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ABSTRACT

This study is empirically conducted to point out possible differences in the personalities of Urdu-
English bilinguals during their use of both languages. The study is based on Sapir-Whorf
hypothesis which stands on two firm positions: (i) Culture of any nation is formed by the
language it speaks (linguistic relativity) and (ii) Language determines thought (linguistic
determinism). The present study is an extension to the research done in the perspective of Sapir-
Whorf hypothesis. It has been hypothesized after Whorfian hypothesis that languages all over the
world are different entities and so they shape their users’ personalities differently. The research
required bilinguals to be tested during the use of two different langﬁages. Being national and
international languages both Urdu and English are of tremendous importance in Pakistan. So
English/Urdu bilinguals were thought ideal population of the work. To approve or disapprove the
effects of language on personality, the researcher required a reliable scale which could possibly
measure the overall personality of the subjects of the study. In this connection the researcher
relied on Big Five personality approach and the questionnaire based on it. The questionnaire is
actually constructed by the University of California Berkeley which is freely accessible on net to
the researchers of personality psychology. The questionnaire is originally available in English
language which was later translated in Urdu to perceive possible changes in the personalities of
the bilinguals during their use of these two languages. The study is administered to 70 female
undergraduates (Urdu-English bilinguals) of International Islamic University Women Campus
Islamabad and 70 male undergraduates of Punjab University Lahore. The data collected through
these questionnaires showed that almost all the bilinguals manifested marked differences in their

personalities. Moreover, 12 teachers of Urdu and English language were interviewed to gather

vi



helpful information about the personalities of their students. Their responses were useful for the
researcher to eliminate ambiguities lying in the data collected through the questionnaires.
Teachers’ interviews provided the researcher with the general assessment of the personalities of
the Urdu/English bilinguals. It is important to note that the bilinguals of the study showed
marked differences on all traits and teachers’ responses also harmonized with such fluctuations
on certain traits. The findings affirmed the basic queries but still there are some other factors that
may involve in affecting the personalities of the subjects. The study can be elaborated in many
other different ways to avoid the involvement of factors other than language. Some possible

ways are recommended for the future researchers.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION OF THE STUDY

Can language be as strong as to perform any role in making personality? If the answer
comes in affirmation then another question to be considered is: Do different languages
have different features? If yes then both answers force us to believe that different
languages have different éffects on personality. This study is, actually an effort to
discover if there is any relation between language and personality. Some linguists believe
that language influences thought and that different languages affect their users’ thoughts
differently. In general we believe that words can bring a change in our opinions about
certain things and beliefs but the extent, they (words) solely determine our thoughts,
needs discussion and certain evidence. In the present study it is tried to build a relation
between language and personality.

The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis (also known as the Whorfian hypothesis) raises interesting
speculation about the role of language in the formation of idc;as and attitudes. Broadly,
this hypothesis asserts the primacy of language in the formation of perceptions and
attitudes. It hinges on the question as to whether it is possible to think without language.
If it is asserted that it is not possible to do so, then we must assume that language has a
dominant role to play in the way we think about, react to, and understand things. Since

language has intimate links with culture, the ultimate determinant in arguments of this
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nature might in fact be the cultural base of a given speech community. These issues will
be discussed in greater detail in later chapters.

The underlying idea of this study’s hypothesis is that a given language is not only the
carrier of a particular culture, it is not only at least one determiner of thought patterns, but
it is also a formative factor in the personality of the speaker of that language. In other
words, there 1s an “Urdu” kind of personality and an "English” in a monolingual sense,
while in a bilingual sense a person would experience a distinct personality shift when he
moves from one language to another. This is based on the observation that one might find
a few monolingual Urdu speakers in Pakistan; one would be unlikely to find any purely
monolingual English speakers in this country. Most Urdu speakers know some English.
They would be in a different frame of mind when they use English. For example, they
would certainly be more careful about linguistic ‘correctness,” and this would make them
more stilted and self-conscious in English and while speaking Urdu they would feel
relaxed and carefree. This single factor would inhibit the personality of an Urdu speaker
when he is forced to speak English. But there are other factors also. For instance, one
hears remarks such as French is ‘musical and civilized,’ Italian is ‘effusive and voluble,’
and German is ‘matter-of-fact and authoritative.” If there is any truth in such remarks,
then each language projects a ‘personality’ of its own. It is reasonable to expect that a
speaker would imbibe something of its tone and atmosphere when he uses it. In the same
way we might say that Urdu is ‘literary, idealistic and wordy,” while English is ‘factual,
terse and scientific.” The above remarks, however, should not be considered as final and

proved because proponents of both languages may either refute or prove them.
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The jury is still out on many of these assumptions. One primary difficulty is that
‘culture’ is too amorphous and diffuse to be measured. People tend to talk glibly about
culture as though it is a commensurable entity, but are usually at a loss when asked to
define it. This is especially true of a large, ethnically diverse country such as Pakistan,
where Urdu has a special position as the national language, while English seems to have
worked its way into the system to become an indispensable medium for several areas of
activity in this society.
On the one hand there are those who say that language follows thought, rendering the
speaker’s choice of language immaterial—they would assert that the same idea could be
expressed equally well in Urdu or English. If there are apparent deficiencies in either
language, digging around a little further in its resources usually turns up enough by way
of vocabulary and structure for the satisfactory expression of a given thought—in other
words with some adjustments all languages can satisfactorily accommodate all thoughts.
And, of course, if a real need arises, any language can borrow ideas, concepts, words or
phrases from other languages.
On the other hand there are those who state that different words provide different
contexts for things. Such people would argue that Urdu words grow up and acquire a
patina of accretion in an Urdu-speaking context, while English words do the same in an
English-speaking one, and that the two contexts are sufficiently different to postulate
differences in perception. This means that exact parallels can never be found. Such
people would point to a word (such as the Arabic-based expression ‘ghairat’ which is

used extensively in Urdu) for which no true representative exists in English. Suggested
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English parallels (such as ‘honour’) are rejected on the grounds that these do not evoke
the same context, content, sound, visual imagery, non-representative effects or socio-
cultural factors, and are therefore imperfect vehicles for the transmission of the primary
thought. If these statements are accepted, exact translation from one language to another
1s impossible, especially for context-dependent expressions which acquire much of their
sustenance from the socio-cultural background within which they are used. If the second
set of arguments is accepted, we must postulate the possibility that Urdu speakers live,
operate and function in a different climate of sensibility from that of English speakers.
It is not possible to take sides in the argument. Probably there is enough commonality in
the experiences of people all round the world to posit a fair degree of overlap in their
languages, even if those languages display marked differences of approach. However,
there is also enough by way of difference, especially in matters of perception and value,
to posit embedded qualities of languages which affect the way their users look at the

world.

The construct of this thesis is that a certain language can develop its users’ personality to
a certain degree. A person who learns more than one language is supposed to have more
flexibility in thinking and personality. A bilingual adjusts readily to different conditions.
He can communicate at a time with people of two different cultures. This broadens his
perspective about life. Versatility in the personality of the bilinguals has been approved
by the results which Edwards (1994), Romaine (1989), Wilkenson (1975) collected after
conducting experiments on bilinguals and monolinguals. The bilinguals defeated their

monolingual counterparts on verbal and non-verbal intelligence tests.
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This study has its foundation in Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis (see chapter 2). The hypothesis
is based on two distinctive positions: (i) language determines thought (linguistic
determinism) and (i1) the culture of any nation has its basis in the language spoken by the
natives (linguistic relativity). Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis gives whole credit to language and
so to this hypothesis language is the sole base of thought and culture. Thought and culture
are the main factors which directly or indirectly influence the personality. So we may

build a connection among them through the following diagram:

Language

L

Thought Culture

NS

Personality

Figurel.l. Language precedes thought, culture and eventually personality.

Here we learn that language is the main source in the formation of personality. How does
language affect personality? If language determines thought it also determines the way
one behaves or acts. It happens in many different ways. If we know more than one
language, we feel more confident as our bilingualism allows us to communicate with the
people of two different languages and cultures. Each language has different structure,
vocabulary and grammar. The structure, vocabulary and grammar of any language not

only distinguish that language from other languages but also the users of that language
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from the users of other languages. Vocabulary of one language affects one’s perception
and even eyewitness recall of events. The study conducted by Baur, Holmes and Warren
(2006) records very interesting responses of the participants to a similar question asked in
two different ways. The participants were shown a video of a traffic accident and then

they were asked one of the two questions:
(1a) How fast were the cars going when they hit?
(1b) How fast were the cars going when they smashed into each other?

The participants who were asked the question (1b) gave a higher estimate of speed. The
intensity of the word “smashed” allowed the participants to imagine the severity of the
accident. It indicates that their answers were not based on the video they watched but the

language they were asked questions in.

Language leaves deep effects on its users’ personality. A language stamps on its users a
specific sign through which they are recognized all over. This fact is not confined to
language only but to its dialects also. Language is not only a way of expression but also a
reflection of one’s personality. According to the Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis, language has
deep effect on the psychology of its users. The structure of a language shapes the patterns
of one’s thought and so cultures having same language have same thinking patterns. The
question may arise that a particular language, suppose English allows its speakers to think
alike, then why do we find sharp personality differences among people of same language
and same culture? Why is John extraverted and Jack introverted, though both of them are
English? These personality differences may occur due to the individual variation in

language. However, such differences are not observed on group level (see Chapter 2 for



details).

Ramirez-Esparza, Goslin, Martinez, Potter, Pennebaker (2004) in their recent research
done on Spanish/English bilinguals collect results in favour of language effects on
personality. The researchers noted apparent changes occurring in the personalities of

Spanish/English bilinguals when they switched from one language to the other.
1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Urduw/English bilinguals of bachelor classes in ITUI and Punjab University manifest
significant changes in their personalities when they switch from one language to the other
during their discussion on different issues like tension, culture, religion etc. In the terms
of Big Five Personality Traits the bilinguals tend to be emotionally stable, agreeable,
conscientious, open and extrovert while using one language and neurotic, unkind,
careless, reserved and introvert while using the other. Therefore, there is a need to
highlight such shifts in their personalities and through these shifts explore the effects of

language on the personality of its users.
1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In this study following questions are expected to be answered:
¢ Does language affect personality?
e Does a certain language lead its users to develop a certain personality trait?

¢ Do bilingual have two personalities?



1.4 DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY

The study is delimited to the Urdu/English bilinguals of ITUI and Punjab University
Lahore. The researcher has delimited the study to seventy male and seventy female
students of bachelor classes. Among the female students the study is delimited to only the
students of 4™, 5™ 6™ and 8™ semester of the faculty of language and literature. Among
the male students the study is delimited to the students of Commerce of Hailey College
Punjab University Lahore. The study is further delimited to those students who were
found proficient in the use of both languages i.e. English and Urdu. For interviews the
study is delimited to 12 teachers from National University of Modemn Sciences (NUML)
and International Islamic University Islamabad (ITUI). The study is further delimited to

the teachers of Urdu and English language and literature.
1.5 OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY
The main objective of the study is:

s To explore the effects of language on the personality of its users.

1.6 RATIONALE OF THE STUDY

It was generally observed by the researcher while teaching the masters and bachelor
classes that the students (Urdu/English bilinguals) would exhibit significant personality
shifts when they switch from one language to the other during their discussion on certain
matters. In the terms of Big Five Personality Traits the bilinguals tended to be
emotionally stable, agreeable, conscientious, open and extrovert while using one

language and neurotic, unkind, careless, reserved and introvert while using the other. As
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a result the present research is conducted to confirm the influence of a particular language

on the personality of its users in a particular way.
1.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The research on the dual personalities of bilinguals is expected to be beneficial in several

possible ways:
First, this study will serve as an addition to the existing knowledge of the field.

Secondly, teachers may also extract benefits from this study as it leads them to shun
contentment in case of judging their students’ personalities. Their students might expose
introversion in their character while using one language but in case of using the other

language they might prove extrovert.

Thirdly, this study can also prove beneficial for students themselves who try to seek

versatility in their personality.

Above all this study is useful for those linguists who seek further extension to their work

in the field of psycholinguistics.
1.8 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The present research is a case study. In a case study an individual, a group, institution or
a whole community can be targeted to scrutinise a certain issue (Best, 2006). Case study
approach is applied in the present research as it facilitates the researcher to observe real‘
situation in depth within a limited time. Data collected through a case study is reliable

and the findings extracted from a case study can be generalized to the average population
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(Bell, 1999). Moreover a case study facilitates the future researchers to further evaluate

and reinterpret the provided materials (Bennett, 2007).

In this study questionnaire covering five main personality traits was used. The
questionnaire was based on closed type questions. The questionnaire was downloaded in
English language and was translated into Urdu. Structured interviews were taken with 12
teachers (6 Urdu and 6 English) irrespective of age and gender to find out teachers'

responses concerning the personalities of their students.

The population of the study consisted of Urduw/English bilinguals of bachelor classes of
International Islamic University of Islamabad and University of the Punjab Lahore, and

teachers of [TUT and NUML.

One hundred and forty male and female students of PU (Punjab University) and ITUI
(International Islamic University Islamabad) were randomly selected, seventy each. The
participants matched on the competency in both English and Urdu. Their ages ranged

twenty to twenty five.

The data was analysed using SPSS. The percentages were calculated, tabulated and were
presented in the form of bar graphs. The comparison was also drawn between the
responses of the Urdu and the English teachers to easily capture the similarities and

contrasts. The study was conducted to highlight the effects of language on personality.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Words are magical in the way they affect the minds of those who use them.

(Aldous Huxley, 1940)
Is there some connection between language and personality? Almost all of the linguists
will answer in affirmative. The question of the connection of language and personality is
very much concerned with the question of language and thought. It is so because
personality and thought are interrelated. We see that language and thought (or the effect
of language on thought or the effect of thought on language or the interdependence of
both) has been one of the most disputed debates in the history of psycholinguistics. The
proponents of language like Sapir (1949), Whorf (1956) give whole credit to language in
the development of thought. According to them language is the sole base on which
thought and culture are built. To them language forms culture of a nation. In their
enthusiasm they go too far to say that language determines thought. On the other hand
there are supporters of thought like Piaget (1952-1964), Moore and Harris (1978) who
think that thought is not dependent on language. There are some theorists who stand

neutral in this issue.

Robert E. Owens, Jr. (1992) divides the theories of the relationship of language and
thought into four types. Yet we cannot give the level of theories to these assumptions,
however, we may bring them to the level of hypotheses because these are still not

approved. The way, Robert Owens describes the four important assumptions, is concise
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and comprehensive. He presents the following four models to highlight the four

hypotheses;
Language Language
Thought Thought
Language is both based on The quality of thought is
and determined by thought determined by language
(Cognitive determinism) (Linguistic determinism)
m %anguage4
Language : !
v i
Thought Thought
Thought initially precedes Language and thought are
language but is later independent but related
influenced by language abilities

Figure 2.1. Four hypotheses indicating relationship between language and thought. From Language

Development, Robert E. Owens, 1992, New York: MacMillan Press Ltd.
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The last two models have flexible approach towards the issue under discussion. The first

two hypotheses stand firmly in favor of language and the other in the favor of thought.

Piaget, Furth, Moore and Harris favor thought. Piaget (1926, 1952) is of the view that it is
actually thought which proceeds language and so to Piaget if cognition is not there, it
would be impossible for anyone to learn a language. This hypothesis is supported by
Furth’s (1966, 1971) experiments done on deaf children. The results favoured the
hypothesis as the performance of the deaf children on both oral and written tests was not
very different from that of the hearing children who had much better oral and written
language skills. Piaget explains that language has nothing to do in the characterization of
thought. He further clarifies that the roots of thought lie in action and “sensorimotor
mechanisms”. He claims that these actions and sensorimotor mechanisms “are deeper
than linguistics”. But this evidence is not acceptable for all theoreticians and child
development specialists. And so we find some objections as Moore and Harris (1978)

claim that the evidence provided by “Piagetian Literature” is “scant”.

In contrast the second extremist is Benjamin Lee Whorf (1956), who gives all the credit
to language for the production of thought. Whorf adopts two very strong positions
concerning this matter. These are often named as: “Linguistic Determinism” and

“Linguistic relativitism”. These positions will be mentioned in detail later in this chapter.

Lev S. Vygotsky comes up with a moderate hypothesis which actually favors both pillars
of language and thought. According to this hypothesis language and thought are related to

one another. Vygotsky devised a theory of Specific Cognitive Development that has some
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clashes with Piaget’s theory. In his last manuscript Thought and Language, he explains
that genetically language and thought have different origins and separate curves of
development. As the child grows these curves join together and a new behavior develops.
This happens at about two years of age. Vygotsky (1962) writes “initially thought is
nonverbal and speech nonintellectual”. When both curves of language and thought join

together “thought becomes verbal and speech intellectual”.

Finally Chomsky (1969, 1980) comes with his independent theory. He considers both
thought and language as “separate but related activities”. Both of them have “limited
influence” on one another. He rejects Piaget’s notion of the influence of thought on
language by saying that when the child learns language he is “not capable of learning
other complex intellectual achievements”. This thing shows that the acquisition of

language is quite free from the dependence on thought (1992).

2.1 SAPIR-WHORF HYPOTHESIS: MYTH OR REALITY

The hypothesis which is mentioned in the second point and is highlighted through a
figure often named as Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. This hypothesis has much criticism. Its
most prominent proponent is Benjamin Lee Whorf. John Lyons (1975) writes that Sapir

and Whorf took the hypothesis in inheritance from Herder and Humboldt.

Lyons states that German philosopher Johann Herder (1772) talked about language,
thought and culture. He emphasized the diversity of language-structure. According to him
“speech is thinking aloud”. He came with the idea that had similarity with the view which
would later be called “Linguistic Determinism”. According to him the “structure of

language” affects the “categorization of thought and experience”. In his essay Uber das
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vergleichende Sprachstudium (“On the comparative study of Languages”) Humboldt
claims that thought is the result of language and “the structure of language gives rise to

the organization of thought” (Jan Nuyts and Eric Pederson, 1999).

Then the issue of dependence of thought on language attracted an American
anthropologist, Franz Boas (1911) who became the heir of his idea. Boas considered
language as something which is free from the effect of race and culture. On the contrary
culture and life ways are dependent on language as they need the medium of language for
their expression. He came to this conclusion after studying the Native American

languages closely.

Next Edward Sapir forwarded his teacher’s idea. To him language doesn’t merely reflect
“culture” and “habitual action” but that language and thought are in “a relationship of
mutual influence, verging upon determinism”. He strictly favored language while
discussing the controversial issue of language and thought. John E. Joseph, Nigel Love
and Talbot J. Taylor in their book Landmarks in the Linguistic Thought II (2001) have

discussed Sapir’s view in detail and then some objections faced by him.
Sapir (1949) concludes his discussion saying:

The point is that no matter how sophisticated our modes of interpretation become, we
never really get beyond the projection and continuous transfer of relations suggested by
the forms of our speech...Language is at one and the same time helping and retarding us

in our exploration of experience. (2001).
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In 1921 he raised the famous question of the possibility of thought without language to
which he would straightforwardly answer in negative. He supported his idea with an
example saying that if we say, “I had a good breakfast this morning”. The sentence does
not necessarily need sophisticated thought. So to him thought is not possible, however,

language is possible without thought.

In 1990 the idea was rejected by Gethin who claimed that our simple sentences also need
the help of thought. What thing suggests us to say the name of a particular object and not
the other? How do we decide that at this time we should say duck instead of tiger? He
claims that it is our thought which helps us choosing that “particular word”. Here at this
point Sapir makes a distinction between “imagery” and “thought”. So what Gethin

mentions as “thought” that is actually “imagery”.

Another reaction to Sapirian claims was that some thoughts need “highest
manifestations” and are not at all bound of language. Musicians, scientists,
mathematicians all are involved in laborious thought and that is not the result of
language. But Sapir himself was a musician and so it’s very strange that while giving

these views, he did not think about this point.

In 1939 Sapir died so couldn’t conclude his projects. The framework Sapir presented was

based on the following points:

¢ the structures of the languages are real, and exist in the psychology of speakers;
e as a result all languages have certain universal characteristics by the virtue of
being psychological realities for their speakers;

¢ the structure of a person’s language shapes the way he or she thinks therefore;
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e cultures that share a language share a way of thinking, which constitutes the
psychology of the culture;

e cultures are constituted not by physical attributes but by symbolic values, i.e.
meanings;

e cultural unity of language and thought notwithstanding, individual variation in
language serves to establish persoﬁality, which is one aspect of individual
psychology” (2001).

Benjamin Lee Whorf tried to solve the problems which were left almost unresolved by
Sapir. Whorf was not actually that for what he is renowned now. He was simply a fire
inspector. During his job he observed that some careless workers used to drop their
cigarette butts into empty oil drums only because the word empty was inscribed on them.
These oil drums were actually empty but still having some flammable vapors.
Resultantly, they used to catch fire. Whorf came with the conclusion that if English had
had two words for “empty” i.e. “void of liquid” and “void of everything”, then these
disastrous situations would not have happened. The Whorfian hypothesis adopts two
clear positions named as Linguistic Determinism and Linguistic Relativity.

By Linguistic Relativity we mean the culture of any nation is formed by the language it
speaks. Linguistic Determinism can possibly be defined as the language spoken by an
individual, determines the functions of that individual’s mind.

The English grammar is based mainly on “nouns” and “verbs” and so the native speakers’
thinking is bound of “things” and “actions”. Every language has some words for which

there are no equivalents in other languages. In Urdu we have specific words for each
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relation i.e. khala, phopho, moomani etc. For all these relations we have no equivalent in
English. We can translate these words into “maternal aunt” which cannot of course
convey the essence of the real words. Moreover the English word cannot achieve the
brevity and strength of Urdu words.

The brévity of the terms khala, phopho, moomani etc. facilitates the Urdu speakers to
capture the sense and meaning of the terms more easily and quickly than the English
speakers. The English speakers on the other hand remain confused with the term 'aunt’
until or unless they are clarified with the addition of other words like ‘'maternal’, 'paternal’
etc. It is so because the language they use does not provide them with sufficient
vocabulary. Just like that the Eskimos have more than one word for snow to differentiate
among its types. Whereas English has just one word for all types of snow and so the
Eskimos have wider view of snow, while the English cannot achieve their view because
of the shortage of vocabulary. (Morgan, King, Weisz & Scholper, 1986)

The search on Hopi Indians conducted by Yankovsky (1969) shows that they have only
one noun for all flying objects except birds. Hopi Indians have different concepts about
the division of time, about the measurement of time etc. The measurement of time is done
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in English and other languages in “days”, “months” and “years” etc. but Hopis have
different styles of measuring it. If we say “two days passed”, a Hopi will say instead,
“this 1is the third time” and word for word translation may even cause laughter: “days
have feet, they go in pairs”. Similarly, we differentiate between “hand” and “arm” but the

Russians have one single word for both of them. The Russians would regard “two eyes”

one single “sight organ”. “One eye is termed half the sight organ”. To Whorf we are
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imprisoned in the world of words. There are as many worlds as there are languages. It is
so because the speakers of each language perceive the world through the way of their
language. (Yankovsky, 1969)

Benjamin Lee Whorf strongly believes that when a child learns a language, he acquires a
“world view” with it, because language determines the way we perceive the world.

If Eskimos have more than one word for “snow”, it will allow them to enjoy the whole
variety of snow. On the other hand an English viewer may remain deprived of the real
enjoyment of different types of snow. Is it really true? Clark and Clark (1977), favour the
importance of rich vocabulary but not as strongly as Whorf did. They are of the view that
to master a particular field, sufficient vocabulary is needed. “Anatomical that guide every
operation” could not be learnt well by the practicing surgeons only because their
teachers did not have enough vocabulary to make a distinction among “hundreds of
muscles, nerves and organs of the body”. (Bootzin Bower, Zajonc & Hall, 1986)
Gleitman, Fridlund and Reisberg in Basic Psychology highlight the importance of
vocabulary saying that some of the participants of an experiment were asked to reveal
their thoughts in words which they couldn’t do only because they couldn’t find
appropriate words to develop the true image of their thoughts. Resultantly their

performance was affected. (2000)
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2.2 NOTIONS AND OBJECTIONS

Danny D. Steinberg and Longman in Psycholinguistics: Language, Mind and World
(1982) point out four main notions on which the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis is based. Both

Steinberg and Longman call these notions “inadequate” as they further rejected them.

The first notion on which the Whofian hypothesis is based is that thought is a sort of
behavior which finds its foundation in the production of speech. To object Steinberg and
Longman say that a child starts understanding the speech before he is able to produce it
and understanding the speech means he must have the thought to comprehend the speech.
The second objection is that the handicapped children understand the speech even they
are unable to produce it. Again by understanding they mean the involvement of thought.
Finally, they say that a normal person at the same time can both produce speech and think
something else which can be quite different from the topic about which he is talking. So
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they are of the opinion, “...if thought were some kind of internalized speech, serious

problems would arise from this behaviorist conception”.

The second notion i.e. language precedes thought, is raised by many theorists including
Vygotsky, Sapir and Whorf. This idea is rejected by three clear objections. First
Steinberg and Longman say the born deaf children perform intelligently and rationally.
They quote Furth (1966-1997) to reject the notion. Furth’s research shows that the born
deaf and hearing children performed similarly on cognitive tests. Secondly, if language
develops a complete thought system then the multilinguals are supposed to have as many
systems of thought as many languages they have learnt. In this way the multilinguals

cannot develop a coherent personality which is not a positive thing. There are no solid
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and authentic results to support the notion; however, it is observed that a person might
behave aggressively in one culture and passively in the other, yet these examples are not
sufficient to authenticate the notion. Thirdly, animals don’t have any proper language but
research done on some animals like chimpanzees, whales, elephants, dogs etc. shows that

they can behave intelligently.

The third notion raised by Sapir and Whorf i.e. vocabulary or syntax affects one’s
perception and comprehension of nature, is rejected under the following points. First, if a
language doesn’t have a specific word for a particular idea or thing it doesn’t mean that
the native speakers would be unable to understand or imagine that idea or thing. If
English speakers don’t have one complete word for Urdu word khala it doesn’t mean that
they can’t understand the natﬁre of the relation. Secondly, again the multilinguals are

supposed to have different world views but such differences have never been noted.

The fourth notion i.e. “the language per se provides specifics of one’s culture” is rejected
under the points below. First of all native speakers of one single language may have
different world views for example the natives of United States have the same English
language but have many clashes concerning philosophical, religious, and political
ideology. A society may change its overall world view, even though its language remains
relatively unchanged. Thirdly the speakers of different languages may have similar world
views. Different countries agree upon similar political, social, religious, scientific and
philosophical views, though the languages used in them are quite different from each

other (1982).
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It is true that the nature of Whorf’s statement is broad and so cannot be rejected easily
and completely. For one notion there is an objection and that objection is confronted with
another example in favor of the hypothesis. So the debate on the hypothesis appears to be
a continued fight between two opposing views. This debate will probably never be
resolved because the hypothesis has many dimensions and can be explained in many

ways.

Saussure’s words rightly conclude the discussion saying that language and thought are
like two sides of one paper and as it is impossible to cut one side of paper without cutting

the other just like that language and thought cannot be separated from each other (Harris

and Taylor, 1997).

The above mentioned notion i.e. language precedes thought, founded the present study. If
language is a source of thinking then bilinguals can expand their thinking capacity more

than monolinguals because they have got two languages to think in.
2.3 RESEARCH RESULTS OF SAPIR-WHORF HYPOTHESIS

Since the time of its appearance, the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis has been a bone of
contention between the group which favours it and the group which opposes it. It is
surprising that most of the research results favour the hypothesis, though at first glance it

1S not so convincing.

Andrew Wilkinson in Language and Education (1975) is of the view that one important
factor in the development of thinking is “language”. He quotes Piaget who says that

language and thought from the early age go together and become more interlinked later.
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Wilkinson argued that the debate about the development of thought by language could
not find any conclusion even though much of the research is done to compare the
performance of deaf and hearing children (1975).
Similarly Clifford T. Morgan in Introduction to Psychology (1994) raises the question,
“can other language systems be used as tools of thought?" They quote Vernon’s (1967)
research results which reveal the normal cognitive performance of the deaf children.
Furth (1971) is also of the view that deaf children’s mental abilities develop in the normal
way. Morgan argues that language is a tool of thought but as the deaf children who
seemingly don’t have any language performed well on cognitive tests; it means they still

have language a sort of “nonverbal language tool of thought”. (1994)

John Edwards in Multilingualism describes some experiments done on bilinguals in the
early 1960s. The bilinguals performed more proficiently than their ‘monolingual
counterparts on both verbal and non-verbal tests’. The researcher came with the
conclusion that bilinguals are more flexible in their thinking, which allows superiority in

concept formation and more diversified set of mental abilities’ (1994).

The results and the conclusion favour the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. If language broadens
one’s capacity of thinking and reasoning then most probably people having two
languages acquire two different sets of thinking and behaving. These sets would be as
much different from one another as the two languages they have acquired. There are
many myths about bilingualism. There are diversified views which either favour or reject
any positive effect of bilingualism on personality. It has been noted by most of the

researchers like Edwards, Wilkenson, Romaine that bilingualism increases flexibility in a
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person’s personality, intelligence and creative capability. Edwards (1994) mentions that
in the early 1960 the results of several studies favored a positive effect of bilingualism on
personality. Romaine (1989) also points out some positive results as the bilinguals have
more divergent thinking capabilities than monolinguals, they are more advance in solving
the problems related to specific usage of language and so on. Very few studies reject the
notion. Edwards (1994) for example states some negative results of a well known study.
The researchers concluded that the use of a foreign language with the mother tongue

should be discouraged as it leads to “mental retardation”.

In the above discussion most of the studies on bilingualism and multiligualism the
proponents like Edwards (1994), Romaine (1989) and Wilkenson (1975) prove that
bilingualism influences one’s personality either positively or negatively. But it is also
thought that bilinguals’ personalities are developed into two different directions.
Wilkinson (1975) discusses some effects of language on personality. He highlights some
results of an experiment done on the Japanese women. In the experiment they were
supposed to complete some sentence once in English and once in Japanese. The study
became interesting when a woman completed the sentence in Japanese, when my wishes

conflict with my family’s it is the time of great unhappiness. But in English she completed

like this when my wishes conflict with my family’s I do what I want. The result shows that

in Japanese the woman exhibited reserved, dependant and traditional bent of mind but in

English she exposed bold, extroverted and independent behavior.
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Edwards (1994) in his conclusion rejects such ideas that bilingualism increases or
decreases intelligence but he does not reject the fact that bilinguals get more expansion in

their personalities as compared to monolinguals.

The present study hypothesizes to dig out possible effects of language on thought and
personality. The construct of the present chapter reveals four possible relationships
between language and thought: (1) thought determines personality (2) language
determines thought (3) language is the outcome of thought but in later stage thought gets
shape by language (4) both thought and language are independent of each other but
related in one or other way. The second point i.e. language determines thought is targeted
in the present study. The hypothesis of language’s dominance on thought is a disputed

issue. Its basic points are given below:

- Language precedes thought;
- Language is the mirror through which its speakers see the whole world and so;
- Language shapes thought and personality of its users and therefore;

- A person behaves, acts and thinks in the ways his language allows.

If the above points are true then we may proceed with the following other points:
- One language builds one personality (monolingual)
- Two languages build two personalities (bilingual) and so;

- Multiple languages build multiple personalities (multilingual)
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On surface level all these points are not easily acceptable. Multiple experiments have
been performed to prove or reject the hypothesis. The following points were targeted in
these experiments:

If language determines thought then;

Rich vocabulary of a language enriches its learners’ thought more than the

language which has short vocabulary.

- Hearing children are expected to solve problems more intelligently than deaf
children.

- Bilinguals will exhibit more intelligence than monolinguals.

- Bilinguals will have more divergent thinking capabilities than monolinguals.

Bilinguals will exhibit two different personalities.

The researchers in the favour of Whorfian hypothesis like Edwards (1994), Romaine
(1989) and Wilkenson (1975) focused on the above mentioned points and surprisingly
collected results which favoured the Whorfian Hypothesis in either strong or weak sense.
All these researches and their results make us think that there is some truth in Whorfian
Hypothesis. Languages affect the personalities of their speakers but the fact still lies
hidden that which language draws what type of effects on its users’ personalities. This is,
however, apparent from the experiments that one language constructs a limited view of
the world and two or more than two languages broaden the thinking capabilities.

In order to enhance understanding the following diagram can be useful:
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One Language | mmmmmjp Limited mmmmmp Single mmmmmp Monolingual

thought Culture personality
Limited No acquaintance Inflexibility
thinking with the other to adjust in
capabilities cultures (customs, different
habits, taboos situations
etc.)

More than one smmm)> Enriched sy Multiple sl Bilingual/multilingual

language thought cultures personality
. Acquaintance Flexibility to
Divergent with other adjust in
thinking cultures different
capabilities (customs, situations
habits, taboos
etc.)

Figure 2.2. Comparison between monolingual personality and bilingual/multilingual personality.

In the present study it has been endeavoured to discover the differences in the
personalities of Urdu-English bilinguals when they switch from one language to the other
as these differences would enable the researcher to excavate the effects of language on

personality.

2.4 TESTING PERSONALITY

To give final and accurate result about someone’s personality is really a difficult task.
The researchers may face certain problems as “personality” itself is an abstract idea.

Almost all definitions tried by the scholars have failed in one or other way to bring this



28
idea into concreteness. Furnham and Heaven (1999) mention some of the definitions of
the following psychologists. Allport (1961) calls personality “dynamic organization...of
psychological systems”. Cattell (1965) views personality as a “prediction” about a
person’s action. Then Maddi (1989) defines personality as “a stable set of tendencies and

characteristics”.

When we ponder on all these definitions we find some flaws in all. Personality cannot be
called a stable set because it may change with the passage of time. Personality can never
be assumed as a prediction as well because a person may behave quite unpredictably in
certain situations. McMartin (1995) reacts against Cattell’s definition saying that
personality is not dynamic organization but “developing system”. The idea of developing
system can immediately be rejected on certain facts. Personality is not only a developing
system; it is a deteriorating system also. Under certain circumstances personality doesn’t
develop but only deteriorates. Many other modern psychologists have also tried to define
personality but their deﬁnitibns also cannot get the degree of perfectness. The idea of
personality may not get any solid and comprehensive definition because the ideas that
further explain it also abstract in their nature for example shy, fearful, kind, domineering
etc. So personality may not be defined until or unless we observe the people having

specific traits.
2.4.1 TRAITS OF PERSONALITY

Which traits should be observed? For this purpose Big Five Trait Approach has been
followed. The Big Five approach has its connection with lexical hypothesis which says,

“All important individual differences have become encoded within the natural language”
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(Hill, Larsen, David & Buss, 2005). Oliver P. John and Sanjay Srivastava (1999) in their
research paper The Big Five Trait Taxonomy have tried to trace the history of the Big
Five trait approach. They find that the extraction of all personality terms from the
dictionary took place in 1936 when Allport and Odbert following Baumgarten’s (1933)
work in German prepared a list of almost 18,000 terms. The size of the list seemed like a
semantic nightmare to Allport. Allport and Odbert struggled with the list to give it some

order. For this purpose they divided the terms into four main categories:
i.  The first category was consisted of “personality traits (e.g. sociable, aggressive).”

ii.  The second category dealt with “temporary states, moods and activities such as

afraid, rejoicing and elated.”

iii.  The third category was related to “evaluation, judgment, of personal conduct and

reputation such as excellent, worthy, average, irritating.”

iv.  The fourth category was consisted of the terms which could possibly describe

“physical characteristics.”

In 1967 Norman contributed in the initial efforts of Allport and Odbert by dividing the

list into seven categories:
i.  Stable biophysical traits (e.g. irascible)
ii.  Temporary states (e.g. trembling, furious)
iii.  Activities (e.g. screaming)

iv.  Social roles (e.g. murderer)
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v.  Social effects (e.g. frightening)
vi.  Evaluation terms (e.g. unacceptable, bad)
vil.  Anatomical and physical terms (e.g. short, cute).

All this categorization and classification done by Allport, Odbert and Norman, was
actually dictionary based. They did a great job in providing basic structure to the
personality lexicon but Cattell tried hard to make the list short. For this purpose he began
with a sub set of 4,500 trait terms and reduced it to 35 variables. And finally, using the

technique of factor analysis, he was able to provide his famous 16 personality factors

(16PF).

Though Cattell’s work received many objections, yet the way he worked stimulated many
to work on the same pattern. In the discovery of Big Five many researchers are involved.
Fiske (1949) struggled with Cattell’s 22 variables and resultantly constructed a rough list
of some factors which was later known as Big Five. Tupes and Christal (1961) tried to
refine Fiske’s list of factors and consequently found a list based on five main factors.
Norman (1963), Borgatta (1964) and Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) copied the

same list of five factors.
2.4.2 FIVE FACTOR MODEL (BIG FIVE PERAONALITY TRAITS)
In 1963 Norman provided the list as under:

i.  Extraversion or Surgency (talkative, assertive, energetic)

ii. Agreeableness (good-natured, cooperative, trustful)
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Conscientiousness (orderly, responsible, dependable)
Emotional stability versus Neuroticism (calm, not neurotic, not easily upset)

Culture (intellectual, polished, independent-minded) (1995).

e Extraverted people are known for their enthusiasm, active social behavior,

dominance etc. On the other hand introverted people are shy, passive, quiet etc.

e Agreeable people are trustworthy, cooperative and friendly. They love peace and

try to resolve problems through negotiation; however, people who are low in this
scale prefer to use their power in such cases and tend to be unkind, savage, cold

and aggressive (Hill, Larsen & Buss, 2005).

e Conscientious people are generally organized, responsible, punctual and reliable.

They remain committed to their jobs and are hard working too. On the other hand
low conscientious people are careless, disorganized and undependable (Friedman

& Schustack, 2007).

¢ Emotionally stable people are calm and have stamina to cope with difficult

situations peacefully. In contrast, neurotic people get emotional very easily in any
unpleasant situation. They tend to be depressed, tense and worried in difficult
circumstances. Emotionally stable people face bravely people’s witty remarks

about them, but neurotic people get nervous and lose their temperament.

Culture i1s also called openness. Open people tend to be imaginative, witty and
artistic. They have high aesthetic sense and considerable creative power. Open

people have vivid and prophetic dreams. (Hill, Larsen and Buss, 2005). On the other
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hand people who are low on this dimension are shallow, plain and simple (Friedman

& Schustack, 2004).

2.43 EVALUATION OF THE FIVE FACTOR MODEL

Hill, Larsen and Buss (2005) raise the question: “does the five factor model provide a
comprehensive description of personality?” On the yes side they claim that five factor
model is “more robust and replicable than any other taxonomy of personality they claim
to be comprehensive”. To them the five factor model “provides the major structure
underlying many personality inventories”. On the other side this model has been
criticized for not being comprehensive. The critics of this model also claim that it cannot
“capture the underlying casual personality processes that researchers are really interested
in”. But we cannot deny the fact that this model is favoured by many personality

psychologists and researchers.

Friedman and Schustack (2003) feel satisfied to “believe that at least some basic trait
dimensions really do exist; perhaps three, perhaps sixteen, but most probably five or so
dimensions”. They further claim that the model is not the result of “biasing stereotypes”
which cannot be useful in other cultures. They prove their claim with the fact that it is

being used by researchers “throughout the world”.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The previous chapter highlights some of the experiments done to prove the truth lying in
Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. The results collected by the researchers like Wilkenson,
Romaine and Edwards proved the fact that language affects thought and personality (see
Chapter 2). The present study is a further extension to all those researches done in the
perspective of Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. As Whorfian hypothesis states that language is
the sole base of thought and so of personality, the present chapter is made to practically
apply this statement. To test the effect of language on the personality of its users such
population is required that must have competency in two languages (i.e. bilingual). The
selection of such population fulfills the objective of observing the changes occur in the
personalities of bilingual individuals when they shift from one language to the other.
Urdu and English are the main languages frequently spoken in Pakistani institutes.
Looking at the utilitarian purpose Urdu and English bilinguals are found feasible to be

tested.

3.1 INSTRUMENTATION

This study is tried to be made free from the preconceived notions. So its reliability lies in
a reliable methodology. Observation of people for the sole purpose of collecting data
which will prove in future as authentic and reliable is really a sensitive issue. The
observant cannot claim accuracy as a person does not remain consistent in all situations.

We meet a very decent and polite fellow in a class attending a lecture, a very confused
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and hesitant fellow on stage, a very confident and outspoken fellow in a group of
youngsters, and actually these all are different facets of one single person. So to judge
someone’s personality is really a difficult rather impossible task. We cannot say
confidently about someone that he or she is shy or aggressive. This is so because most of
the time people are not actually what they pretend. We have different masks on our faces
and we use these masks on different occasions. So the main problem lies in the selection

of a reliable and workable methodology.
In this connection several questions may be raised:

- How can personality be measured?

What aspects of one’s personality should be measured?

Is the scale being used authentic?

How far can it be considered that the results are valid?

To the first question, there are four possible ways of measuring personality. (I) Self-
Report Data (II) Observer-Report Data (III) Test Data and (IV) Life-Outcome Data
(Larsen and Buss, 2005). In the present study the first source of measuring the personality
i.e. self-report data, is adopted. Here the individuals report about themselves e.g. about
their feelings, about their relations with others, about their interests etc. Self-Report Data
can confidently be employed where a friendly relationship is developed between the
researcher and the participants. In the present study other methods of observing
personality could also be useful but only one could be applied in this mini dissertation

due to limited time.
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To the second question, by measuring the big five personality traits of the subjects, we
can get the maximum insight to their personality. The model provided by the Big Five
Personality framework is considered to be universal. The model is praised for its
universality. The authenticity of the scale can be assessed by its wide use and the fame
which it is enjoying. In a recent article available on line named, Do Bilinguals have two
personalities (2006) the researchers have not only chosen this scale but also praised it for

its ability to get adjusted in all cultures.
3.1.1 THE QUESTIONNAIRES

The subjects of the present research were required to answer two questionnaires. Both
the questionnaires had same items but two different languages i.e. English and Urdu. The
questionnaire used in the study was available on net free of cost. The questionnaire is
closed type and is constructed by the University of California Berkeley (2000-2009).
Originally the questionnaire is available in English. To fulfill the requirement of the
present study this English questionnaire was later carefully translated into Urdu. To
check the accuracy of the translation, the questionnaire was given to a professor of Urdu
department Dr. Abid Hussain in National University of Modern Languages Islamabad.

The questionnaires consisted of 48 items based on big five traits.

Validity could be questionable to some degree since everyone is too conscious about his
personality and so the participants were supposed to be reluctant to report anything bad
about themselves. To avoid this possibility a close friendship was developed with them.
Their most favorite teacher’s help was taken in this regard. The students’ attitude was

informal with the researcher and they were found quite relaxed during filling the



36
questionnaires. They rather enjoyed the questions and were very curious about the results.
The subjects were told that if they answered anything wrong about them, they would

immediately be caught, because same questions were asked in many different ways.
3.1.1.1 EXPLANATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The questions asked under Big Five Traits of personality (Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Openness and Neuroticism) repeat in the questionnaire in different

ways for exampie compare the following two questipns under the trait of Neuroticism:
I see myself as someone who...

(a)...1s relaxed, handles stress well

(b)...can be tense

Similarly forty eight questions were categorized under Big Five Traits (for detail see
Appendix II and III). The questionnaires consisted of 5 points scale (Likert) and the
respondents were required to pick their choice by ticking the appropriate point. The

following checklist was used for the questionnaires;

7

Neither Agree nor

Strongly Disagree Disagree .
Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

Figure 3.1. Checklist for the questionnaires.
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3.2.2 THE INTERVIEWS

The second tool used in the study was structured interview. Structured interview is a
useful tool because they provide valuable information and are helpful in evaluation
(Dudley-Evans, 1998). The interviews were conducted by the researcher to eliminate
possible uncertainty in the results collected through questionnaires. 12 teachers (6
English and 6 Urdu) irrespective of age and gender were interviewed in this regard.
Interview from the teachers was the most desirable because the teachers are supposed to
keep deep insight of the personalities of their students (for complete interview questions
see Appendix III and IV). Following Nunan (1992), the researcher used a five point scale
to evaluate the agreement or the disagreement of the respondents about the questions

asked. The following checklist was used by the researcher;

A A A N

Strongly Agree Agree

Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

Figure 3.2. Checklist for the interviews.
3.3 POPULATION

An ideal population required some competent bilinguals of Urdu and English. The target
population consisted of 70 male and 70 female undergraduates. The criteria for the
selection of bilinguals was their proficiency in the use of both English and Urdu
languages. By proficiency we mean the accurate and fluent use of both languages. They
might be bilingual or multilingual but their competency in the usage of the

aforementioned two languages was confirmed. Their teachers confirmed their
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competency to communicate in both languages. Moreover the researcher herself knew the

female students personally because she had been teaching them since September 2005.

The first study was conducted on 70 female students, in B.A. (Hons.) 4th, 6" and g™
semester classrooms of the Faculty of English Language and Literature, International
Islamic University Islamabad. These classes were considered suitable for this study

because the students are from both Urdu and English medium schools.

To bring possible consistency in the results, the second study was conducted on 70 male
Urdu English bilingual undergraduates of Hailey College of Commerce, Punjab
University Lahore. Among these 70 students 30 belonged to 4™ semester (B.Com) and 40
participants were from 5™ semester of Chemical Engineering. Their teachers confirmed

their proficiency in the use of both English and Urdu.

3.4 PROCEDURE FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF STUDY

TOOLS

The following procedure was used in the present research:

1. The subjects were given some instructions about filling the questionnaires. All the
subjects were informed about the purpose of the study. They were first given the
English questionnaire. When they returned after filling, the Urdu questionnaire

was distributed among them.

2. The students took 10 to 15 minutes in filling one questionnaire. The students were

promised that the next day they will be informed about their results.

3. Each student's answers were entered to get the percentages under each personality
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trait. The computer provided with the readymade results which are exhibited with

the help of graphs. On the basis of these results the conclusion was made.

The second tool used in this study was structured interviews. The interviews were
administered to the teachers only. The interview questions were also based on Big
Five Personality Traits. The purpose of conducting interviews was to take

teachers' opinions about the personalities of their students.

It took 25 to 30 minutes to interview one teacher. All the interviews were audio-

taped.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS

To check possible effect of language on personality the researcher aimed at analyzing the
shifts in the personalities of the Urdw/English bilinguals while their use of these two
languages. Two different kinds of tools were adopted to carry out the present study i.e.
questionnaires and interviews. In this chapter a meticulous analysis of the data collected

by the two tools is discussed.

SPSS was exercised to analyze the responses from questionnaires and interviews. The
responses from the students and teachers were fed into SPSS and the percentages of the
responses were calculated. The percentages were presented with the help of bar graphs.

The analysis is given below;
4.1 QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS

The percentages of the responses of the students are presented with the help of bar graphs

by Microsoft Excel. The analysis of the questionnaires is as follows;
4.1.1 FEMALE STUDENTS OF 4™ TERM

First the percentages of all 4™ term students (female) were added and one overall
percentage was obtained for each trait. The following graph shows that the students of 4™
term showed marked differences in their personalities during their use of two different
languages. In openness while filling the questionnaire in English their collective

percentage was 30.4. But in Urdu the graph shows the rising figure of 33.43 in the same
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trait. Similarly in conscientiousness in English the percentage was 53.71 which got a
decrease in Urdu. They remained consistent on Extraversion in both languages. They
scored relatively higher in Urdu on the trait of Agreeableness but lower in Urdu on

Neuroticism.
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Figure 4.1. Differences in the personalities of B.A. (Hons) 4" semester female
participants while answering English and Urdu questionnaires.

4.1.2 FEMALE STUDENTS OF 6" TERM
The following graph shows overall percentage of 6™ term students. The graph highlights

some differences in the percentages acquired by the students while their use of two
different languages. They scored relatively higher in English on the trait of openness but
lower in English on the trait of conscientiousness. They scored much higher on the trait

of extraversion in English but much lower on agreeableness in Urdu. They did not show
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much difference on neuroticism however, they scored slightly low in Urdu as compared

to English.
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Figure 4.2. Differences in the personalities of B.A. (Hons) 6" semester female

participants while answering English and Urdu questionnaires.

4.1.3 FEMALE STUDENTS OF 8™ TERM

The following chart exhibits personality differences of female Urdu-English bilinguals of

8™ semester. The students showed consistency only on the trait of conscientiousness with

insignificant difference in the percentages. However, their percentages were remarkably

different in other four traits. In Urdu they scored higher than English on openness,

extraversion and agreeableness but much lower on neuroticism in Urdu with the
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difference of 13.44. The graph is given below:
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Figure 4.3. Differences in the personalities of B.A. (Hons) 8" semester female
participants while answering English and Urdu questionnaires.

4.1.4 CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF THE FEMALE
PARTICIPANTS

To build generalization all female participants’ data was added and one cumulative
percentage was acquired under each trait. The results indicate that the students show
slight personality differences as far as the traits of openness, conscientiousness,
extraversion and agreeableness are concemed. For the trait of openness they scored a bit

higher in Urdu with the difference of only 0.79. In the trait of conscientiousness they
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showed a difference of 1.36 higher than Urdu. They scored slightly high on English with
the difference of only 0.56. In the trait of agreeableness again a very slight difference of
1.67 was observed. They scored 1.67 high in Urdu questionnaire. But they showed a
considerable difference while answering the questions based on neuroticism. They
behaved more neurotically with the difference of 7.8 on English questionnaire. The

percentages are highlighted in the following figure;
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Figure 4.4. Differences in the personalities of all female participants while answering
English and Urdu questionnaires.

It is important to note that all female participants didn’t remain consistent on any of the

traits, though they had filled the first questionnaire a moment before. It is also very
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important to state that if we see the results individually, a considerable number of the
students changed their dominant traits, for example a student’s most dominant trait was

agreeableness in Urdu with the percentage of 92. The figure became 69 in English results.

It is important to mention that all groups of female bilinguals remained consistent on the
trait of Neuroticism. All of them showed the tendency to be more neurotic in English than

in Urdu.

To avoid biasness and to bring possible validity the same questionnaires were tested on
the opposite gender. Seventy male bilingual undergraduates of Hailey College, Punjab
University Lahore participated in the study. The data collected from these undergraduates
further authenticate the results. Almost all the male participants displayed marked
differences in their personalities while answering the questionnaires in two different

languages i.e. English and Urdu.
4.1.5 MALE STUDENTS OF 4™ TERM

The following graph points out personality differences of male undergraduate bilinguals
of 4™ term. The graph shows extensive differences on each trait. On the traits of
openness, conscientiousness, extraversion and agreeableness the participants scored much
higher on Urdu. In the trait of openness, while filling the questionnaire in English their
collective percentage was 24.3 but in Urdu they scored higher than English with the
rising figure of 32.6. On the trait of conscientiousness they scored 8.43 percent higher
while answering the questionnaire in Urdu. Similarly, on the traits of extraversion and

agreeableness they scored higher on Urdu questionnaires. They, however, showed a
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surprising difference on neuroticism by scoring much low on Urdu questionnaires. Their

responses are highlighted in the figure below;
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Figure 4.5. Differences in the personalities of male undergraduates of 4" term while
filling English and Urdu questionnaires.

4.1.6 MALE STUDENTS OF 5™ TERM

Though the second group of male undergraduate bilinguals showed some consistency on
almost all the traits, yet the differences in their scores are not ignorable. Leaving the traits

of openness and neuroticism they scored higher on other traits on Urdu questionnaires.
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While filling the English questionnaires they showed tendency to be more open and

neurotic,

" 2.15 49.950.72 51.1

g2.35
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Figure 4.6. Differences in the personalities of male undergraduates of 5™ term while
filling English and Urdu questionnaires.

4.1.5 CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF MALE PARTICIPANTS

The following graph highlights cumulative percentage of all male undergraduate
bilinguals. The collective percentage indicates marked differences in the personalities of

all male participants. It is interesting to note that leaving the trait of neuroticism; they
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scored significantly higher on Urdu in all the other traits. They scored significantly high

on the trait of Neuroticism in English with the difference of 16.12. For detail see the

following graph:
60 52.88
53.4 54.07
49.31
S0 7377
41.02

m English

Urdu

Figure 4.7. Differences in the personalities of all male undergraduates while filling
English and Urdu questionnaires.

4.2 INTERVIEW ANALYSIS

The researcher interviewed the teachers to further authenticate the results gathered
through questionnaires. The data has been presented with the help of bar graphs by
Microsoft Excel. For detailed analysis tables have also been constructed. The analysis of

the interviews is given below;
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4.2.1 ANALYSIS OF THE URDU TEACHERS’ INTERVIEWS

4.2.1.1 Ul:

First of all the Urdu teachers were generally asked about the effects of language on

personality. They were required to share their opinions. Their responses are summarized

in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.1

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the effects of language

on personality.
Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 4 66.70%
Agree 2 33.30%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.8. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the effects of language on

personality.
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According to the figure most of the teachers favoured strong effects of language on
personality. None of them answered in negative. 66% teachers strongly favoured the

influence of language on personality.

4.2.1.2 U2:

The Urdu teachers were further enquired specifically about the effects of Urdu language
on personality. The aim of the question was to know about the influence of the Urdu
language on personality. It was asked by the researcher that being a language is Urdu
expected to draw specific effects on the personality of the Urdu speakers? The responses

of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.2

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the effects of the Urdu

language on personality.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 3 50.00%
Agree 2 33.30%
Neutral 1 16.70%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
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Figure 4.9. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the effects of the Urdu

language on personality.
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According to the figure 50% of the teachers strongly agreed to the notion of the specific

effects of the Urdu language on the personalities of the Urdu speakers. It is important to-

note that 16% teachers neither favoured the notion nor negated it. They rather never

thought about it.

4.2.1.3 U3:

The third question asked to the teacher was more focused. Here the teachers were asked

to rate the trait of extroversion in the personalities of their students. They were asked

whether their students tend to be talkative, sociable, expressive and bold. The responses

of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.3

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait

of extroversion.
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Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 2 33.30%
Agree 1 16.70%
Neutral 2 33.30%
Disagree 1 16.70%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.10. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait of
extroversion.

According to the figure 33% teachers strongly agreed that their students were bold,
confident, sociable and expressive but 33% of them disagreed. However, most of the

teachers responded higher on agree side.

4.2.1.4 U4:

In the third question the Urdu teachers were enquired about their students’ trait of
agreeableness. The researcher used different terms to make them easily understand the
question. They were asked whether their students were co-operative, trustful, kind etc.

The responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;



53
Table 4.4

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait
of agreeableness.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 0 0.00%
Agree 3 50.00%
Neutral 2 33.30%
Disagree 1 16.70%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.11. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait of
agreeableness.
According to the figure none of the Urdu teachers strongly favoured the presence of the

trait of agreeableness in the personalities of their students. However, 50% of them

generally agreed to it. 33% remained neutral and the rest negated it.
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4.2.1.5 US:

Similarly the teachers were asked to rate their students’ trait of conscientiousness.
Different terms were used in the question to clarify the meaning of conscientiousness.
They were required to affirm or negate the efficient, organized and disciplined nature of
their students. The responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure
below;

Table 4.5

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait

of conscientiousness.
Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 0 0.00%
Agree 0 0.00%
Neutral 3 50.00%
Disagree 1 16.70%
Strongly Disagree 2 33.30%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.12. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait of

Conscientiousness.
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According to the figure50% of the Urdu teachers neither favoured nor negate the trait of
Conscientiousness in the personalities of their students. None of them agreed to the

question. 33% strongly negated and the rest simply disagreed.
4.2.1.6 U6:

The Urdu teachers were further enquired to rate the trait of Openness in the personalities
of their students. Different terms were used in the question to clarify the trait of openness.
The teachers were asked to approve or disapprove the ingenious, imaginative, artistic and
creative nature of their students. The responses of the teachers are summarized in the
table and the figure below;

Table 4.6

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait

of Openness.
Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 4 66.70%
Agree 2 33.30%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
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Figure 4.13. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait of
Openness.

According to the figure 66% teachers strongly agreed and the rest generally agreed to the
question. They strongly favoured the artistic, imaginative and creative capabilities of the
Urdu students. None of them disagreed to the question.

4.2.1.7 U7:

Lastly, the Urdu teachers were asked about the trait of Neuroticism. To clarify the
meaning different terms were used in the question. They were asked whether their
students tend to be easily nervous, upset, worried, depressed and distracted. The

responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;
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Table 4.7

Frequencies and Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait

of Neuroticism.
Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 0 0.00%
Agree 0 0.00%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 2 33.30%
Strongly Disagree 4 66.70%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.14. Percentages of the Urdu teachers’ responses to the Urdu students’ trait of
Neuroticism.
According to the figure 66% teachers strongly negated the presence of Neuroticism in the

personalities of their students. None of them affirmed the question. According to all of

the Urdu teachers their students were emotionally stable.
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4.2.2 ANALYSIS OF THE ENGLISH TEACHERS’ INTERVIEWS

4.2.2.1 El:

First of all the English teachers were generally asked about the effects of language on
personality. They were required to share their opinions. Their responses are summarized
in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.8

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the effects of

language on personality.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 1 16.70%
Agree 5 83.30%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.15. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the effects of language

on personality.

According to the figure most of the teachers generally favoured the effects of language on
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personality. None of them answered in negative. 83% teachers favoured the influence of
language on personality.
4.2.2.2 E2:

The English teachers were further enquired specifically about the effects of English
language on personality. The aim of the question was to know about the influence of the
English language on personality. It was asked by the researcher that being a language is
English expected to draw specific effects on the personality of the Urdu speakers? The
responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.9

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the effects of the

English language on personality.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 2 33.30%
Agree 2 33.30%
Neutral 2 33.30%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
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Figure 4.16. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the effects of the English

language on personality.

According to the figure 33% of the teachers strongly agreed to the notion of the specific

effects of the English language on the personalities of the English students. 33% of the

teachers generally agreed to the notion and the rest neither favoured nor refuted it.

4.2.23 E3:

The third question asked to the teacher was more focused. Here the English teachers were

asked to rate the trait of extroversion in the personalities of their students. They were

asked whether their students tend to be talkative, sociable, expressive and bold. The

responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;
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Table 4.10

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of extroversion.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 3 50.00%
Agree 3 50.00%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.17. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’
trait of extroversion.

According to the figure 50% teachers strongly agreed that their students were bold,
confident, sociable and expressive and 50% of them generally agreed. None of them
disagreed.

4.2.2.4 E4:

In the third question the English teachers were enquired about their students’ trait of

agreeableness. The researcher used different terms to make them easily understand the
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question. They were asked whether their students were co-operative, trustful, kind etc.

The responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.11

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of agreeableness.
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Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 1 16.70%
Agree 2 33.30%
Neutral 2 33.30%
Disagree 1 16.70%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage

Strongly
Disagree

Figure 4.18. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of Agreeableness.

According to the figure 16% percent of the English teachers strongly favoured, 33% of

them generally favoured the presence of the trait of agreeableness in the personalities of

their students. 33% remained neutral and the rest negated it.
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4.2.2.5 ES:

Similarly the teachers were asked to rate their students’ trait of Conscientiousness.
Different terms were used in the question to clarify the meaning of Conscientiousness.
They were required to affirm or negate the efficient, organized and disciplined nature of
their students. The responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure
below;

Table 4.12

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of Conscientiousness.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 0 0.00%
Agree 2 33.30%
Neutral 2 33.30%
Disagree 2 33.30%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.19. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of Conscientiousness.



64
According to the figure 33% of the English teachers neither favoured nor negate the trait
of Conscientiousness in the personalities of their students. None of them strongly agreed
to the question. 33% negated and the rest simply agreed.

4.2.2.6 E6:

The English teachers were further enquired to rate the trait of Openness in the
personalities of their students. Different terms were used in the question to clarify the
trait of openness. The teachers were asked to approve or disapprove the ingenious,
imaginative, artistic and creative nature of their students. The responses of the teachers
are summarized in the table and the figure below;

Table 4.13

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of Openness.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 5 83.30%
Agree 1 16.70%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 0 0.00%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
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Figure 4.20. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’
trait of Openness.
According to the figure 83% teachers strongly agreed and the rest generally agreed to the

question. They strongly favoured the artistic, imaginative and creative capabilities of the

Urdu students. None of them disagreed to the question.

4.2.2.7 E7:

Lastly, the English teachers were asked about the trait of Neuroticism. To clarify the
meaning different terms were used in the question. They were asked whether their

students tend to be easily nervous, upset, worried, depressed and distracted. The

responses of the teachers are summarized in the table and the figure below;
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Table 4.14

Frequencies and Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of Neuroticism.

Responses Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 2 33.30%
Agree 3 50.00%
Neutral 0 0.00%
Disagree 1 16.70%
Strongly Disagree 0 0.00%
Total: 6 100%
Percentage
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Figure 4.21. Percentages of the English teachers’ responses to the English students’

trait of Neuroticism

According to the figure 50% teachers generally affirmed the presence of Neuroticism in

the personalities of their students. 33% strongly agreed and the rest simply disagreed.
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4.3 COMPARISON BETWEEN THE RESPONSES:

A comparison has been made with the help of bar graphs to highlight similarities and
contrasts in the responses of both the Urdu and the English teachers. The comparison is

as follows;
4.3.1 LANGUAGE AFFECTS PERSONALITY

In the first question the researcher generally asked about the effects of language on the
personalities of its users. The comparison between the responses has been given in the

figure below;
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Figure 4.22. Comparison between the percentages of the responses to the notion of
Language affects personality.
According to the figure the Urdu teachers strongly favoured the notion. The English

teachers also agreed none of them opposed it.
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4.3.2 THE EFFECT OF URDU AND EGLISH LANGUAGE ON

PERSONALITY

The second question was focused on the effects of Urdu or English language on the
personality. The Urdu teachers were required to respond to the effect of Urdu language
and similarly the English teachefs were asked to affirm or negate the effects of English
on personality. The comparison between the responses of the Urdu and English teachers

is highlighted in the figure below;
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Figure 4.23. Comparison between the persontages of the responses to the notion of the
effects of Urdu and English on personality.

According to the figure 50% of the Urdu and 33% of the English teachers strongly
favoured the effects of Urdu and English repectively. None of them were disagreed to the

notion however, 33% English and 16% Urdu teachers remained neutral to the question.
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4.3.3 EXTROVERSION
The third question was asked under the trait of extroversion. The researcher asked both

the Urdu and the English teachers to rate their students’ trait of extroversion. Their

responses are highlighted in the following figure;
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Figure 4.24. Comparison between the percentages of the responses to the trait of
Extroversion.

According to the figure most of the English teachers strongly affirmed the extrovert
nature of their students. 33% of the Urdu teachers strongly affirmed the question and
33% of them remained neutral.

4.3.4 AGREEABLENESS

Then the teachers were enquired to highlight their students’ trait of agreeableness. A

comparison between their responses is highlighted in the following graph;
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Figure 4.25. Comparison between the percentages of the responses to the trait of

Agreeableness.

According to the figure 50% of the Urdu teachers generally agreed to the agreeable

nature of their students’ personalities. 16% of the English teachers strongly favoured it.

33% of both the English and the Urdu teachers remained neutral.

4.3.5 CONSCIENTIOUSNESS
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The fifth question was about the trait of conscientiousness. The teachers were required to

rate their students’ conscientious nature. A comparison between their responses is given

below;
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Figure 4.26. Comparison between the percentages of the responses to the trait of
Conscientiousness.

According to the figure most of the English and the Urdu teachers remained neutral to the
question. None of the Urdu teachers favoured the question rather33% of them refuted it.

4.3.6 OPENNESS

Then the teachers were asked to rate openness in the personalities of their students. Their

responses are compared with the help of the following figure;
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Figure 4.27. Comparison between the percentages of the responses to the trait of

Openness.
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According to the figure most of the Urdu and the English teachers strongly affirmed the

question. None of them negated it.

4.3.7 NEUROTICISM

Lastly, the teachers were asked to rate neuroticism in the personalities of their students.

Their responses are compared in the following graph;
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Figure 4.28. Comparison between the percentages of the responses to the trait of
Neuroticism.

According to the figure 66% of the Urdu teachers strongly disagreed to the question. In
contrast most of the English teachers affirmed the question.

4.4 DISCUSSION ON THE FINDINGS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES

The present study was qualitative and quantitative in nature. Specifically the study was

made to highlight specific effects of a language on the personality of its users.

The results collected through the questionnaires proved the basic queries. Whorfian
Hypothesis states that language is the foundation of thought, culture and personality. In
the present study the effect of language on the personality of its users was tested. The
purpose to get the questionnaire filled in two different languages was to observe whether
the bilinguals switch their personalities when they switch languages. The results affirmed

the assumption. The findings show that the five groups of male and female bilinguals
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scored high on Neuroticism in English and low on Neuroticism in Urdu. In other traits,

however, they did not remain consistent.

Their consistency in the trait of Neuroticism forces us to think the reasons of such an

apparent and constant change in their personalities. This happened so because:

- the subjects either felt upset or they became conscious while using a language
other than their national language.

- the participants were unable to capture the real intensity of the words “tense”,
“depress”, “blue”, “stress”, “upset” etc. in Urdu language. In Urdu there is no

accurate connotation of the above mentioned words. While speaking Urdu an

Urdu speaker simply goes through code switching.

These reasons favour Whorfian Hypothesis. Whorf (1956) states that each language of
the world has different physiognomies. Each language with its unique physiognomies
presents different view of the world to its users. So there are as many views of the world
as there are languages. In the present study the bilinguals changed their views about

themselves when they changed their languages.

The second research question was: Does a certain language develop a new personality
trait? The results give the answer in affirmative. It is so because the subjecté showed
notable differences in their personalities in the trait of Neuroticism. The third question i.e.
do bilinguals have two personalities? is also proved right because all the participants
were bilinguals (proficient in both English and Urdu) and all of them showed personality

differences during their use of two different languages.
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The investigation highlights the truth lying in Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. The results reveal
the tendency of Urdu and English bilinguals to change their views about themselves
while using two different languages. It may be assumed that a certain language builds its
users’ personality to a specific direction. It provides its users with a different view of the
world. After studying the above findings we may build another assumption that there are

as many personalities as there are languages in the world.

4.5 DISCUSSION ON THE FINDINGS OF THE INTERVIEWS

The researcher conducted interviews from the teachers of the Urdu and English language.
The teachers were asked 7 questions in total. The first two questions were asked to have
their views about the effects of language on personality. Both the Urdu and the English
teachers favoured the notion and none of them refuted it. Rest of the five questions
focused more on the big five personality traits. The teachers were asked to rate the big
five personality traits in the personalities of their students. On all the traits the teachers’
responses more or less remain the same. On the trait of Conscientiousness the teachers
changed their views about their students. The Urdu teachers rated their students less
conscientious than the English teachers. Similarly, on the trait of Neuroticism the English
teachers rated their students more neurotic than the Urdu teachers. This reminds us of the
results of the questionnaires where the students while filling the questionnaire in English
tended to be more neurotic than that of Urdu. The reason might be this that they felt more
relaxed in their national language. Certain inferences have been built on the above

findings which are given in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 CONCLUSION

The foregoing study establishes the initial proposition that language affects personality to
different degrees on different occasions. The caveat noted here is that it is not, and cannot
be, a simple one-on-one formula. The difficulties are manifest when one considers that
(a) a large number of factors come into play in the evaluation of personality, and (b) the
property called ‘personality’ is itself a changeable flux rather than a steady quantity.
However, language is an important factor, and its effects should not be overlooked. What
makes bilinguals change their personalities during their use of both languages? Bilinguals
may suffer from an increase of anxiety and tension when they are caught up in situations
where the second language becomes the primary mode of communication (such as
interacting with foreigners who speak the language as their first language) and it is
reasonable to expect that the inhibitory factors resulting from this will affect the
speaker’s personality. This is so common that it hardly needs verification. So the
following inferences are extracted based on the finding given in chapter 4:
o The first inference from this is that an individual who might be freely expressive,
unworried about linguistic errors and extroverted in his first language, becomes
self-conscious, withdrawn, anxious about language errors and introverted when he

1s forced to use the second language in a sustained dialogue with other people.
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This leads to another inference that a situation in which a bilingual is entangled
between two languages, guides him to two different systems of thought, two
different cultures and finally two differént personalities. Fromkin, Rodman and
Hyams (2003) after conducting multiple experiments on bilinguals and
monolinguals, discovered a bilingual child is actually “two monolinguals in one
head”. In other way one may say that a bilingual has two languages and so two
personalities. We find same evidence in the present study as well. All the
bilinguals exhibited two personalities while using two different languages. It is
amazing to note that both boys and girls showed tendency to be more neurotic
while filling English questionnaire. On the other hand they seemed to be relaxed
while filling Urdu questionnaire. So it may be said that a bilingual has two
monolinguals combined in him.
The third inference supports Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. The resuscitation of the
Sapir-Whorf hypothesis at this stage might be questioned by some, but it is
relevant to conditions in present-day Pakistan because of the peculiar strength of
the second language (English) in a variety of social situations and functions. It has
a prestige and utilitarian value far in excess of its stated position. In the nineteen
seventies and early eighties there was a sustained attempt by the government to
establish the national language (Urdu) as the primary language of both instruction
and governance, and to relegate English to its true role as a second language, to be
used only when and where needed. However, since then Urdu has been partly

overtaken by the ‘market forces’ of linguistics in this country. Apart from the
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considerable infiltration that has taken place by English into Urdu, we now find
written forms of English used everywhere, in commerce both local and
international, in small scale trade, government planning, diplomacy, law, aviation,
banking and even social occasions such as marriage. The fact is not prevailing in
Pakistan only but in almost all the ex-colonized countries. English has become a
symbol of status, modernization, efficiency etc in all ex-colonized countries
(Rahman, 2000). Continual and frequent switching between two linguistic
conventions and cultures has a certain psychological effect on the population,
especially its bilingual segment. It has been endeavoured to show that there is a
significant personality quantum to be considered in the use of language, and that
each language projects a ‘personality’ of its own. The idea floated in the seventies
that we can ‘do away’ with English or ‘reduce’ it to its rightful position has been
proved wrong by events since then. The competing pressure of two language
systems on the psyche of the nation is of considerable significance to the nation’s
mental and linguistic health.

The fourth inference is drawn from the different ‘personalities’ of the two
languages in question. By personalities of the two languages it is meant special
features innate in them. Whorf (1956) calls these different “physiognomies” of
languages. A rough assumption is that English is more bold than Urdu. Urdu is
shy and passive. While discussing with the teachers of English literature it was
revealed that the students feel easy to talk in English rather than Urdu about

scandals, sex and such other issues. They quickly switch the code when such
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issues come across. Similarly, the participants of this study came across such
questions for which they used to switch the code, for example there is no exact
equivalent of the words “depression” and “tension” in Urdu. So the participants
became more neurotic in English than in Urdu because in English they
comprehended the meaning better than Urdu.

o The fifth inference is that English is a ‘literate’ language in that it is founded on a
long tradition of writing, research, science and technology, and is therefore
inclined to be more well organized than Urdu. The latter language is still more
‘orate’ than literate, because the culture underlying it is still only semi-literate,
and nothing much has been done in science or technology in this society.
Differences certainly exist, and the basic premise of the study that these
differences are reflected to some degree in the personalities of their users is

tenable.

The assumptions in the last two inferences may be objectionable. The proponents of both
languages reject one or the other idea on the basis of another assumption. An enthusiastic
supporter of Urdu, for example, Mukhtar Zaman vigorously rejects his contemporary’s
view, who criticizes Urdu for not being scientific (1985). Our main concern, however, is
not to reject or confirm any such assumption but to point out that each language has its
own special characteristics and culture, which consequently lead the speakers of that
language to a unique personality.

Generally it is said that knowing languages other than one's mother-tongue opens new

doors of perception for a multilingual person, giving him a standing advantage over a
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monolingual person. New windows on the world are opened for him in the process of
acquiring new communicational systems, leading to a fuller and better-
rounded understanding of reality. However, as with most adyantages, greater flexibility
and an ability to view the world from different perspectives might lead to some
psychological strains. Personality shifts take place in multilingualism, and these are
mostly advantageous. It is desirable to look at both sides of the picture, and this had been
endeavoured to do. The results highlighted by the present study, however, do not signify
any positive or negative effects of bilingualism or multilingualism on personality. This is,
however, significant to note that all the participants (both male and female) showed

marked differences in their personalities during their use of Urdu and English.

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

This study has further implications for the interested people in the fields of both

psychology and linguistics:

e It is recommended for the future studies that same hypothesis may be targeted but
using different scales of personality.

o Secondly, it is suggested that some extension should be given to the same study
first by observing the specific qualities of both Urdu and English languages. By
specific qualities we mean some languages are marked for the special features
inherent in them for example Urdu is considered a literary language and English
may be called a utility language. An effort can be made to dig out these special
features in the personalities of their users. If the habits of the users of these

languages match with these features it will be approved that different languages
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develop personalities differently. For exarﬁple if we assume that Urdu is polite
language, we will try to match this politeness in the personalities of the speakers
of Urdu.

Thirdly, it is recommended that to further authenticate the present study the future
researchers should first collect data from the monolinguals of the both languages.
The dominant traits of the subjects should be kept in record. Then another study
should be conducted on the bilinguals of the same languages. Now if the resulits
indicate the same dominant traits, it will be assured that a certain language
develops a person’s personality to a specific direction.

Fourthly, it is generally observed that the variety of English spoken in Pakistan is
not standard English, it is basically Pakistani English. So it is recommended for
the future researchers that they should choose those subjects as population of their
research who frequently visit foreign countries like America or England. Their
frequent visits to foreign lands enable them to imitate the standard variety of
English or the researchers should administer their research in such foreign lands
where Urdu speakers live permanently.

Since the present study was a research on personality and was focused on the
involvement of only linguistic factors in the expression of personality, it is
recommended to find out the influence of other factors too.

Lastly, the present study can also be extended further to multilinguals.



82

REFERENCES

Allport, G. W., & Odbert, H. S. (1936). Trait-names: A psycho-lexical study.
PsychologicalMonographs, 47, No. 211.

Baumgarten, F. (1933). 'Die Charktereigenschaften'. [The character traits]. In: Beitraege
zurCharakter- und Persoenlichkeitsforschung (Whole No. 1). A. Francke, Bem,
Switzerland.

Bauer, L., Holmes, J. & Warren, P. (2006). Language matters. New York: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Bell, J. (1999). Doing your Research Project. New Delhi: Ranjkamal Electronic Press.

Bennett, H. (2007). The Trainee Teacher’s Survival Guide. Great Britain: MPG Books.

Boas, Franz. (1911). Handbook of American Indian languages (Vol. 1). Bureau of
American Ethnology, Bulletin 40. Washington: Government Print Office
(Smithsonian Institution, Bureau of American Ethnology).

Bootzin, R. R., Bower, G. H., Zajonc, R. B., & Hall, E. (1986). Psychology today: An
introduction (6™ ed.). New York: Mc Graw Hill.

Borgatta, E. F. (1964). The structure of personality characteristics. Behavioral Science, 9,
8-17.

Cattell, R. B. (1945a). The description of personality: Principles and findings in a factor
analysis. American Journal of Psychology, 58, 69-90.

Cattell, R. B. (1945b). The principle trait clusters for describing personality.

Psychological Bulletin, 42, 129-161.



83

Chomsky, N. (1980). On cognitive structure and their development: A reply to Piaget. In
M. Piattelli-Palmarini (Ed.), Language and learning: The debate between Jean
Piaget and Noam Chomsky. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Chomsky, N. (1969). The acquisition of syntax in children from 5 to 10. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Clark & Clark. (1977) Psychology and Language: An Introduction to Psycholinguistics.
New York: Harcourt, Brace & Jovanovich. (PL).

Digman, J. M., & Takemoto-Chock, N. K. (1981). Factors in the natural language of
personality: Reanalysis and comparison of six major studies. Multivariate
Behavioral Research, 16, 149-170.

Dudley-Evans, T. and St John, M.J. (1998). Development in English for Specific
Purposes: A Multi-Disciplinary Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Edwards, J. (1994). Multilingualism. London: Routledge.

Esparza, N. R., Gosling, S. D., Martinez, V. B., Potter, J. P., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2004,
November 21). Do bilinguals have two personalities? A special case of cultural
frame switching. Retrieved January 02, 2008, from http://www.sciencedirect.com

Feist, J., & Feist G. J. (2002). Theories of personality. Boston: Mc Graw Hill.

Fiske, D. W. (1949). Consistency of the factorial structures of personality ratings from
different sources. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 44, 329-344.

Friedman, H. S. & Schustack, M. W. (2003). Personality: Classic theories and modern

research. Singapore: Pearson Education, Inc.



84

Fromkin, V., Rodman, R. & Hyams, N. (2003). An introduction to language.
Massachusetts: Wadsworth.

Furnham, A., & Heaven, P. (1999). Personality and social behaviour. London:
ARNOLD.

Furth, H. (1966). Thinking without language. New York: Free Press.

Furth, H. (1971). Linguistic deficiency and thinking: Research with deaf subjects, 1964-
1969. Psychological Bulletin, 75, 58-72.

Gethin, A. (1990). Antilinguistics: 4 Critical Assessment of Modern Linguistic Theory
And Practice. Oxford: Intellect Ltd.

Gleitman, H., Fridlund, A. J., &Reisberg, D. (2000). Basic psychology (Sth ed.). New
York: W. W. Norton & Company, Inc.

Harris, R., & Taylor, T. (1997). Landmarks in linguistic thought I (2™ ed.). London:
Routledge.

Herder, J. G. (2002). Treatise on the origin of language (1772). In M. N. Forster (Ed.),
Herder: Philosophical writings (pp. 65-166). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Hill, M. C,, Larsen, R. J. & Buss, D. M. (2005). Personality psychology. New York: Mc
Graw Hill.

Humboldt, W.V. (1836). Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues und
ihren Einfluss auf die geistige Entwickelung des Menshengeschlechts [On the
comparative study of languages]. Berlin: F. Diimmler.

Huxley, A. (1940). Words and their meanings. Los Angeles: C A Ward Ritchie Press.



85
John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999, March 5). The big five trait taxonomy: History,
measurement and theoretical perspectives. Retrieved January 15, 2008, from

http://www.uoreon.edu/sanjay/bigfive.pdf

Joseph, J. E., Love, N., & Taylor, T. J. (2001). Landmarks in linguistic thought II.
London: Routledge.

Lyons, J. (1975). Language and linguistics: An introduction. London: Cambridge
University Press.

Maddi, S. (1989). Personality Theories: A Comparative Analysis. Oxford: Waveland.

McMartin, J. (1995). Personality psychology: A student centered approach. California:
SAGE Publication.

Moore, T., & Harris, A. (1978). Language and thought in Piagetian theory. In L. Siegel
& C. Brainerd (Eds.), Alternatives to Piaget. New York: Academic Press.

Morgan, C. T., King, R. A., Weisz, J. R., & Schopler, J. (1994). Introduction to
psychology (7" ed.). New Delhi: Tata Mc Graw Hill.

Norman, W. T. (1967). 2,800 personality trait descriptors: Normative operating
characteristics for a university population. Department of Psychology, University
of Michigan.

Norman, W. T. (1963). Toward an adequate taxonomy of personality attributes:
Replicated factor 54 structure in peer nomination personality ratings. Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 66, 574-583.

Nunan, D. (1992). Research methods in language learning. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.



86
Nuyts, J., & Pederson, E. (Eds.). (1999). Language and conceptualization. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Owens, R. E. (1992). Language development: An introduction (4™ ed.). New York:
MACMILLAN PRESS LTD.
Piaget, J. (1964). Three lectures. In R. Ripple & U. Rockcastle (Eds.) Piaget
rediscovered. New York: Comell University Press.
Piaget, J. (1954). The construction of reality in the child. New York: Basic Books.
Piaget, J. (1952). The origins of intelligence in children. New York: International
Universities Press.
Piaget J. (1950). The psychology of intelligence. London: Routledge & kegan Paul.
Piaget, J. (1926). Language and thought of the child. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Plotnik, R. (1989). Introduction to psychology (" ed.). New York: RANDOM HOUSE.
Rahman, T. (2000). Language and politics in Pakistan. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Romaine, S. (1989). Bilingualism. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc.

Ruch, J. C. (1984). Psychology: The personal science. Belmont: Wardsworth Inc.

Sapir, E (1949). The emergence of the concept of personality. In D. G. Mandelbaum
(Ed.), Edward Sapir: Selected writings in language, culture, and personality (pp.

590-597). California: University of California Press.

Saporta, S., & Bastin, J. R. (Eds.). (1961). Psycholinguistics: A book of readings. New

York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.



Saussure, F. D. (1983). Cours de linguistique générale [Course in general linguistics].

London: G. Duckworth.

Steinberg, D. D. & Longman (1982). Psycholinguistics: Language, mind and world.
London: Longman.

Tupes, E. C., & Christal, R. C. (1961). Recurrent personality factors based on trait
ratings. Technical Report, USAF, Lackland Air Force Base, TX.

Vygotsky, L. (1962). Thought and Language. Cambridge: MA. MIT Press.

Whorf, B. L. (1956). Language, mind and reality. In J. B. Carroll (Ed.), Language,
thought and reality: Selected writings by Benjamin Lee Whorf (pp. 246-270).
Massachusetts: the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Wilkinson, A.(1975). Language and education. London: Oxford University Press.

Yankovsky, G. (1969). Sounds and signs. Mascow: Mir Publishers.

87

Zaman, M. (1985). Urdu: A language with manifold capabilities. Rawalpindi: Maqtadra

Qaumi Zuban.



88

Appendix A
Questionnaire
Name Age
Mother tongue Medium of Instruction in Secondary School

Directions: The following statements concern your perception about yourself in a
variety of situations. Your task is to indicate the strength of your agreement with
each statement, utilizing a scale in which 1 denotes strong disagreement, 5 denotes
strong agreement, and 2, 3, and 4 represent intermediate judgments. In the boxes
after each statement, tick a number from 1 to 5 from the following scale:
1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neither disagree nor agree
4= Agree
5 = Strongly agree
There are no "right" or "wrong" answers, so select the number that most closely
reflects you on each statement. Take your time and consider each statement
carefully.
I see myself as someone who...

1. ...Is talkative

2. ...Tends to find fault with others

1 2 3 4 5

3. ...Does a thorough job

1 2 3 4 5
4. ...Is depressed, blue

1 2 3 4 5
5. ...Is original, comes up with new ideas

1 2 3 4 5



1 2 3 4
7. ...Is helpful and unselfish with others

1 2 3 4
8. ...Can be somewhat careless

1 2 3 4
9. ..Is relaxed, handles stress well

1 2 3 4
10. ...Is curious about many different things

1 2 3 4
11. ...Is full of energy

1 2 3 4
12. ...Starts quarrels with others

1 2 3 4
13. ...Is a reliable worker

1 2 3 4

...Is reserved

89



14. ..

15.

16. ...

17. ...

18. ...

19...

20. ..

21. ...

.Can be tense

1

Generates a lot of enthusiasm

Has a forgiving nature

1

Tends to be disorganized

1

.Worries a lot

1

Tends to be quiet

1

2

2

2

2

.Has an active imagination

2

...Is ingenious, a deep thinker

3
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22...

23...

24. ..

25. ..

26. ..

27. ...

28. ...

29. ...

JIs generally trusting

1 2 3
.Tends to be lazy
1 2 3

1 2 3

Js inventive

.Has an assertive personality

1 2 3

Can be cold and aloof

Can be moody

1 2 3

Is emotionally stable, not easily upset

4
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30. ..

31....

32...

33...

34..

35. ...

36. ...

37. ..

1 2 3

Is sometimes shy, inhibited

1 2 3

1 2 3

.Does things efficiently

1 2 3

..Remains calm in tense situations

1 2 3

Prefers work that is routine

Is outgoing, sociable

1 2 3

Is sometimes rude to others

1 2 3

.Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

4

JIs considerate and kind to almost everyone

4
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38...

39. ...

40. ...

41. ..

42. ..

43. ..

44, .

4s. ..

.Makes plans and follows through with them

1 2 3 4

Gets ner;vous easily

1 2 3 4

Likes to reflect, play with ideas

1 2 3 4

.Has few artistic interests

.Likes to cooperate with others

1 2 3 4

JIs easily distracted

1 2 3 4

.Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

1 2 3 4

.Has high self-esteem

1 2 3 4
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46. ...Is very religious

Disagree 1 2 3

47. ...Is politically liberal

1 2 3

48. ...Is often on bad terms with others

94
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APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR URDU TEACHERS

Ul: Does language affect personality?

U2: Since you are an Urdu teacher, do you think Urdu has a specific role to play in developing

personality?

U3: Do you think that most of your students are bold, expressive, sociable etc.?

U4: Do you think that most of your students are kind, co-operative, helpful, unselfish etc.?
US: Do you think that most of your students are organized, disciplined, efficient, reliable etc.?

U6: Do you think that most of your students generally remain depressed, worried, nervous, upset

etc.?

U7: Do you think that most of your students are imaginative, artistic, creative etc.?
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APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR ENGLISH TEACHERS

E1: Does language affect personality?

E2: since you are an English teacher, do you think Urdu has a specific role to play in developing

personality?

E3: Do you think that most of your students are bold, expressive, sociable etc.?

E4: Do you think that most of your students are kind, co-operative, helpful, unselfish etc.?
ES: Do you think that most of your students are organized, disciplined, efficient, reliable etc.?

E6: Do you think that most of your students generally remain depressed, worried, nervous, upset

etc.?

E7: Do you think that most of your students are imaginative, artistic, creative etc.?
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