 

consequence of transculturation (Zamel, 1997), where different cultures meet and consolidate. 

The sociolinguistics of globalisation needs to address language in the context of its use, where 

a language once deemed global, has assumed a very intimate and local position. This is in 

particular the case of English in Sweden. The former is present in a myriad of Swedish social 

settings, from business and education, to culture and tourism (Bolton & Meierkord, 2013). 

English is a part of modern Swedish life and it has, in a way, become the country’s second 

language.  

 It is for these reasons that it is worth exploring the linguistic choice by immigrants 

who have English as their first language. The fact that English holds a strong position in 
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Sweden is undisputable. However, according to recent research (Hult, 2012; Henry, 2015), 

Swedish, not English, is still the preferred language of immigrants in the majority of domains.  

 

2.2. Linguistic repertoire and Spracherleben 

Increased international mobility and migration unavoidably cause there to be a “change both 

in the life world … and in the linguistic environment with whose practices, discourses, and 

rules one is familiar” (Busch, 2015, p. 1). The geographical relocation thus results in a 

linguistic dislocation of the immigrant, where she or he faces unfamiliar social rules, norms, 

and language practices (Busch, 2015). In the linguistically varied environment of Sweden, the 

approach of the present study, similar to that of Busch’s (2015), is not with the language 

itself, but rather with the identity negotiation of the “experiencing subject with his or her 

multilayered linguistic repertoire” (Busch, 2015, p. 3). The latter embodies an individual’s 

“totality of linguistic forms” (Gumprez, 1964, p. 137) used in discourse, a sort of depository 

for daily conversation, from which subjects decide to choose the most appropriate form for 

expressing the meaning they wish to convey (Gumprez, 1964). The linguistic repertoire 

therefore consists of different languages, and “routines that characterize interaction in 

everyday life” (Busch, 2015, p. 5). In order to find common ground in communication, each 

individual must locate and choose the most appropriate linguistic resources. The individual is 

therefore in the centre, given a great deal of agency. This notion can be supported by 

expanding Butler’s (2002, p. 179) claims on gender, to identity in general: identities are 

constantly formed and shaped through time and come to be the individual’s “performative 

accomplishments” (Butler, 2002, p. 179). These accomplishments, then, are not stable or 

definite, but constructed and utilized in “intersubjective processes located on the border 

between the self and the other” (Busch, 2015, p. 7).  

The present study shall draw on Busch’s (2015) understanding of the concept of 

linguistic repertoire, and its connection to the “lived experience of language” (Busch, 2015, p. 

7). These experiences, also called Spracherleben (Busch, 2015), are defined as the lived 

experience of language, where the subjects in a multilingual environment are asked to reflect 

on how they perceive and evaluate their linguistic repertoire, and which experience, feelings 

and ideas they associate with it (Busch, 2010). As individual’s Spracherleben grow, vary and 

diversify, so too does the linguistic repertoire, which develops through time in response to the 

“needs and challenges we are confronted with” (Busch, 2015, p. 7). According to Busch 

(2015), it is precisely for these emotionally lived experiences, which play a central role in the 
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process of self-manifestation, that attention can be moved away from discourse, to the subject 

itself. The latter is able to “perceive, feel, experience, act, and interact” (Busch, 2015, p. 10), 

and negotiate his identity through the available linguistic repertoire accordingly. Regardless 

of the fact that these feelings, actions and interactions are firmly grounded in the individual’s 

social world (Busch, 2015), the self-categorisations in discourse are highly applicable for 

understanding identity negotiation of individuals. It is for that reason that the present study 

shall treat identity as something shaped and selected “ad hoc by speakers and, to a great 

degree, as something constructed through … discourse” (Archakis & Tsakona, 2012, p. 1). 

The research will focus on the subjects’ reasons for choosing a certain language and through 

that displaying or, indeed, forming a certain identity.  

 

2.3. Chronotopes 

Identities are created over time, throughout one’s life, in individual social interactions. It is 

therefore possible to “see and describe much of what is observed as contemporary identity 

work as being chronotopically organized” (Blommaert & De Fina, 2016, p. 2). The concept of 

the chronotope, “the co-presence of different spaces and times in speech” (Busch, 2015, p. 

16), refers to time-space configurations, or contexts (Blommaert & De Fina, 2016). 

Blommaert and De Fina (2016) illustrate how “a view of identities as chronotopic can offer 

invaluable insights into the complexities of identity issues” (p. 2). This concept applied to 

Swedish immigrants with English as their L1, allows us to investigate their identity 

negotiation without separating the behaviour from the context (Blommaert, & De Fina, 2016). 

Furthermore, investigating the change of the time-space configuration enables the researcher 

to experience an account of the same subject engaging in “entirely different social practices 

and relationships, embodying entirely different roles and identities grafted onto or mobilized 

alongside existing ones” (Blommaert & De Fina, 2016, p. 7). In the scope of the time-space 

frame, this study investigates identity negotiation based on two chronotopes, as presented by 

Woolard (2013, p. 212): biographical, and the chronotope of adventure time in everyday life.  

 

2.3.1. Biographical chronotope 

Biographical chronotope refers to a biographical time-space where the focus is on personal 

experience (Woolard, 2013, p. 213). Individuals negotiate their identities based on their own 

needs and wishes, and do not see themselves changing as a consequence of societal pressure.  
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2.3.2. The chronotope of adventure time in everyday life 

Subjects who frame their identity negotiation in the chronotope of adventure time in everyday 

life, emphasise their transformation based on the “possibilities of protagonism in [their] own 

life” (Woolard, 2013, p. 218). The geographical relocation of the individuals in this study 

causes them to move through space, and over time, through “exposure to different places” 

(Woolard, 2013, p. 218), develop into new selves. This process is observable through a 

changed identity negotiation, and perception of the self in relation to a more global landscape. 

As such, it is relevant to the present study, as it may account for the informants’ choice of 

language, based neither on political nor historical grounds.  

 

2.4. Indexicality and linguistic ideologies 

Identity negotiation is a socially constructed process, a hybrid, fragmented mechanism, which 

is best approached in its entirety. Since identities are constantly created and negotiated on a 

personal level between the self and the other, this research aims its attention to analysing the 

informants’ perception of the self in a multilingual environment. Accordingly, the focus is on 

the subjects’ own understanding of their relationship with the world, and, more specifically, 

their personal experience and reasons for the choice of language.  

Regardless of the status of English in Sweden, the latter is still the main language in 

the country and is, as such, often the preferred language. According to Hult (2012) and Henry 

(2015), Swedish is also the preferred language of immigrants who do not have English as 

their L1. As Busch (2015) reminds us, “linguistic ideologies are used to construct social, 

ethnic, national, and other affiliations and exclusions” (p. 9). Language, therefore, carries 

power, and affects how we are perceived, how we perceive others, and how we negotiate our 

identities through language and language choice. The perception of the self and the other 

arises and develops in communication, where utterances carry not only denotative meaning, 

but also the notions of power, status and the speaker’s role in society (Blommaert, 2005). This 

underlying aspect, the interpretive link between what is said and its context, is called an 

index. Indexicality suggests “metapragmatic, metalinguistic, [and] metadiscursive features of 

meaning. Thus, an utterance may indexically invoke social norms, roles, identities” 

(Blommaert, 2005, p. 252). The notion of indexicality operates within the realm of indexical 

order, which is “the non-arbitrary, socially and culturally sensitive way in which indexicality 

operates in society” (Blommaert, 2005, p. 253).  
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 Although Blommaert (2005) speaks of indexicality only in terms of English language 

varieties (p. 74), the notion can justifiably be applied to language choice in general. In the 

case of Sweden, the standard Swedish language indexes the role of being Swedish, of 

belonging, and of sharing cultural and social values, even when those concepts are not 

explicitly expressed. With this in mind, a speaker’s choice of language itself, of a particular 

genre and register, therefore carries important information on their self-perceived role in the 

society. Busch (2013) points out that linguistic ideologies have a considerable impact on 

personal attitudes to language, and may index the expressions of linguistic ideologies of 

“social, ethnic, national, and other affiliations and exclusions” (Busch, 2013, p. 9). 

Conflicting notions such as affiliation and exclusion are categories that allow us to investigate 

identity negotiation in relation to linguistic ideologies. One such category is the relationality 

principle (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005), where identity is viewed as a “relational phenomenon” 

(Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p. 598).  

 

2.4.1. The relationality principle 

Identities, as mentioned above, are created and negotiated in discourse; Bucholtz and Hall 

(2005), however, add another dimension to this claim. Below is their proposed definition of 

identity negotiation from the Relationality principle.  

 

Identities are intersubjectively constructed through several, often overlapping, 

complementary relations, including similarity/difference, genuineness/artifice, and 

authority/delegitimacy. (p. 598) 

 

It is evident from this formulation that relationality operates at many levels. Furthermore, 

these relational processes seldom operate individually; rather, they are tightly interwoven and 

typically occur and function in unison (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005).  

 The present study will focus its analysis on identity negotiation of immigrants in 

Sweden, with English as a first language, based on two of the three relations: 

adequation/distinction, and authorisation/illegitimation. The reason for not including Bucholtz 

and Hall’s (2005) third relation, the authentication/denaturalization relation, is due to the fact 

that the collected data had no examples of such processes. The research will focus on the 

subjects’ perceptions of the self, as well as how and in which situations they negotiate their 

identity on the grounds of having English as their L1. The two parameters that will constitute 

the investigation are briefly explored below.  
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Adequation and distinction pertain to similarity and difference. Adequation indicates 

that although group members in a certain discourse community can never be identical, they 

are nonetheless adequately similar for the purpose of their interaction (Bucholtz & Hall, 

2005). Any differences that could potentially harm their communication are either ignored or 

softened by the individuals’ focus on their similarities. In contrast to adequation, distinction 

relies on containing, subduing and overcoming potential similarities, which could “undermine 

the construction of difference” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p. 599).  

Authorisation and illegitimation refer to affirmation or dismissal of certain identities 

by the dominant ideology (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005). This hegemonic process can be initiated 

by “institutionalized power” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p. 604), but is also present in situations 

where there is no officially established authority. When analysing data from the inquiry, this 

particular relational process may show whether the predominant language ideology in Sweden 

protects and promotes (standardised) Swedish, or whether English might be equally accepted.  

 

3. Method 

3.1. Informants 

The participants for both the questionnaire and interviews were drawn from a convenience 

sample, based on voluntary participation; the subjects were aware of the fact that they could 

choose to discontinue their participation at any point. None of the participants were interested 

in the field of sociolinguistics. Consequently, none of them were biased to the research area 

itself, nor did they favour any particular outcome of the study. Participation inclusion criteria 

was determined as follows.  

 

1. Being born outside Sweden 

2. Having English as their first language 

3. Having lived in Sweden for more than five years 

4. Having no intention of moving from Sweden 

5. Aged 25 or more 
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3.1.1. Presentation of the informant selection 

Three informants selected for the study match the five inclusion criteria. For ethical reasons, 

the names have been changed; the only similarity the fictive names have with the actual 

participants is sex.  

 

Liv: Born in 1986 in South Africa. Her mother tongue is English, but she learned Afrikaans 

from an early age. She also knows some Zulu. She moved to Sweden in 2009 and has since 

been working in the IT industry. She is in a relationship and enjoys reading, and outdoor 

activities.  

 

Wes: Born in 1982, and raised in Britain. He moved to Sweden in 2003, when he was twenty-

one. He speaks English, French and some Swedish. Wes has been working in the IT business 

for the past twelve years, his employers were both international and Swedish companies. He 

spends most of his spare time in the Stockholm’s archipelago.  

 

Dee: Born in 1970 in the USA, and moved to Sweden in 2000. Her mother tongue is English, 

but she also speaks Spanish and some Swedish. Dee has been married for twelve years, and 

has no children. She works in retail and enjoys board games and the outdoors.   

 
3.2. Procedure 

3.2.1. The questionnaire 

The first part of this study consisted of a short online questionnaire (see Appendix A). The 

survey was created in a free online tool called Google Forms, and a link was sent to thirteen 

subjects, asking them to fill the required fields (see Appendix A). In creating the survey, the 

researcher was careful to avoid any ambiguity in formulation or precision of the questions. All 

questions were created in accordance with Bell and Waters’ (2014) suggestions for creating 

surveys, in order to ensure no double-, leading, presuming or hypothetical questions were 

used (Bell & Waters, 2014, Question Wording, para. 1). 

 The questionnaire was submitted to ten informants chosen from a convenience 

sample. The latter was obtained by recruiting the researcher’s prior co-workers and their 

colleagues. The role of the questionnaire was to better understand who the informants are, 

what their background is, and to determine whether they would be appropriate interviewing 

subjects. The analytic focus of this study is on the interviews, not the questionnaire.  



 

 10 

 
3.2.2. The pilot study 

The interview (see Appendix B) was piloted, to determine the time required to conduct one, 

and to ensure that all questions were formulated in the optimal way. Due to time restrictions, 

the piloting was performed on two subjects from a convenience sample, who fit the inclusion 

criteria specified above.  

 
3.2.3. The interview 

Once the subjects for the interview were chosen, they were invited to participate in an 

interview. At the same time, they were informed of the anonymity assurance (more on that 

under 4.3.), as well as the fact that the interview would be recorded. This gave them enough 

time to decide whether they in fact wished to be a part of the study.  

 Before each interview, a written consent form (see Appendix C) was obtained, and the 

subjects chose the language in which the interview would be conducted, either English or 

Swedish. They all chose English. The interviews were approximately thirty minutes long, and 

the participants could choose between meeting at a local library, at their home, or at the 

researcher’s home. All three decided to meet at their home, which ensured the interviews 

were conducted in an environment where the respondents felt relaxed. The interviews took 

place during the week, after work, and the informants ensured they were not interrupted by 

other family members.  

 This study used semi-structured interviews (Denscombe, 2014) due to their versatility 

and adaptability, as well as the flexibility to follow any direction the conversation takes. 

These guided interviews did entail the researcher asking questions, but the participants were 

then allowed “the freedom to talk about the topic and give their views in their own time” 

(Bell, & Waters, 2014, Unstructured interviews, para. 2). The interview questions sought to 

not only learn of the subjects’ experience, but also their feelings, interpretations, personal 

reasons and perceptions.  

 The interview consists of thirty-five questions; the first twenty questions aim to gather 

informants’ personal information, in order to accompany and expand on the data already 

retrieved from the questionnaire, as well as to provide an insight to the subjects’ linguistic 

repertoire. Questions 21 to 29 are designed to explore the informants’ linguistic dislocation, 

while questions 30, 31, 32 and 35, intend to shed light on their Spracherleben. Questions 19, 

20, 33 and 34 investigate the subjects’ indexicality and language ideologies, while questions 

22, 27, 28, 30 and 31, study the notion of the relationality principle.  
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 The interviews were recorded with a digital recorder and later transcribed by the 

researcher. The transcription convention is available in Appendix D. 

 
3.3. Ethical considerations 

All subjects were assured complete confidentiality and anonymity, and agreed to the 

following: 

(1) All interviews would be recorded 

(2) All participants would remain anonymous 

(3) Personal information that shall be shared is that of age, gender, social status, 

employment, and country of origin 

(4) Participants, if they so wish, would receive a copy of the final product 

(5) A participant could, without stating any reason, withdraw from the study at any point 

 

Signed consent forms (see Appendix B) were obtained from all participants, prior to the 

execution of both the questionnaire and the interviews. Electronic consent forms were sent to 

the subjects only answering the questionnaire, whereas paper forms were signed by those who 

participated in the interview.  

 
3.4. Limitations 

It is difficult to achieve consistency with semi-structured interviews, since the data is, “to an 

extent, affected by the specific context and the specific individuals involved” (Denscombe, 

2014, “Disadvantages of interviews”, para. 3). For these reasons, particular attention has been 

paid to ensure that any result generalisation is only applied to this particular study and the 

experience of the specific informants. This research is written with the aim of providing 

information “enabling others to infer the relevance and applicability of the findings” 

(Denscombe, 2014, Transferability, para. 3).  

 

4. Results and analysis 

Results will be presented and investigated in two parts; first, the questionnaire results will be 

analysed in order to facilitate the understanding of the informants in more general terms. The 

questionnaire was distributed to a reduced number of people who would meet the selection 

criteria for the study. This was done to then obtain informants that would volunteer to be 

interviewed later on. The questionnaire analysis is relevant for providing a general overview 
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of the informant sample, and not as a way of having an overview of the situation in more 

general terms. What follows the questionnaire analysis is a close examination of interview 

data, grounded in linguistic repertoire and Spracherleben, chronotopes, and indexicality and 

language ideology.  

 
4.1. Results and analysis – questionnaire 

Of thirteen people invited to the questionnaire, ten answered the survey. The age span is 

between thirty and forty-six years, and the gender distribution is equal, with five respondents 

identifying as females and five as males. Four respondents come from England, three from 

Scotland, two from the United States of America and one from South Africa. They all have 

English as their first language, and none of them plans to move to a different country. These 

data confirm the informants indeed fulfil the participation inclusion criteria.  

 All ten participants stated that they speak English with their immediate family, work, 

friends, and government officials. Three subjects also speak some Swedish with colleagues at 

work and with officials, however, that is not their primary language of communication. One 

of the survey questions asked the informants to estimate the level of the languages they speak, 

on a scale from one to ten, where ten means being a native speaker, and one barely 

understanding anything. While all of them, unsurprisingly, estimated their level of English 

being a ten, their average estimation for their proficiency in Swedish was 4.  

 Although ten subjects is a low number, the questionnaire data allowed the researcher 

to select the appropriate interview candidates, based on the inclusion criteria. In order to 

understand the underlying mechanisms of identity negotiation through the choice of language, 

further examination is required. That will be done through a detailed analysis of the interview 

data.  

 
4.2. Results and analysis – interview 

The transcripts will be analysed line by line, and the emerging themes in connection to the 

research questions posed initially will be identified and examined. 

 

4.2.1. Identity negotiation through linguistic repertoire and Spracherleben 

The present study is concerned with identity negotiation displayed through the choice of 

language. The informants, all native English speakers, predominantly use English as their 

language of choice. This is true in both private and public settings. By using a language other 

than the main language in the country they live in, could be understood as simply convenient, 
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since they make themselves understood regardless. However, the issue runs deeper than that. 

In addition to being understood, the informants function well in society, have average social 

interactions and thrive in their professions. Their choice of language therefore portrays a 

cultural difference, even more so since they themselves do not identify any part of their 

culture being lost or forgone.  

 The informants of the present study are, as a consequence of their geographical 

relocation and lack of knowledge of the Swedish language, linguistically dislocated. This is 

especially true due to their rather poor knowledge of the Swedish language. In their daily 

lives, where they constantly form, and shape their identities through time and linguistic 

interaction, their linguistic repertoire, despite their proficiency in English, does not suffice for 

an entirely efficient identity negotiation in their current environment. All informants feel that 

they are often unable to utilise their linguistic repertoire to its fullest potential, when 

communicating with Swedes, but Liv expresses it most explicitly and with the most concern.  

 

Extract 1: Informants’ linguistic dislocation 
Liv: Understanding the language is one thing, but understanding how to articulate your feelings 

in a way that meet the Swedish culture is something that I would not be able to do … You’d 

think that, I mean, you’d think that in Sweden, a person with English, with English as a first 

language would get by just fine. But you can’t, really. … So it’s like you can’t really be yourself. 

And sometimes, you like (.) you know what to say, but you’re not sure it’s the right thing to say. 

Like you don’t know what they expect of you. So you just don’t say anything and feel stupid. 

Like (.) like not enough. Like you’re not enough. So it’s -- sometimes that brings me down.  

 

Liv, similarly to other informants, although able to communicate with people in her new 

environment, often feels that she is not familiar enough with the practices and discourses 

(Busch, 2015) in Sweden.  

 When the informants were asked to reflect on their Spracherleben (Busch, 2015), the 

feelings they associate with their linguistic experience in Sweden, the answer was unanimous: 

while they feel that their knowledge of Swedish has greatly improved since moving to 

Sweden, they also feel unmotivated to continue learning the language. Nevertheless, the 

informants all at some point felt as outsiders, as different from the locals, and have therefore 

tried to adapt their identity negotiation to others’ expectations. Liv reports feeling alienated at 

times, when she tries to express herself. She does not mention language being the issue, but 

the fact that she is unfamiliar with the codes of discourse.  
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Extract 2: Informants’ sense of belonging 
Liv: Sometimes I feel real bad for not knowing Swedish. Bad. Like (.) when I can’t use English. And 

like … in some situations it was strenuous. Because the situation where it impacts how you- -- it has a 

direct (.) impact when you are not able to communicate or express or understand why. And sometimes 

they make you feel like you’re weird or (.) like (.) like you don’t belong, or something ’cause you 

don’t speak Swedish. 

 

The informants report consciously choosing the language they deem most appropriate for the 

situation, while at all times gravitating towards English as a language they can identify with 

more, and that serves their communicative purposes better. Occasionally, that still does not 

suffice for a positive experience of language. One of the informants nonchalantly dismisses 

her concerns with claiming that she does not “mind being different, as long as that difference 

makes it easy for [her] to communicate“ (interview with Dee, October 4, 2016).  

 Identity negotiation, shaped intersubjectively in discourse, allows the informants, the 

agents, to choose and employ the most suitable linguistic repertoire for the occasion. That 

choice is by no means arbitrary. The three interviewees all stated that although their first 

choice of language is always English, they do occasionally, though reluctantly, speak Swedish 

in certain domains.  

 

Extract 3: Informants’ linguistic repertoire 
Dee: Well, I’d speak Swedish at work. Try to, at least. Cause I work with customers … Pretty much 

every time I’m out … at ICA, or a restaurant or something … Just to kinda fit in better.  

 

Extract 4: Informants’ linguistic repertoire 
Wes: Well, I’d speak Swedish at work {LG} Try to, at least. Some meetings. And once a week with 

my girlfriend. {LG}  

 

Extract 5: Informants’ linguistic repertoire 
Liv: With the cashier, or uh: at work, there have been a little bit more uh -- there have been meetings 

that they hold in Swedish that I’d be ok with, and maybe just very *small-talky phrases. 

 

All three informants report that their choice of language is a deliberate, premeditated decision. 

They mostly use Swedish in situations where stakes are not high, such as a local supermarket 

or restaurants. Informants’ use of Swedish at their workplace is limited to situations where 
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communication is brief and the consequences of not understanding their interlocutor, or being 

misunderstood themselves, are minor. In certain situations, therefore, the informants conform 

to the Swedish standards and negotiate their identity through the Swedish language.  

 
4.2.2. Chronotopical identity negotiation 

The concept of the chronotope, the “co-presence of different spaces and times in speech” 

(Busch, 2015, p. 16) links the linguistic repertoire to social, historical, and political elements 

(Busch, 2015). By following Blommaert and De Fina’s (2016) claim that identities are 

chronotopic, it is possible to investigate identity negotiation without separating the behaviour 

from the context. The former refers to the specific linguistic choices the informants make, and 

the latter to the societal influences. Investigation of identity negotiation through the 

chronotopic lens therefore allows the researcher to gain insight on where an individual 

positions themselves in regards to his context.  

 Based on the interview analysis, both Liv and Dee negotiate their identities through 

the biographical chronotope, not attributing the changes in their identity negotiation process to 

either social or political factors (Woolard, 2013).  

 

Extract 6: Biographical chronotope 
Liv: I know where my roots come from, but my leaves have changed. I’ve grown up so much. Like 

I’m … More independent and self-reliant … So if I don’t want to speak Swedish, I just won’t. I’ve 

also not made any real effort to um:: speak Swedish a hundred percent and completely lose my- my 

sense of self … There isn’t a cultural conformity that has taken place, but more like it’s me. I’ve 

changed.  

 

Extract 7: Biographical chronotope 
Dee: I’ve been here for 11 years and I can (.) pretty much (.) get by with the level of Swedish that I’ve 

got. So even if I changed, it’ll (.) it won’t be the language part. Cause that’s too much me. I mean. If 

they’d take my English away, I’d be (2) I’d be in trouble. But at the beginning I was more against 

Swedish. Guess I’m warming up to it now that I’m getting older. {LG} 

 

Their choice of language and reasons for it are personal, based on their own narrative as 

“individuals developing in biographical time, relatively unaffected by a political landscape” 

(Woolard, 2013, p. 215). In contrast to Liv and Dee, Wes sets himself “within large cultural 

patterns” (Woolard, 2013, p. 218), including the experience of his aunt.  
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Extract 8: The chronotope of adventure time in everyday life 
Wes: I mean, I know I should know Swedish by now. Like quite a few other immigrants I know. And 

I do try. My aunt moved to the UK, and then she had an accent. Uhm foreign accent. In English. But 

then she learned the language (.) I mean properly learned it, and then she was much happier. I mean 

she was more English then. Like she belonged more. I should do the same, really. And I will. I guess.  

 

Wes compares his experience to that of a family member, who experienced similar exposure 

to different geographical and linguistic places. He explicitly mentions that his aunt felt a 

greater sense of belonging once she trained away her foreign accent. In a way, Wes feels he 

should know Swedish better not because he experienced pressure from his society, but more 

because someone else’s experience tells him to. Through the interview, Wes shows a wish to 

fit in the Swedish society better, which can, according to him, only be achieved through 

learning the codes of discourse in that culture. In addition, he expresses feeling of guilt on 

several occasions, and a sense of regret for not being “more Swedish” (interview with Wes, 

October 6, 2016).  

 

4.2.3. Indexicality and language ideologies in identity negotiation 

Indexicality in this thesis refers to objects with denotative and interpretive meanings, 

signalling language ideologies. In other words, the fact that all informants prefer to, and 

mostly do, use English, has a meaning beyond the language. It is namely through the language 

choice itself that the participants negotiate and demonstrate their identity. There is a deeper, 

underlying reason for the use of English, that one participant describes as “it definitely makes 

me feel better. It’s more who I am” (interview with Dee, October 4, 2016). English utterances 

in Sweden index a certain origin and a social belonging, both of which lie outside the 

country’s boundaries. By not using the country’s main language, the user may signal that they 

do not, at least partially, share the same cultural and social values, and, moreover, may not 

feel that they need to. According to one of the subjects, English has, in some spheres, a higher 

status than Swedish does. Below is an example of a situation Wes recalled.  

 

Extract 9: Language ideology and the other 
Wes: I can tell you a story from two weeks ago, I was at Gröna Lund and went to a restaurant 

there and the- -- I asked in Swedish to have a table, and the person showed me to a table and 

then the maître Dee, or whatever, came over and said “Oh you cant sit here”. Eee:: Oh no, the 

person came back and said “you can’t sit here, you have to speak to the maître Dee first”. So 

we had to wait and I thought -- I said to the person I was with “I’ll try it in English, see what 
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happens”. So I put on an English accent, {LG} very British accent, and asked for a table, and 

they were suddenly really really helpful … So it was (.) English was beneficial to Swedish, 

really (.) English was then worth more than Swedish, really. 

 

In this particular situation, although Wes indexed non-belonging, the serving personnel 

ranked English language higher than Swedish and treated the customer (Wes) better when he 

spoke English. This experience is not uncommon, since all three informants reported on 

occasionally being treated with favour when speaking English in contrast to when they spoke 

imperfect Swedish. However, as Wes himself suggested, this may merely be a consequence of 

the hospitality industry, valuing the foreign customer over a local one. As we will see below, 

the informants report English still being subordinate to Swedish in most everyday 

communication.  

Apart from them being negotiated in discourse, Bucholtz and Hall (2005) suggest that 

identities are created, shaped and formed in tightly knit relations of duality, such as similarity 

and difference, or genuineness and artifice. These juxtaposed yet contracting notions coexist 

and function constantly, and in unison.  

 The first aspect of the relationality principle this paper explores is the one of 

adequation and distinction. The two relations relate to similarity and difference, which 

individuals express through their language choice, signalling whether they identify themselves 

with their Swedish interlocutor or not. By choosing to speak in English, the informants 

indicate the latter, which, according to Bucholtz and Hall (2005), is potentially damaging for 

interaction. That is why speakers often ignore or soften those differences. As my informants 

report, when they choose to speak English in Sweden, they are often met with English in 

return. This could be a strategy applied by their interlocutors, where the differences in 

language use, and the indexed cultural and social distinction is ignored by Swedish people 

conforming to the informants’ language preferences. In turn, the informants perform exactly 

the same process of identity negotiation anchored in adequation, when they initiate a 

conversation in Swedish. One informant stated that he, especially recently, tries to speak 

Swedish with officials more often. This deliberate decision, according to him, shows his 

interlocutor that he makes an effort in speaking the country’s main language, in the hopes of it 

indexing he is different from immigrants who do not have English as their L1.  

 

Extract 10: Adequation and linguistic ideology 
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Wes: Makes more natural sense to use the right language, it’s like choosing the right tool for a job. 

You use the right language for the right person … I’m trying to speak Swedish more, especially lately 

… I think it’s respectful to adopt and adapt to the Swedish society … Being in Sweden, it’s kinda like 

(.) respect, I guess. To at least try … And having English as my mother tongue, it makes things easier. 

Like I’m treated differently than other immigrants. Better (.) And sometimes I feel that since I already 

have this advantage, I should really just (.) just (.) – Well, it’s kinda like going along with it. Being 

accepted more, only on the grounds of what language I speak. If I spoke, like (.) Ehm: maybe Arabic, 

then it’d be more important to learn Swedish, I think. So nowadays, when there’s so many immigrants 

in Sweden, I sometimes make extra effort to speak Swedish, ‘cause then I’ll be treated better. Not as 

an immigrant, but (.) Ehm: Better.  

 

In contrast, the notion of distinction seems to be less frequent, as the informants have not 

mentioned attempts of purposefully creating or highlighting differences between themselves 

and Swedes.  

 The notions of authorisation and illegitimation, similar to those of adequation and 

distinction, work in unison in identity negotiation. As Bucholtz and Hall (2005) describe, such 

affirmation or dismissal of certain identities by the dominant ideology is often initiated by 

institutionalised power. This process is evident from the account of two of the study’s 

informants. They both report on officials at the Swedish Migration Agency and the Swedish 

Tax Agency respectively, where officials insisted on speaking Swedish to them. 

 

Extract 11: Illegitimation 
Dee: Surprisingly, when we were going through all my - you know, immigration stuff. (.) When I was 

first trying to get citizenship. Ahm:: Where I wanted English, but they wouldn’t most of the time. 

They’d refuse to speak English to me.  

 

Extract 12: Illegitimation 
Liv: They just told me I should speak Swedish. Can you imagine? Like if I wanted help in English, I 

should book a time. With a translator or something.  

 

The officials refused to authorise the informants’ attempts of negotiating their identity 

through the language of their choice. This is a prime example of a hegemonic process, where 

a state authority illegitimises the subjects’ identity negotiation by preventing them from using 

the language of their choice. The third informant, Wes, experienced the same situation, but in 

an environment where there was no officially established authority. The event was described 
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as an attempt of conversation with a new co-worker, having a similar position within the place 

of informant’s employment. 

 

Extract 13: Illegitimation 
Wes: There’s this one guy (.)When he was new, and we just got introduced, I spoke English. My other 

co-workers did too. But he, he just spoke Swedish. Then there was something he said and I didn’t 

understand, so I asked him if he could speak English instead. So he (.) he just laughs, and says that 

well, we’re in Sweden, so we should speak Swedish. 

 

This illegitimation, and dismissal of the informant’s identity negotiation through English 

language, is an example of the language ideology in Sweden. Some individuals, such as the 

informant’s interlocutor, insist on their personal national affiliation to the dismay of others.  

 

5. Conclusion 

The present study set out to answer two research questions on identity negotiation and the 

perception of the self by immigrants in Sweden, with English as their first language. In 

Sweden, where multiple nationalities and languages coexist, the English language has taken a 

place alongside Swedish in the hierarchy of languages spoken in the country (Hult, 2012). 

Regardless of the wide spread of English in both written and spoken discourse in Sweden, 

little research has been conducted on identity negotiation by migrants with English as their 

first language. For that reason, the present study approached the informants’ identity 

negotiation through the choice of language. The interviews, which served as a basis for the 

analysis, gave an in depth account of informants’ experience when being forced to speak a 

language other than their native tongue, their perceptions of their own sociolinguistic reality, 

the feelings related to it, and how they affect their sense of belonging. Finally, the data also 

shed light on how the subjects circumvent language issues and navigate identity negotiation 

through the choice of language.  

 Language choice, the most clear and noticeable distinction between the study’s 

informants and their interlocutors, is never arbitrary. All three subjects report predominantly 

using English in discourse, due to their Swedish knowledge being rather poor. By using a 

language other than Swedish, they signal cultural differences, and national belonging that lies 

outside the Swedish borders. When trying to express who they are, and negotiate their 

identities through English, they often feel that they are unable to express themselves 
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adequately. This is not only due to language choice, but mostly due to them being 

linguistically dislocated, not being able to conform to the local social rules and language 

practices. Although the informants’ verbal communication is adequate, they feel that how 

they convey content is not. In other words, the subjects have no issues saying what they wish 

to say, but experience difficulties conveying the meaning in the fashion which would best 

express who they are and what they in fact mean. Their linguistic trajectories seem monolithic 

at times, since their knowledge of Swedish has stagnated at a level they are not satisfied with. 

Even though they have lived in Sweden for a relatively extended period of time and are 

successful members of the society, their inability to speak Swedish to the extent they would 

wish to, is frustrating. All three informants report an acute sense of binary inconsistencies in 

terms of their language use. While they all wish they could speak Swedish better, none of 

them is willing to invest time into learning it better. Their lived experience of language, 

regardless of their linguistic competence and repertoire in their native language, is often 

negative, resulting in a negative self-perception and feelings of being left out. They feel 

inadequate not due to lack of Swedish knowledge, but for the lack of understanding of the 

discursive norms. This negativity is surprising, since the informants themselves report that 

they occasionally experience preferential treatment when they speak English. In addition to 

the negative self-perception, the informants express a common concern of being alienated, 

and unable to express who they truly are, in a manner they are most comfortable with. While 

they all adamantly insist on there being no need to master the Swedish language in Sweden, 

they also report on falling short in expressing themselves clearly, effectively, and true to 

themselves. Although all informants are, supposedly, motivated to learn Swedish better, they 

all confirm that it is not the language itself, but the accompanying rhetorical features that are 

the key to successful identity negotiation.  

 Identity negotiation through the chronotopic lens allows the researcher to identify the 

informants’ perception of their time-space contexts, and where they position themselves in 

that framework. Two of the subjects focus on identity negotiation and self-categorisation 

within the biographical chronotope, where the focus is in their personal needs, not affected by 

the larger societal context. In contrast, one informant interprets his time-space context as 

larger than only his personal experience. He compares his situation with that of a family 

member and perceives himself as an agent in his own life, and the possibilities he has of 

developing into a new self. That, according to him, could be done by learning better Swedish. 

Then he would have a greater sense of belonging. The latter notion, belonging, or lack 
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thereof, has been expressed on several occasions throughout the interviews. The common 

thread, reported by the three informants, was a feeling of exclusion from the Swedes, which 

was not based on language competence alone. The two chronotopes show how the subjects, 

although identifying themselves within distinct contexts, still perceive themselves as outsiders 

in the multicultural environment of Sweden.  

 Analysis of data based on the concepts of language ideology and indexicality, 

emphasised the notion of estrangement the informants feel. While the main language in 

Sweden is Swedish, the English language is widely used and Swedes have a good general 

understanding of it. The three informants report having only minor issues in being able to use 

English as their primary language of communication. They feel that the prevailing language 

ideology in Sweden is in favour of the Swedish language, while other languages are of lesser 

value. The informants, then, are constantly steered to negotiate their identity in a language 

they do not entirely master, nor do they know its codes of conduct and styles of conveying 

information. They are, in a way, robbed of the possibility of complete identity construction, 

since they are constantly forced to battle for adequation and against illegitimation (Bucholtz 

& Hall, 2005) in their conversations with local people.  

 The fact that identity is performed through meaningful interactions in “intersubjective 

processes located on the border between the self and the other” (Busch, 2015, p. 7) is widely 

accepted. In any interaction, the first and foremost tool for identity negotiation is language. 

Successful identity negotiation results in individual’s “performative accomplishments” 

(Butler, 2002, p. 179), which are crucial for a positive self-perception. The informants’ choice 

of language, while indexing a form of cultural, national and social differences, aids in their 

ability of self-expression. However, although the subjects of the present study choose to use 

English in most of their daily communication, their choice is not always met with approval. 

They often face obstacles in identity negotiation due to their interlocutors either being 

unwilling or (more seldom) unable to assist in communication by adapting their choice of 

language. Regardless, however, all three informants construct, in a way, their own reality, 

where they do not need to master the Swedish language, or its cultural communicative norms. 

This in turn perpetuates their feelings of alienation and estrangement from the local society. 

It is now clear that the informants’ identity negotiation in Sweden is often troubled, 

and challenging. Although they wish they had a better understanding of the local language 

and linguistic practices, they are unwilling to invest their time and efforts into learning them. 

They seem to have constructed a sociolinguistic reality where they, at the expense of 
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alienation, settle for not pursuing the improvement of their linguistic repertoire. These 

findings contrast prior research, where informants who have English in their linguistic 

repertoire, rely on the language as a bridge, or a common language only initially, when first 

moving to Sweden (Henry, 2016; Bolton & Meierkord, 2013). Further research is needed in 

order to determine the causes for certain individuals to lose their interest in the new language 

and cease to pursue it. It would be interesting to explore the underlying reasons for certain 

immigrants’ aversion to learning Swedish, and the different individuals’ trajectories in 

connection to language and language proficiency.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

1. Age 

2. Gender 

• M 

• F  

• Other 

3. Year of birth 

4. Country of origin 

5. Year of moving to Sweden 

6. Reasons for moving to Sweden 

7. Please check the box that matches your current living situation. I live in a/an: 

• Apartment 

• House 

• Other 

8. What is your relationship status? 

• Single 

• Married 

• Live with a partner 

• Other 

9. If you live with somebody: is that person Swedish? 

• Yes 

• No 

10. Language(s) spoken with immediate family. 

11. Language(s) spoken with friends. 

12. Language(s) spoken at work. 

13. Language(s) spoken with officials (i.e. bank, immigration office, school, etc). Please 

specify the corresponding language for any instance you can think of. 

14. Which languages do you speak? Please rank your answers from 1- 10, where 1 signifies 

that you have very little skills in that language, whilst 10 indicates that you speak the 

language fluently. For instance: English 10 
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15. Have you ever taken Swedish classes? 

16. If yes, when did you take Swedish classes? (year) 

17. If yes, where did you take Swedish classes? (i.e. SFI, private classes, work course, 

university, etc.) 

18. What level of Swedish did you finish? (i.e. SFI, SAS A, SAS B, etc.) 

19. Please describe your experience of studying Swedish. What you liked, what you 

disliked, potential difficulties and ease of studying.  
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Appendix B 

1. Age 

2. Year of birth 

3. Country of origin 

4. Year of moving to Sweden 

5. Reasons for moving to Sweden 

6. Where do you live? Apartment, house, or similar.  

7. What is your relationship status? If they live with somebody: is that person Swedish? 

8. Language(s) spoken with immediate family. 

9. Language(s) spoken with friends. Why? Feelings involved? 

10. Language(s) spoken at work. Why? Feelings involved? 

11. Language(s) spoken with officials (i.e. bank, immigration office, school, etc). Try to 

specify the corresponding language for any instance they can think of. Why? Feelings 

involved? 

12. Which languages do you speak? Ranking 1- 10, where 1 signifies that you have very 

little skills in that language, while 10 indicates that you speak the language fluently. For 

instance: English 10 

13. Have you ever taken Swedish classes? 

14. If yes, when (year)? 

15. If yes, where? (i.e. SFI, private classes, work course, university, etc.) 

16. What level of Swedish did you finish? (i.e. SFI, SAS A, SAS B, etc.) 

17. Describe the experience of studying Swedish. What you liked, what you disliked, 

potential difficulties and ease of studying.  

18. Daily opportunities to speak Swedish in everyday life? 

19. Do you speak Swedish every day? Why, why not? Feelings involved? 

20. Where/when, in what context? 

21. Which language do you prefer to speak? Why? Feelings involved? 

22. Do you find your knowledge of English helpful when communicating with Swedish 

people? Why? Feelings involved? 

23. Do you feel that you can always speak English, in any concept? Explain why/when yes 

or no 
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24. Do you ever have to make a choice between English and Swedish? If so, describe one 

situation when you were forced to speak Swedish, even when you did not want to. How 

does that make you feel? 

25. When speaking to a person for the very first time, which language do you choose to 

speak in? Please describe the situation and specify the language (i.e. new colleague 

English, dentist Swedish, etc.) 

26. How does speaking Swedish make you feel? Why? 

27. Do you ever feel you are at an advantage in Sweden, because you have English as your 

first language? When? How? Why? Explain. (Can you think of an instance in your life 

in Sweden, when your first language (mother tongue) is most important? Where? Why?) 

28. Can you think of an instance in your life in Sweden, when Swedish is most important? 

When? Why? 

29. How well do the sentences below apply to your personal experience living in Sweden? 

Ask for elaboration for each of the answers.  

- I have to give up my own culture 

- I have to give up my habits 

- I have to adopt the Swedish lifestyle. 

- I have to act as Swedes do. 

- I prefer to use English and only speak Swedish when I absolutely have to. 

- I feel that the best way to live in Sweden is to combine my own and the Swedish 

standards of life. 

- I am unable to express myself in Swedish very well. 

30. Why, if at all, do you use Swedish and English in different contexts? Feelings involved? 

31. How do you feel speaking English? (i.e. secure, able to express myself, like to hear it, 

etc.) Can you get your message across? If not, what are the obstacles? How do you 

navigate through them?  

32. If you could choose, would you rather speak one language only? Which one? Why?  

33. Do you wish that you could speak English more often? Why? Why not? 

34. Do you consider yourself to be Swedish or something else? (i.e. British, Australian, 

American, etc.) What is “being Swedish”? 

35. Do you feel you can be yourself when speaking English in Sweden? Any issues? What 

kind? How do you solve them? 

36. Where do you feel most at "home"?  
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37. Do you ever feel left out in Sweden, for having a foreign background? When? In what 

way? In what way, if at all, is it related to language? 

38. Is there anything you wish to add at this point? Anything that you wish to point out or 

address? Perhaps something that has not been raised during the interview? 
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Appendix C 

Adapted from https://www.coloradocollege.edu/other/irb/consent/forms.html 

 

Language and Identity - Consent Form  

Mojca Visnjar 

Stockholm University, Department of English 

mojca.visnjar@gmail.com 

 

You are invited to take part in a research study of how adult immigrants with English as their 

first language negotiate their identities.  

 

What you will be asked to do: You will be asked to participate in an interview, which will 

take approximately 30 minutes. The entire interview will be recorded.  

 

Risks and benefits: There are no anticipated risks to you if you participate in this study, 

beyond those encountered in everyday life.  

 

Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. If you choose to 

be in the study you can withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. Participating 

in this study does not mean that you are giving up any of your legal rights. 

 

Your answers will be confidential: The records of this study will be kept private. All data 

will be kept only for uses of this research and will be stored safely on a personal computer. 

Any report of this research that is made available to the public will not include your name or 

any other individual information by which you could be identified. Information that shall be 

shared is that of age, gender, employment, and country of origin.  

 

If you have questions or want a copy or summary of the study results: Contact the 

researcher at the email address or phone number above. You will be given a copy of this form 

to keep for your records if so desired.  
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Statement of Consent: I have read the above information, and have received answers to any 

questions. I affirm that I am 18 years of age or older. I consent to take part in the research 

study of sociolinguistic research of identity negotiation.  

 

 

  

________________________________ _______________ 

Participant’s Signature               Date  
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Appendix D 

Adapted from Kiesling (2005).  

 

R Researcher 

I Interviewee 

?? Speech or speaker identity that was not comprehensible to transcriber 	

(text) Speech that was uncertain to the transcriber 	

wor- Dash indicates a word that was stopped short before being completed; partial 

words, and self-interruption 

word -- restart 

wor:d Colon indicates the preceding segment is lengthened 

[word] The actual word has been replaced for anonymity reasons 

:: marks drawn out syllable 

( ) Inaudible 

(.) very slight pause 

(3) 3 second pause 

|text Lines spoken simultaneously are denoted by vertical lines at the point of overlap 

((  )) Descriptions of actions that are not speech 

{BR} Breath. The speaker takes an audible breath 

{CG} Cough. The speaker coughs, or clears his/her throat 

{LS} lip smack. The speaker smacks his/her lips 

{LG} Laughter. The speaker laughs 

* non-standard words 
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