
 
 

UNIVERSITY	OF	HELSINKI	

Borrowing	jees	as	a	
Finnish	adjective	

A	case	of	nativization	
	

	

	

Katariina Pyykkö 
Master’s thesis  

English Philology 
Department of Modern Languages 

University of Helsinki 
March 2017 

 
 



 
 

Tiedekunta/Osasto – Fakultet/Sektion – Faculty 
 Humanistinen tiedekunta 

Laitos – Institution – Department 
Nykykielten laitos 

Tekijä – Författare – Author 
 Katariina Pyykkö 
Työn nimi – Arbetets titel – Title 
 Borrowing jees as a Finnish adjective – A case of nativization 
Oppiaine – Läroämne – Subject 
Englantilainen filologia 
Työn laji – Arbetets art – Level 
 
Pro gradu -tutkielma 

Aika – Datum – Month and 
year 
Maaliskuu 2017 

Sivumäärä– Sidoantal – Number of pages 
 

66 s + liitteet 
Tiivistelmä – Referat – Abstract 
 
Tässä sosiolingvistisessä pro gradu -tutkielmassa tarkastellaan suomen kielen adjektiivia jees. 
Tutkielman tavoite on kartoittaa englannin sanasta yes juontuvan adjektiivin syntaktisia, semanttisia ja 
indeksikaalisia ominaisuuksia. Tutkimuskysymykset ovat seuraavat: pidetäänkö adjektiivia jees 
taipumattomana, mikä sanan denotaatio on ja millaisia indeksikaalisia merkityksiä sanaan liitetään. 
Tutkielman kantavana ajatuksena on tutkia, millaisia muutoksia lainasanaan on kohdistunut 
lainautumisen jälkeen ja miten se on integroitunut suomen kieleen. Tutkielman taustaosiossa käsitellään 
englannin kielen asemaa Suomessa, kielikontakteja ja lainautumista sekä sanan jees kehitystä suomen 
kielessä. 
 
Aineisto kerättiin verkkopohjaisella Google Forms -kyselyllä, johon kutsuttiin osallistujia 
keskustelufoorumeilta, Facebookista ja opiskelijasähköpostilistoilta. Kyselyyn vastasi 265 osallistujaa, 
joista 58,5 % oli miehiä ja 38,5 % naisia. Suurin osa vastaajista oli 16–30-vuotiaita, ja yli puolet kaikista 
vastaajista oli opiskelijoita. Kyselylomake oli suomenkielinen ja muodostui viidestä osiosta. Adjektiivin 
jees taipumista tutkittiin esimerkkilauseilla, joiden kieliopillista hyväksyttävyyttä osallistujat arvioivat. 
Adjektiivin denotaatiota selvitettiin avoimella kysymyksellä ja sanan indeksikaalisia merkityksiä tutkittiin 
useiden osioiden, kuten semanttisen differentiaalin avulla. Viimeisessä osiossa kerättiin vastaajien 
taustatiedot. Kysely tuotti sekä määrällistä että laadullista aineistoa kieliasenteista valinta-, monivalinta-, 
positio- ja avoimilla kysymyksillä. 
 
Kieliopillisen hyväksyttävyyden testilauseet osoittavat, että valtaosa vastaajista pitää adjektiivia jees 
taipumattomana useimmissa syntaktisissa konteksteissa paitsi predikatiiviadverbiaalina. Osallistujien 
määritelmät sanalle ovat pääosin yhteneväiset sanakirjojen määritelmien kanssa. Vastaajien mukaan 
sanaa jees käytetään erityisesti epämuodollisessa puhutussa ja kirjoitetussa kielessä. Adjektiivin 
liitettävistä indeksikaalisista merkityksistä erityisesti positiivisuus, rahvaanomaisuus ja epämuodollisuus 
korostuvat tuloksissa. Adjektiivia pidetään myös urbaanina, nuorekkaana ja sukupuolineutraalina. Monet 
indeksikaaliset merkitykset ovat yhdenmukaisia aiemman tutkimuksen kanssa, mutta osa vastaajista 
yhdistää sanaan myös maskuliinisuuden. Negatiiviset asenteet sanaa kohtaan näkyvät korostetusti 
aineistossa. 
 
Tutkielma on ensimmäinen lainasanaan jees keskittyvä tutkimus, ja se tarjoaa hyvät lähtökohdat 
jatkotutkimukselle. Jees on esimerkki lainasanasta, jolle on kehittynyt lainautumisen jälkeen uusia 
käyttötarkoituksia ja merkityksiä. Tulokset kuvaavat kuitenkin vain kielenkäyttäjien käsityksiä adjektiivin 
jees käytöstä, eivät sen varsinaista käyttöä. Esimerkiksi korpustutkimus tai muu spontaaniin 
kielenkäyttöön perustuva tutkimus olisi luonteva jatko tälle tutkielmalle. Tämän lisäksi voidaan tutkia 
lainasanan muita kieliopillisia funktioita eli partikkelia, interjektiota ja adverbia suomen kielessä. 
Avainsanat – Nyckelord – Keywords 
lainasana, lainautuminen, suomi, englanti, kielikontakti, asennetutkimus 
  
Säilytyspaikka – Förvaringställe – Where deposited 
Keskustakampuksen kirjasto 
Muita tietoja – Övriga uppgifter – Additional information 

 



i 
 

 

Contents 

1	 Introduction ............................................................................................ 1	

2	 Background ............................................................................................. 5	

2.1	 English in Finland .......................................................................... 5	

2.2	 Language contact and borrowing ................................................. 10	

2.2.1	 Borrowing and codeswitching ............................................. 10	

2.2.2	 Further inspection of borrowing .......................................... 12	

2.2.3	 Attitudes towards language contact and borrowings ........... 15	

2.2.4	 Nativization of borrowings .................................................. 16	

2.3	 Jees in Finnish: definition and development ............................... 19	

2.4	 Research questions ....................................................................... 25	

3	 Data and methods ................................................................................. 26	

3.1	 The survey .................................................................................... 26	

3.2	 Participant demographics ............................................................. 27	

3.3	 Procedure ..................................................................................... 30	

4	 Results .................................................................................................. 34	

4.1	 Syntax, semantics, and indexical values of jees .......................... 34	

5	 Discussion ............................................................................................. 47	

5.1	 Syntactical properties of jees ....................................................... 47	

5.2	 Denotation of jees ........................................................................ 50	

5.3	 Indexical values of jees and attitudes towards it .......................... 51	

5.4	 Strengths and limitations of the study .......................................... 55	

6	 Conclusion ............................................................................................ 57	

Bibliography ................................................................................................ 61	

Appendices ................................................................................................... 67	

	



ii 
 

 

List of figures 

Figure 1: Age groups .......................................................................... 28	

Figure 2: Education level .................................................................... 29	
Figure 3: Semantic differential ........................................................... 39	

Figure 4: Frequency of use. ................................................................ 40	
Figure 5: Who uses jees: age .............................................................. 43	

Figure 6: Language mode ................................................................... 45	
Figure 7: Who uses jees: gender (female respondents) ...................... 52	
Figure 8: Who uses jees: gender (male respondents) ......................... 52	

List of tables 

Table 1: Definitions of jees in Finnish dictionaries and a grammar ... 22	
Table 2: Gender distribution ............................................................... 27	

Table 3: Occupation ........................................................................... 29	
Table 4: Sentence pair 1 ..................................................................... 35	

Table 5: Sentence pair 2 ..................................................................... 35	
Table 6: Sentence pair 3 ..................................................................... 36	

Table 7: Sentence pair 4 ..................................................................... 36	
Table 8: Sentence pair 5 ..................................................................... 37	



1 
 

 

1 Introduction 
Lexical borrowings have been explored in linguistics for a long time, “going back at 

least to the historical comparative language studies of the 19th century and extending 

over all philologies” (Fischer, 2008, p.1). Languages around the world come into 

contact with each other, and therefore, borrowings between those languages are a 

natural consequence of that exposure. Since the phenomenon is so wide-spread, 

studying the development of borrowings in the recipient languages is essential. The 

etymologies of borrowings are mapped out in dictionaries and the changes applied to 

their form after borrowing have drawn attention in research. However, studying the 

other properties of borrowings, especially their adapted functions in the receiving 

languages, is a fairly recent development within contact linguistics. This paper 

focuses on the nativization of one English borrowing in Finnish – the adjective jees. 

In today’s world, English acts as a source language for many contact 

phenomena due to its global position. For that reason, lexical borrowings with an 

English origin are present in numerous languages and much of recent work in contact 

linguistics has focused on English borrowings. the increasing interest towards global 

anglicisms is manifested in, for example, the compilation of A Dictionary of 

European Anglicisms by Görlach (2005) the formation of the GLAD Research 

Network in 2015. The network “aims to share and compare strategies and resources 

for fostering cooperation among scholars interested in linguistic and cultural 

Anglicization involving the widest possible range of speech communities world-

wide” (Global Anglicism Database, n.d.). 

As with many other European countries, English has a strong presence in 

Finland even though it has not been given an official status. English is used in 

various ways in the daily lives of Finns at school, at work as well as free-time 

activities. In such a situation, contact phenomena are bound to occur and affect the 

everyday language people use. Although research on English borrowings in Finnish 

is still quite a new sub-field, English borrowings in Finnish, too, are numerous as 

evidenced by many studies such as Nikula (2007) on enivei ‘anyway’, Peterson and 

Vaattovaara (2014) on pliis ‘please’ as well as many student papers. 

This paper focuses on the Finnish adjective jees whose origin reveals an 

intriguing story of adaptation. Jees is an example of a pragmatic borrowing which 

refers to linguistic features that convey pragmatic meanings in discourse (Andersen, 
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2014). The adjective was derived from the particle and interjection jees which in turn 

was borrowed from English. In English, yes is used as an exclamation and a noun to 

signal agreement or affirmation. It has been borrowed into several European 

languages (Görlach, 2005). In Finnish, it first emerged as a particle and interjection 

with similar functions to the English source word but it later developed adjective and 

adverb functions. The adjective jees is an informal word which denotes, for instance, 

‘good’, ‘acceptable’, and ‘okay’ in Finnish (Kielitoimiston sanakirja, 2016). Because 

jees joined native adjectives with similar meanings in Finnish, it can be identified as 

a core borrowing (Myers-Scotton 1992; 2002). Consequently, the adjective jees may 

have some properties which set it apart from those native expressions. 

In contemporary Finnish, the adjective occurs frequently in everyday speech 

as well as informal writing and it is not uncommon to encounter it when listening to 

the radio or reading comic strips in newspapers. It was even used in the slang version 

of the public transport route planner Reittiopas.fi. The planner posed the question 

“Oisko joku näist jees?” (‘Would one of these be good?’) above the available route 

options. The adjective can be considered well-established in Finnish because of its 

frequency of use and because it has even been accepted into some dictionaries. 

Nevertheless, many grammatical functions of jees have been left out of Finnish 

dictionaries and limited information is provided on how it behaves in discourse. 

The adjective function of jees is interesting because it is absent in the source 

language and may be particular to Finnish. It serves as an indication of how the word 

has been adapted to suit the needs of Finnish speakers. In fact, lexical borrowings are 

commonly further adapted by recipient languages so that their functions are 

narrowed down or expanded (Andersen, 2014). Following Andersen’s (2014) 

framework of categorising pragmatic borrowings, the borrowing jees has been 

subjected to functional adaptation when it has gained new uses in Finnish. As 

mentioned previously, the results of nativization into recipient languages has been 

overlooked in research until recently. However, it is the adaptation of borrowings 

that may reveal the most interesting aspects of borrowing as a phenomenon. 

Andersen (2014, p.18) has called for investigating “the full range of pragmatic 

functions with a view to detecting post hoc functional adaptation or stability”. In 

other words, when pragmatic borrowings are transmitted from one language to 

another, special attention should be given to the possible changes in their function in 

discourse. Moreover, further research is needed on pragmatic borrowing that takes 
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place in environments where English has few native speakers (Peterson and 

Vaattovaara, 2014). 

Current research indicates that when borrowings are adapted by the speakers 

of the recipient language, their functions are changed to carry locally significant 

meanings (Nikula, 2007; Terkourafi, 2011; Andersen, 2014; Peterson and 

Vaattovaara, 2014). The changes borrowings undergo are not restricted to the form 

of the borrowing since also the style they index can change (Battarbee, 2004). For 

example, English borrowings often index informality and young age although this is 

not always the case (Andersen, 2014). Therefore, it is interesting to see what kind of 

changes the nativization of jees has brought about. Since no previous systematic 

research has been conducted on jees as a particle, interjection, adjective, or adverb in 

Finnish, finding a focus for the study is important. This paper concentrates on the 

adjective use of jees to produce a comprehensive study on one function instead of 

superficially touching upon all of them. 

The aim of this study is to examine the nativization of the adjective jees in 

Finnish regarding its syntactic, semantic, and indexical properties with an attitude 

survey. The purpose is to investigate if jees is regarded as indeclinable or not (level 

of morphological integration), what the denotation of the adjective is, and what kind 

of indexical values, or connotations, it conveys. These qualities are explored with an 

online survey that yields quantitative and qualitative data on the perceived use of the 

adjective. The survey functions as a practical method for gathering information on a 

previously unexplored topic. In addition, it allows eliciting data that reveals the 

social dimension behind the feature which is harder to explore with, for instance, 

anonymized corpus data. The result is an overview of contemporary perceptions of 

jees in Finnish. By approaching the object of study from various perspectives it is 

possible to paint a sound picture of how jees is perceived to behave in Finnish. By 

gathering information on the perceptions of jees, this paper can provide a starting 

point for further research on the actual use of the borrowing in Finnish. Ultimately, 

this study contributes to ongoing research on global anglicisms, pragmatic 

borrowings, and their integration into recipient languages to serve local needs. 

In this paper, I first cover the relevant background in Chapter 2, including the 

language situation of Finland, language contact, and borrowing. I also discuss what is 

already known about jees in Finnish using monolingual dictionaries as a source. In 

Chapter 3, I provide a full account of the data set and method used in this study. The 
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results are presented in Chapter 4 and they analysed in the light of the research 

questions in Chapter 5. Finally, Chapter 6 presents the conclusion and ideas for 

further studies.  
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2 Background 
This chapter forms the theoretical background for the present study. I begin by 

providing an overview of the status of English in Finland in Section 2.1. Then I 

address language contact along with recent research on borrowings and their 

integration into recipient languages in Section 2.2. Finally, I explore the etymology 

and definition of the jees in Section 2.3. The first three sections of the chapter 

constitute the basis for the research questions which are presented in Section 2.4. 

 

2.1 English in Finland 
In this section I outline the language make-up of Finland with a focus on the role of 

English in the country. The population of Finland is approximately 5,500,000 of 

which 88.7% are native Finnish speakers and 5.3% native Swedish speakers (OSF, 

2016a). Both languages have equal status as national languages in the Finnish law 

(Language Act 2003/423). Yet, “in practice, almost all Swedish speakers in urban 

areas are bilingual, while a great part of the Finnish-speaking population remains 

monolingual and learns Swedish as a foreign language” (Taavitsainen and Pahta, 

2004, p.5). Therefore, Finnish is the clear majority language of the country. In 

comparison, foreign language speakers (i.e., languages other than Finnish, Swedish, 

or Sami) form a total of 6% of the population and the languages with most speakers 

are Russian and Estonian, followed by Somali, English and Arabic (OSF, 2016a). 

The number of native English speakers in Finland is below 18,000 (ibid.). 

Even though English is not an official language or a native language to most 

Finns, its importance in Finland cannot be denied. Finland can be considered part of 

the “expanding circle” in Kachru’s model of World Englishes (Kachru, 1992 cited in 

Leppänen and Nikula, 2007, p.334). However, it has also been argued that “Finland 

is no one expanding circle, but rather a series of overlapping circles in which English 

manifests itself and spreads in distinctive ways” (Leppänen, 2007, p.149). This is 

because English and linguistic features derived from English occur in diverse ways 

in many aspects of life, such as education, work, the media, and subcultures (ibid.). 

31% of Finnish respondents reported to use English “every or almost every day” in a 

European survey (European Commission, 2012, p.44). Since there are not many 

native English speakers living in Finland, the explanation behind the impact English 

has on the domestic languages of Finland lies in “the media, culture, business 
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connections, and international mobility in general” (Taavitsainen and Pahta, 2004, 

p.4). How did Finland end up in this situation? 

Starting in the early 1900s, exposure to English began to increase in Finland 

(Leppänen, et al., 2011). After the Second World War, “Finland sought to identify 

itself culturally and politically with the West with renewed vigour” (Leppänen, 2007, 

p.150). Further, the way English established its position in education and Finns’ 

introduction to Anglophone popular culture, hobbies, and activities both served to 

signify the youth’s desire to identify with the West (ibid.). In the 1980s, nearly all 

Finns studied English to some degree (Leppänen, et al., 2011). A couple of decades 

later, English can be considered an essential tool in international communication, 

“but also a language used in many domains and settings within Finnish society, 

either as an intra-group language or as an additional language alternating and mixing 

with Finnish or Swedish” (Leppänen, et al., 2011). 

In a survey conducted in EU countries, 70% of Finnish respondents claimed 

to speak English (European Commission, 2012, p.21). In another survey by 

Leppänen, et al. (2011), approximately 60% of Finns rated their English skills “at 

least relatively good”. Most participants had studied English for somewhere between 

6 to 15 years while 14.7% stated they had not studied the language at all (Leppänen, 

et al., 2011). Furthermore, 9% of the respondents claimed they were unable to speak, 

write, read, or understand spoken English (ibid.). Young, urban, and well-educated 

respondents evaluated their English skills higher than older, less educated, and those 

living in the countryside (ibid.). 

Regarding language education, the compulsory school reform made studying 

at least one foreign language mandatory in the 1970s (Leppänen, et al., 2011). 

Today, pupils in comprehensive education must study one mandatory language (A1 

language), usually from the 3rd grade onwards, and another mandatory language (B1 

language: the second domestic language, either Finnish or Swedish), from the 7th 

grade onwards. Although additional language studies are possible, they are becoming 

less popular as fewer than 20% of pupils study three foreign languages during 

comprehensive education (Kangasvieri, et al., 2011, p.8). As many as four fifths of 

pupils in comprehensive school study only English and Swedish (Kangasvieri, et al., 

2011, p.20). English has long been the most popular foreign language option in the 

current comprehensive education system (ibid., p.9). In 2015, 66.2% of 1-6 grade 

pupils and 99.5% of 7-9 grade pupils in comprehensive school studied English as 
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their mother tongue or mandatory or optional foreign language (OSF, 2016b). The 

popularity of English is partly accounted for by the fact that sometimes English is the 

only available A1 language option, especially in smaller municipalities (Kangasvieri, 

et al., 2011, p.9, 21). All in all, the diffusion of English into the Finnish society 

makes its popularity in education a given (ibid., p.44). A survey by Härmälä, 

Huhtanen and Puukko (2014, p.6) indicated that pupils’ attitudes towards studying 

English were positive and around 90% considered English an important language for 

its benefits in everyday life, work, and later studies. Most pupils have good or 

excellent English skills at the end of comprehensive education although some 

regional variation exists (Härmälä, Huhtanen and Puukko, 2014, pp.5-8). In addition 

to schools following the national curricula, English is used in teaching in day care, 

international schools, and IB schools (Taavitsainen and Pahta, 2004, pp.6-7) as well 

as content-based language learning (Leppänen and Nikula, 2007, p.339). 

Work life and business are another domain where Finns encounter English. 

English has become a de facto requirement for many positions although more diverse 

language skills would be useful in work life (Kangasvieri, et al., 2011, p.45). An 

estimated two-thirds of Finnish employees need English (Nevalainen, 2015, p.34) 

and to roughly 40%, English is the most important foreign language at work 

(Leppänen, et al., 2011). Approximately 60% considered using English for internal 

communication at their workplace a positive thing in a survey by Leppänen, et al. 

(2011). Work titles are sometimes in English, even in companies which operate in 

Finnish (Pahta and Nurmi, 2015, p.257). Furthermore, companies try to evoke “an 

image of something young, trendy, fashionable” by coming up with English product 

and company names (Taavitsainen and Pahta, 2004, p.8). English influence can also 

be seen in its prevalence in the academia, sometimes at the expense of the national 

languages (ibid., p.7). Depending on the circumstances, the learning material may be 

provided only in English, research is published in English, or English terminology is 

used without Finnish translations (Pahta and Nurmi, 2015, p.255). However, multiple 

parties are invested in maintaining the status of the national languages in academic 

contexts (Hakulinen, et al., 2009). 

As indicated earlier in this section, the presence of English reaches far beyond 

school walls and workplaces. Although not all Finns speak English, people are 

expected to possess a basic knowledge of English in many situations, for example, 

when walking down the street. In the survey by Leppänen, et al. (2011), 79.6% of 
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respondents reported hearing and seeing English in their environment and 

“increasingly, Finns are encountering and learning English as part of their daily 

activities.” English exposure is received via “audio-visual mass media and various 

forms of popular culture and entertainment, such as the cinema, TV soap operas, 

satellite channels, and electronic games” (Taavitsainen and Pahta, 2004, p.5). 

Foreign films and TV shows are subtitled and English is used in various forms of 

print media, too (Leppänen and Nikula, 2007, p.339). 

The day-to-day absorption of English is manifested in the ways English 

replaces, complements, and blends with Finnish spoken and written by the younger 

generation (Leppänen, 2007). English has even been named a second language 

(Leppänen, et al., 2011) or a third domestic language (Leppänen, Nikula and Kääntä, 

2008) in Finland because of its diverse uses. However, there are indications that 

instead of English invading the space of national languages, English resources are 

used by Finns to suit their needs and intensions (Leppänen and Nikula, 2007, pp.368-

369). In fact, Leppänen and Nikula (2007, p.367) argued that “at least in certain 

domain-specific contexts in Finland, English is becoming a domesticated resource; 

also that certain discourses are becoming increasingly bilingual, and that the 

borderline between what is English and what is Finnish is becoming blurred”. 

Leppänen (2007, p.152) stated that in her data of youth language sometimes only 

English was used, Finnish and English were used in turns, or there were instances of 

code-switching and language mixing. These practices “serve a number of local, 

social, and cultural purposes” (Leppänen, 2007, p.152). Language mixing occurs 

especially among teenagers and young adults who participate in hobbies, free-time 

activities, subcultures, and online media (Leppänen and Nikula, 2007, p.367). 

However, using English features is not restricted to young speakers only. Various 

English adverbs, discourse markers, and phrases, such as about, anyway, and so 

what? occur in ordinary conversation (Pahta and Nurmi, 2015, p.252). Using such 

features marks a modern identity regardless of education background although it may 

be more popular in urban areas (Battarbee, 2004, p.265). For studies on, for example, 

Finnish-English codeswitching, see Leppänen, Nikula and Kääntä (2008). 

Perceptions of English in Finland are divided because for some the diffusion 

of English causes worries, while others embrace it (Leppänen and Nikula, 2007, 

pp.339-340). In the survey by Leppänen et al. (2011), 17.8% agreed or strongly 

agreed that English is “a threat to our own languages” and 34% agreed or strongly 
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agreed that the worth of English skills is exaggerated. However, 52.7% agreed or 

strongly agreed with the statement “the English language enriches our native 

languages” and ultimately, over 80% thought that English does not put the domestic 

languages of Finland in danger (Leppänen, et al., 2011). In the survey by Korhonen 

and Lappalainen (2013), some participants did not think Finnish was at risk, whereas 

approximately half of the respondents were worried about language change in 

Finnish with the level of concern increasing with age. For example, the influence of 

English orthography, the number of English words, and the status English at the 

work place and education concerned some of these participants (ibid.). While many 

Finns identify as monolingual, the enthusiasm to learn foreign languages and use 

them for work and travel are clear (Leppänen et al., 2011). The great majority of 

Finns think that Finns should know English, at least the young and those in work-life 

(ibid.). Differences in attitudes to English do not depend on gender, rather, they have 

more to do with other factors such as age, education, and location (ibid.). 

Regarding future developments, most participants in the survey by Leppänen, 

et al. (2011) thought that “the importance of English will continue to increase, but 

that English will not entirely replace Finnish (or Swedish)”. However, some saw a 

risk of English taking over in some domains (Leppänen, et al., 2011). Even though 

English influence is prevalent in Finland, many are also motivated to protect the 

national languages. Finnish has come a long way to become a fully-fledged national 

language, therefore, people are ready to defend its position in society (Taavitsainen 

and Pahta, 2004, p.12). Many factors, such as support from law, education, media, 

literature, and research all in their part enforce the status of Finnish (Nevalainen, 

2015, p.38). Many Finns seem to think that the domestic languages will continue to 

prosper despite contact with English (Leppänen, et al. 2011). 

In conclusion, English has a strong presence in the everyday lives of Finns 

even though the language has no official status in the country. Many possess a good 

knowledge of English and English is used in both free-time activities and work in 

various ways. This makes the occurrence of English borrowings in Finnish an 

expected consequence. In the next section, I discuss language contact and borrowing 

phenomena in more detail. 

 



10 
 

 

2.2 Language contact and borrowing 
This section introduces previous research conducted on language contact 

phenomena, with a focus on borrowing. Nativization of borrowings into recipient 

languages is discussed along with attitudes towards them. Although borrowing has 

naturally occurred between a great number of languages, this section centres English 

as the source language because of the focus of this study. While various contact 

phenomena construct an intrinsic part of bilingual communities, I concentrate on 

language communities such as Finland where the speakers are not bilinguals. 

Language change has been identified as a universal feature of all languages 

spoken around the world (Andersson and Trudgill, 1990, p.142). It affects the sound 

system, grammar, and semantics of a given language by leading to the creation of 

new forms, changes to existing forms, or loss of others (ibid.). Language change can 

be caused by natural circumstances or standardization, but in the end, it is an inherent 

part of language (Hiidenmaa, 2004, p.23). Language contact is one source of 

language change. Contact phenomena can take various forms, as illustrated by the 

following: 

“Contact phenomena include everything from the borrowing of words for concepts 
and objects new to the borrowing community (e.g. beret as a new word in English 
for a type of hat, new to English speakers, and worn especially in France) to changes 
in the morphosyntactic system of one of the languages (e.g. prepositions replace 
derivational verbal suffixes to signal various relations between elements). Such 
phenomena also include more radical changes, such as the attrition or total loss of 
one language as speakers shift to another language as their main medium. Even more 
radical is the development of pidgin and creole languages in a multilingual situation 
where speakers do not share any one common language.” (Myers-Scotton, 2002, 
p.4). 

This paper focuses on borrowing but defining it requires covering some 

related phenomena. Next some of the various classifications which have been 

suggested over the years to distinguish borrowing, codeswitching, and similar 

processes are discussed. 

 

2.2.1 Borrowing and codeswitching 

In order to examine the adjective jees (from English yes) in Finnish, it is essential to 

first establish what kind of contact phenomenon it represents. In this sub-section, I 

claim why jees should be considered an example of borrowing rather than 

codeswitching. Since the terminology surrounding language contact phenomena is 
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numerous, only some prevalent categorizations are presented and the section focuses 

only on the difference between borrowing and codeswitching. 

There have been two ways to characterize borrowing and codeswitching in 

relation to each other. Either they are regarded as different phenomena or part of the 

same continuum. Poplack and Meechan (1998, cited in Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.154) 

argued that borrowing and codeswitching are distinct processes and that single-word 

elements from the source language differ from longer codeswitched sequences. They 

claimed that “codeswitching implies alternation between two (or more) language 

systems” which does not apply to borrowing (Poplack and Meechan, 1998, cited in 

Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.154). Because of this, “(single word) codeswitches should 

show little or no integration into another language” (ibid.). However, since they do 

exhibit integration to the matrix language, Poplack and Meechan (1998) did not 

regard them as codeswitching (Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.154). The matrix language is 

the language into which the borrowed or codeswitched elements of the embedded 

language are placed. The matrix language is identified by detecting the language that 

has more morphemes in the conversation that takes place (Myers-Scotton, 1992, 

p.22). 

In contrast, Myers-Scotton (1992; 2002) proposed that borrowing and 

codeswitching take place on the same spectrum. She argued that their relationship 

with the mental lexicon of the matrix language differentiates the two. Myers-Scotton 

(1992, p.21) claimed that borrowings have entered the mental lexicon of the matrix 

language, while codeswitched features have not. Instead, codeswitched forms from 

the embedded language occur abiding the structure of the matrix language (ibid., 

p.22). Onysko (2007, p.80), too, argued that borrowing and codeswitching occur on 

the same continuum although he considered borrowing “primarily a lexical issue”. 

Onysko (2007) claimed that in borrowings similar form and similar meaning are 

transmitted, whereas in codeswitching elements from the source language are 

embedded in the recipient language. Onysko (2007, p.38) treated “single lexical 

items” as borrowings and “multi-element syntactic units” as codeswitches. 

Borrowings undergo integration and they have the potential to become “productive 

lexical items”, whereas codeswitched forms exhibit the syntax of the source language 

(Onysko, 2007, p.80). If a codeswitched form becomes lexicalized, it may enter the 

matrix lexicon, although these instances usually include only short sequences (ibid.). 

While codeswitching often takes place in multilingual contexts, borrowings are 
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possible where contact between the recipient and source languages is not close 

(Onysko, 2007, p.36). Finland serves as an example of a language community where 

the source and recipient language are not in close contact. 

There are also various other criteria which have been proposed to distinguish 

borrowings from codeswitching. Firstly, Poplack (1980), among others, offered 

phonological integration as a way to differentiate them. These earlier views were 

later criticized by Myers-Scotton (1992, p.31) who pointed out that the distinction 

was not reliable since some borrowings are not phonologically integrated. Secondly, 

morpho-syntax has been suggested as a criterion but the same problem of variation in 

integration applies to both established borrowings and single-word codeswitching 

(ibid., p.33). Although the morpho-syntactic integration of borrowings is often more 

complete than that of codeswitching, “the difference seems to be one of degree, not 

kind” (Myers-Scotton, 1992, p.33). Thirdly, predictability has been proposed as 

another distinguishing factor and it is accepted by many linguists (Myers-Scotton, 

2002, p.41). It is based on the idea that borrowings, especially established ones, tend 

to occur again since they are part of the matrix language (Myers-Scotton, 2002, 

p.41). In contrast, it is much harder to know whether a codeswitch re-emerges again 

(ibid.). Finally, Myers-Scotton (1992) proposed frequency as the main criterion to 

tell the difference between borrowings and codeswitching. Onysko (2007, p.37) 

noted that the criterion may not apply as well to written language because it tends to 

be more planned. 

Based on the previous, categorising jees as a borrowing is self-evident. 

Although it is possible that jees started as a codeswitched element that later 

established its position in the matrix language Finnish, jees is best described as a 

borrowing in contemporary Finnish. Jees has been phonologically integrated into 

Finnish, it occurs quite frequently, and it is likely to re-occur. The perceived morpho-

syntactic integration of the adjective is investigated in this paper. 

 

2.2.2 Further inspection of borrowing 

Next, we turn to examine borrowing more in depth. Borrowing is a process which 

expands the lexis of the recipient language by “the importation of a word or its 

meaning from one language into another” (Fischer, 2008, p.6). Haugen (1950, p.212) 

pointed out that even though it is unlikely “to catch a speaker in the actual process of 
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making an original borrowing, it is clear that every loan now current must at some 

time have appeared as an innovation”. The term borrowing drew attention in early 

stages of research on language contact because “the metaphor implied is certainly 

absurd, since the borrowing takes place without the lender’s consent or even 

awareness, and the borrower is under no obligation to repay the loan” (Haugen, 

1950, p.211). Despite this, the terms borrowing and loanword occur frequently in 

literature, often interchangeably. In addition to borrowing, the term anglicism is also 

used within contact linguistics. Anglicism refers to “any instance of an English 

lexical, structural, and phonological element in [the recipient language] that can be 

formally related to English” (Onysko, 2007, p.90). 

According to Myers-Scotton (2002, pp.238-239), it is usual for language 

communities with high socio-economic status to provide the source language for 

borrowings but languages associated with style and culture may do that, too. 

Borrowings tend to flow one way from the source language to the receiving 

language, instead of being a balanced series of exchanges (ibid.). Motivations for 

loaning features from other languages are plenty, ranging from an urgent need for a 

new word to a desire to identify with those with social power and a desire for 

creativity and freshness (Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.243). 

Haugen (1950, p.224) claimed that while any feature may be transmitted to 

another language, “a scale of adoptability” governs the probability. The 

borrowability of words depends on the word class as nouns, verbs, and adjectives are 

more likely to be borrowed than adverbs, prepositions, and interjections (Haugen, 

1950, p.224). Furthermore, content items (nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs) are 

more likely to be borrowed that function words (determiners, pronouns, auxiliaries, 

adpositions, and connectives) (Field, 2002, p.38). Regarding the meaning of 

borrowings, concrete and specific meanings have an increased likelihood of being 

borrowed over abstract and general meanings (ibid., p.120). Many borrowings are 

context-specific and belong to the written register but there are also colloquialisms 

which “tend to occur in advertising, in journalism and in youth language, carrying a 

certain prestige in the discourse types” (Fischer, 2008, p.2). Borrowings are used 

independently of other source language features and their meaning is not typically 

translated or explained in discourse (Andersen, 2014, p.21). 

While identifying jees as a borrowing is an easy task, it is possible to sub-

categorize jees further as a borrowing. Researchers have proposed various 
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classifications for borrowing phenomena (for a summary, see for example Onysko, 

2007 or Fischer, 2008). As Onysko (2007) pointed out, many classifications have 

limitations and sometimes produce contradictory results. Two ways of categorizing 

borrowings are introduced next. 

Firstly, borrowings may be divided into lexical borrowings and semantic 

borrowings. With lexical borrowings, “both the form and (parts of) the meaning” are 

loaned (Fischer, 2008, p.6). The object of this study, jees, serves as an example of 

lexical borrowing. With semantic borrowings, the denotation of an existing feature is 

expanded or narrowed due to external influence (Onysko, 2007, p.19). An example 

of semantic borrowing is the German Maus after the English (computer) mouse 

(Fischer, 2008, p.6). A third category of loan translations has also been proposed. 

They are formed by “translating” an expression word-by-word, such as German 

“Gegengift (‘antidote’) after Latin contravenenum” (Onysko, 2007, p.22). For other 

terminology, such as loanblends and loanshifts, see Haugen (1950). 

Secondly, borrowings can be divided into cultural borrowings and core 

borrowings. Cultural borrowings, the majority of borrowings, occur when the matrix 

language loans a word, often a noun, for a new object or idea (Myers-Scotton, 1992, 

pp.28-30). For instance, terms “from the fields of computer-technology, business, 

leisure industry, fashion, and communication such as Boom, Internet, E-Mail, 

Computer, Design, E-Commerce, Hightech, Online, Deal, Rap, and Web” have been 

borrowed from English to German (Onysko, 2007, p.15). The adoption of these 

borrowings may be fast since they are used to target missing slots in the recipient 

language (Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.239). Cultural borrowings tend to become 

phonologically integrated to the matrix language even though sometimes the original 

pronunciation persists (ibid., p.41). In contrast, core borrowings join existing native 

words (ibid.). Icelandic plís (from English please) is an example of a core borrowing 

because it could be replaced with a native expression; instead, it marks a certain style 

(Jansson, 2015, p.195). Core borrowings emerge from a “desire to identify with the 

EL [embedded language] culture or at least aspects of it” (Myers-Scotton, 1992, 

p.29). Myers-Scotton (2002, p.41) argued that their entry is usually slower than with 

cultural borrowings since it happens after a stage of codeswitching. Based on this, 

jees can be considered a core borrowing because related native words existed in 

Finnish when the word began to be used. 
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2.2.3 Attitudes towards language contact and borrowings 

Language users have dreaded influences from foreign languages long before English 

reached its current status – before English, French received much negative attention 

in Europe. If borrowings are so commonplace in Finnish, what kind of attitudes do 

language users have towards them and language contact in general? As stated 

previously in this section, variation is an integral part of language. However, “where 

there is variation, there is evaluation” (Andersson and Trudgill, 1990, p.4). Language 

attitudes affect both how speakers respond to others’ language use and how they use 

the language (Garrett, 2010, p.21). While a linguistic feature cannot be “right or 

wrong, high or low, good or bad, nice or ugly”, language users may attach such 

evaluations to it (Andersson and Trudgill, 1990, p.4, 35). Borrowed features may 

intimidate some since they also carry values in addition to what is transmitted on the 

surface (Fischer, 2008, p.4). 

Perceptions of anglicisms vary in different countries depending on factors 

such as size, history, ties with the West, and intensity of contact (Fischer, 2008, 

p.11). Fischer (2008, p.11) attributed the more positive attitudes of the Nordic 

countries to the need for international contact and faith in domestic resources. 

Nonetheless, the opinions on language contact between English and Finnish are 

divided among Finns. In the survey by Leppänen, et al. (2011), most Finns did not 

react strongly to the codeswitching scenarios of the survey although some voiced 

their worries. The majority of the participants “reacted positively to code switching, 

whereas one third reacted negatively” with the youngest age groups responding more 

positively to it (Leppänen, et al., 2011). One quarter claimed to mix English and 

Finnish often in their speech, whereas 11% reported they never do it. Those who 

codeswitch were more likely to be young, urban, and highly educated (ibid.). In the 

survey by Korhonen and Lappalanen (2013), over half of the participants considered 

English borrowings useful. Almost the same number of people expressed that 

English words should be complemented with Finnish equivalents, while others 

considered the process artificial (Korhonen and Lappalainen, 2013). Some thought 

that English words are too frequent and hinder comprehension. Younger respondents, 

males, and those with a high education level were more likely to take a positive 

stance on English words (ibid.). In her MA thesis, Keisu (2014) investigated how 

people comment on language change and language mixing in online discussion sites, 

focusing on the rhetoric, metaphors, and justifications. Conflicting views on foreign 
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influence emerged. Both language purism shunning outside influence and acceptance 

of new features as a positive development occurred (Keisu, 2014). Established 

borrowings were welcomed by some, whereas newer loans, which were sometimes 

perceived as artificial, were rejected strongly by others. 

 

2.2.4 Nativization of borrowings 

Some of the examples used in this chapter have already indicated that it is common 

for the form and function of a borrowing to be altered by the recipient language 

(Andersen, 2014, p.19). In fact, “lexical borrowing is often characterised by post hoc 

adaptation, as words are subjected to conceptual narrowing, broadening or shift” 

(Andersen, 2014, p.18). For example, the English adjective cool shares the meaning 

‘excellent’ in German but excludes the meaning of low temperature (Onysko, 2007, 

p.17). Borrowings may also gain new meanings and functions in the recipient 

languages (Fischer, 2008, p.3; Terkourafi, 2011) or they may acquire connotations 

absent in the source language (Görlach, 2002, p.146). Nonetheless, the form and 

function of a borrowing may also retain the same properties as in the source language 

(Andersen, 2014, p.19). In the case of jees, both the form and meaning have changed 

(see Section 2.3). 

The changes in the form of a borrowing may be caused by the differing 

structures of the source and recipient languages. Nativization or adaptation can result 

in orthographical, phonological, and morphological changes to make a borrowing 

more suitable to the structure of the recipient language (Fischer, 2008, p.9). 

Frequently attested borrowings have usually been phonologically integrated to the 

matrix language although the intensity varies (Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.42). The same 

applies to morpho-syntactic properties of borrowings, although their integration 

tends to be even more complete, with some exceptions (ibid.). In the case of English 

and Finnish, the languages differ structurally because English is an analytic Indo-

European language, while Finnish is an agglutinative Finno-Ugric language 

(Encyclopædia Britannica, 2017). English and Finnish phonology and orthography 

exhibit big differences which may complicate the adaptation process (Hiidenmaa, 

2004, p.97). Verbs and nominals are “highly inflected” in Finnish and inflections 

express relations between sentence constituents that would be expressed with 

prepositions in many Indo-European languages (Battarbee, 2004, pp.269-270). 
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Nonetheless, Finnish shares many structures with contemporary Indo-European 

languages (Battarbee, 2004, p.269). The nativization of borrowings forms a key 

aspect of this study and one of its aims is to investigate how language users feel 

about the morphological integration of the adjective jees. 

As discussed in Section 2.1, the status of English in Finland has evolved from 

being a foreign language to something closer to a domestic language. After the 

Second World War, political and cultural ties of Finland with the Western world 

were strengthened by English education, Anglophone media, and popular culture 

embraced especially by the young (Leppänen, 2007, p.150). This period also saw the 

incipient increase of English borrowings in Helsinki slang. Examples of English-

based slang and colloquial words include okei in the 1930s, pliis in the 1940s, and 

fiilis ‘feeling, vibe’ in the 1950s-60s (Paunonen, 2000). However, it was not until the 

1970s that a more significant influx of English words was met, especially around 

new subcultures (ibid., p.16). Today, English discourse pragmatic features, phrases, 

and swearwords are frequently used in colloquial Finnish (Pahta and Nurmi, 2015, 

p.252). Some borrowings, for example jees and okei, have even been accepted to 

official dictionaries. 

Borrowings have naturally become a focus of linguistic research. Perhaps one 

of the most significant early studies conducted on English borrowings in Finland was 

the Anglicism Project at the University of Jyväskylä (see, for example, Sajavaara, et 

al., 1978). Interest in studying borrowings has carried on to recent times, as indicated 

by, for instance, Nikula (2007), Taavitsainen and Pahta (2012), and Peterson and 

Vaattovaara (2014). A tendency in contemporary studies on anglicisms is to focus on 

lexical items and ignore what is happening to “linguistic features beyond the word 

level” (Andersen, 2014, p.17). More recent studies have aimed to solve this problem. 

The adjective jees, the focus of this paper, can be considered a pragmatic 

borrowing since jees most likely entered Finnish as a kind of particle (see Section 

2.3). Pragmatic borrowings are borrowed “forms which serve pragmatic functions in 

the SL [source language], such as interjections, expletives, discourse markers, tags, 

response markers, etc.” (Andersen, 2014, p.18). Although the meanings of these 

pragmatic features may be difficult to define, they often enter other languages (ibid., 

p.19). Pragmatic borrowings are used to communicate something about “speaker 

attitudes, the speech act performed, discourse structure, information state, politeness, 

etc.” (Andersen, 2014, p.18). Examples in Finnish include oh my god and about. As 
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discussed earlier in this section, the meaning and function of a borrowing may 

undergo changes such as “narrowing, broadening, or shifts in function” (Andersen, 

2014, p.20). Andersen (2014, p.18) suggested that the nativization of a pragmatic 

borrowing is not directed at the denotation of the word, rather, how the borrowing 

functions in discourse and what kind of attitudes it signals. 

Although discourse markers have been studied in linguistics previously, 

studying borrowed discourse markers in contexts where English is not a native 

language is an emerging field (Peterson and Vaattovaara, 2014, p.252). In fact, the 

study of pragmatic borrowings spans only a few decades (Andersen, 2014, p.20). 

Some examples from the past ten years are discussed next. Nikula (2007) 

investigated enivei/anyway as nativized discourse markers in Finnish CMC data. She 

concluded that enivei/anyway serve multiple textual and social functions in Finnish. 

Taavitsainen and Pahta (2012, p.200) provided a starting point for researching the 

politeness marker pliis (from English please) in Finnish by identifying it as an 

identity marker used by teenagers. Peterson and Vaattovaara (2014) continued the 

investigation by comparing the borrowed politeness marker to the native kiitos 

(‘thank you’ or ‘please’) with a survey that included a grammatical acceptability test. 

Their conclusion was that pliis and kiitos are in complementary distribution by being 

“distinct forms syntactically, pragmatically, and in terms of their social properties” 

(Peterson and Vaattovaara, 2014, p.248). Terkourafi (2011) studied borrowed θechu, 

sori, and phlis (‘thank you’, ‘sorry’, and ‘please’) in Cypriot Greek) by comparing 

them to native words (efxaristó, siγnómi, and parakaló, respectively) in spoken 

corpus data. Her findings indicated the politeness markers have lost some of their 

original speech-act signalling functions but also gained new localized “social 

indexing functions” (Terkourafi, 2011, pp.218-219). In his study, Andersen (2014, 

p.28) found that the English expletive fuck, after having been borrowed in to 

Norwegian, has “lost much of its expletive force” which is a sign of functional shift. 

In comparison to native swearwords, the borrowing allows communicating negative 

emotions in a milder manner. As an example of functional narrowing, sorry is used 

in Norwegian to apologize for “very slight offences, or no offences at all”, whereas 

native expressions are reserved for more serious instances (Andersen, 2014, p.29). 

Similarly, the phrase yeah right has come to signal irony in Norwegian. 

As indicated by previous research, nativization of borrowings is not limited to 

their form and denotation because the connotations of borrowed features may 
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undergo change, too. In Finnish, English borrowings and native expressions may be 

used “virtually synonymously” but with differences in the style they index 

(Battarbee, 2004, pp.272-273). In general, English borrowings tend to be associated 

with informal language and younger speakers although there are many borrowings 

which represent more technical jargon (Andersen, 2014, p.24). For instance, the 

English loanword steri ‘anabolic steroid’ “belongs to standard Icelandic, both in 

general language and in medicine” and does not signal informality (Jansson, 2015, 

p.275). Borrowings can transmit a set of complex ideological meanings which may 

vary from one situation to another. Eckert (2008) proposed that variables have a 

range of potential, rather than set and specific, meanings which form the indexical 

field of a variable. The meanings are interconnected by a shared ideology. Eckert 

argued that the indexical field “is inseparable from the ideological field and can be 

seen as an embodiment of ideology in linguistic form” (Eckert, 2008, p.464). She 

stressed that the field should not be considered unchanging because it is constantly 

reinterpreted (ibid.). While the present study is not able to cover all aspects of the 

indexical field of jees, its findings serve as an introduction to it. I return to the 

nativization and indexical values of jees in Chapter 5. 

 

2.3 Jees in Finnish: definition and development 
Based on the previous section, the pragmatic borrowing jees can be identified as an 

integrated core borrowing in Finnish. The word developed an adjective function after 

it entered Finnish. After discussing jees as a borrowing in the previous section, the 

next step is finding out its origin. This section maps out the etymology and functions 

of jees using dictionaries. When did jees enter Finnish and when did the adjective use 

emerge? As is often the case with linguistic features, it is impossible to determine the 

age of borrowings because they can occur in spoken language before any written 

record is produced (Onysko, 2007, p.61). It is also difficult to draw a line between 

the transition from a codeswitch to a borrowing. Nevertheless, dictionaries and other 

sources may help to track the development of the word. 

Ultimately, jees is derived from the English yes. The word yes [jɛs] originates 

from “Old English gēse, gīse, probably from an unrecorded phrase meaning ‘may it 

be so’” (Oxford Dictionary of English, 2017). It was first attested before the 1100s 

(Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 2017). In the dictionaries used for this study, 
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the denotations of yes were very similar but the grammatical terminology varied. 

According to Oxford Dictionary of English (2017), yes is an exclamation “used to 

give an affirmative response” but it can also signal joy or encourage the interlocutor 

to carry on with their turn. The word also functions as a noun to denote “an 

affirmative answer or decision, especially in voting” (Oxford Dictionary of English, 

2017). Collins English Dictionary (2017) defines yes as a sentence substitute “used 

to express acknowledgment, affirmation, consent, agreement, or approval or to 

answer when one is addressed” and a noun. Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary 

(2017) describes yes as an adverb “used as a function word to express assent or 

agreement”. Although there is a little variation in the dictionary entries, they all 

include the function of signalling affirmation and agreement. 

The English yes has been borrowed into multiple European languages. In A 

Dictionary of European Anglicisms (Görlach, 2005), borrowed forms of yes are 

defined as interjections denoting “an expression of satisfaction when something went 

well”. The borrowing exists in Dutch, Norwegian, Icelandic, Spanish, Romanian, 

Russian, Polish, Croatian, Bulgarian, Finnish, Hungarian, and Greek. For some of 

these languages, including Finnish, the word is marked as colloquial. In Andersen’s 

(2014, p.29) study based on a corpus of Norwegian newspapers, “the primary use of 

yes [was] not as a neutral affirmative response or backchannel, but an emphatic 

marker of the speaker’s positive evaluation enthusiasm”. This interjection function of 

jees is also attested in Finnish and as we later see in this section, the dictionary 

compiled by Görlach (2005) ignores several distinct functions of yes/jees in Finnish. 

As discussed in Section 2.2, core borrowings first undergo a period of 

codeswitching before achieving a more permanent status in the receiving language 

(Myers-Scotton, 2002). It is difficult to establish a timeline for this process. 

Nevertheless, various sources provide clues about the first written attestation of jees. 

The earliest instances of jees in Finnish are particles, not adjectives. There are 

instances of particle jees in The Newspaper and Periodical Corpus of the National 

Library of Finland in the 1930s and 1940s (Kansalliskirjasto, n.d.). The particle was 

also used in many book titles by Finnish author Armas J. Pulla from the 1940s to 

1960s, for example “Jees, diktaattori vastoin tahtoaan!” sanoi herra Ryhmy (“’Jees, 

a dictator against his/her will!’ said Mister Ryhmy”) (Lappeenranta, n.d.). These 

examples serve as a sign of the particle being at least somewhat established during 

that period. 
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It is worth noting that the word jees may have already existed in Finnish as a 

regional variant of the noun jeesus ‘jesus’ when the English borrowing emerged 

(Suomen murteiden sanakirja, 2016). Jees has also been used as a particle 

functioning as a mild swear word (ibid.). However, it would seem unlikely that this 

word developed into a particle signifying agreement and later a positive adjective 

and adverb considering the original meaning of the word. Instead, it is more probable 

that jees was borrowed from the English particle yes despite of an existing homonym 

in Finnish. Hence, I argue that this is not a matter of polysemy. Furthermore, VISK 

(§ 944) described the adjectives jees and OK/ookoo as “new borrowing expressions” 

and hence, not native to Finnish. Although VISK did not mention the source 

language in that section, in VISK (§ 856) it was stated that the interjection jess 

comes from English. The forms and functions of jees and jess are so similar that it is 

credible they share a source. 

In contemporary Finnish, jees is best described as a colloquial feature with 

several functions. Next I introduce the definitions of jees in selected Finnish 

monolingual dictionaries and one grammar book. Table 1 presents the dictionary 

entries sorted by age of the dictionary and the grammatical function of jees. Most 

entries do not state the grammatical functions explicitly, therefore, the division is 

based on the definitions and sample sentences provided by the dictionaries. 

 1a Particle 

(agreement 

marker) 

‘yes’ 

1b Particle-

noun 

compound 

’yes-man’ 

2 Interjection 

‘yes!’ 

3 Adjective 

‘good’ 

4 Adverb 

‘well’ 

Sadeniemi 

(1978) 

- - - - - 

Karttunen 

(1979) 
✓ ✓ - ✓ - 

Haarala 

(1990) 

- ✓derogatory - - - 

Paunonen 

(2000) 
✓(1920s-) ✓(1970s-) ✓(1950s-

1960s) 

✓(1970s-) ✓(1970s-

) 
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Jarva and 

Nurmi 

(2006) 

✓ ✓ ✓ - ✓ 

Kielitoimis- 

ton sana-

kirja (2006/ 

2012) 

- ✓derogatory ✓ (only 
2012 ed.) 
colloquial 
 

✓ (only 
2012 ed.) 
colloquial 
 

- 

Urbaani 

Sanakirja 

(2015) 

✓ - - ✓ - 

VISK ✓	 ✓ - ✓	 - 

Table 1: Definitions of jees in Finnish dictionaries and a grammar 

When compared to the grammatical functions of yes in English, Finnish jees 

shares the following uses with it: particle (agreement marker), the derived compound 

jees-mies ‘yes-man’, and interjection. The Finnish adjective and adverb uses are not 

present in English. Even though the English yes is defined as an adverb in Merriam-

Webster Online Dictionary (2017), their meanings are different. The definitions in 

Table 1 indicate that jees has several distinct functions in Finnish but most 

dictionaries list only some of them. It is possible that jees was not considered 

established enough by the lexicographers or that some of its functions were just 

overlooked when the dictionaries were compiled. 

The dictionary by Paunonen (2000) which focuses on Helsinki slang and 

colloquial language includes most grammatical functions out of all the dictionaries. 

The dictionary entry for jees states that it was first attested in the 1920s as a particle 

signifying agreement (“yes, exactly”), for example, “Okei, mä sanon jees.” (“Okay, I 

say yes.”). Jeesmies ’yes-man’, which can be considered a derivation of the 

agreement marker, appeared decades later. In Görlach’s (2005) dictionary of 

anglicisms, the estimated time of entry of the celebratory interjection was the 1970s. 

In Jarva and Nurmi (2006), the interjection jees, along with variants jee and jes, 

express “excitement and joy”. The adverb jees, which was included in two of the 

dictionaries denotes ‘well, nicely’, for example, “Miten menee?” “Ihan jees.” (‘How 

is it going?’ ‘Alright.’) (Paunonen, 2000). The adverb was attested in the 1970s, like 
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the adjective. Both Paunonen (2000) and Jarva and Nurmi (2006) indicate that the 

adverb is indeclinable. However, it would be possible to form the adverb with the 

suffix –sti (jeesisti) (VISK, § 647). There are also other related words and derivations 

mentioned in Paunonen’s (2000) dictionary such as the greeting or interjection 

jeespoks first attested in the 1930s-1940s and the adverb jeesisti ‘freely, nicely’ in 

the 1920s-1930s. Another interesting case is the noun jeesjuttu ‘good thing’ in the 

1990s, for example, “Dösät on ihan jees-juttu jos ei oo autoo alla” (‘Buses are a good 

thing if you haven’t got a car.’) (Paunonen, 2000). The adjective jees seems to 

function either as a modifying adjective or prefix in the compound. 

In Finnish dictionaries, multiple lexemes that share a similar form and 

possible origin with jees are introduced. Paunonen’s (2000) slang dictionary included 

the following particles (agreement markers) or greetings that entered Finnish 

between 1910s and 1970s: je, jee, jes, jess, jebu, jepu, jebulis/jepulis, and jee. Jess 

also functions as an indeclinable adjective meaning ‘good, superb’ 1990s onwards 

(Paunonen, 2000). In Kielitoimiston sanakirja (2016), jes and jess are presented as 

colloquial interjections for expressing enthusiasm and joy. Some of these particles 

and interjections are distinct from jees, while others have mutual features. They are 

all excluded from this study. In addition, two words which came up in the survey 

data of this study were jeesaa ‘to help’ and the noun jeesi ‘help’. The verb was 

attested in the 1910s, while the noun was attested later in the 1930s and 1940s 

(Paunonen, 2000). It is unlikely that these words are related to jees since their 

meanings are so different. Instead, they may have something to do with the Swedish 

borrowing jelpata ‘to help’ (< hjälpa). 

Nevertheless, this study focuses on the adjective use of jees. Even though the 

dictionaries do not explicitly state how jees became an adjective, it is possible that it 

developed from the particle or interjection – with a positive meaning – to an 

adjective with a positive meaning. This development in which a borrowing is further 

adapted by the recipient language can be called a consecutive process, in contrast to 

the initial borrowing process (Fischer, 2008, p.3). The process where jees has not 

retained all the same meanings as in the source language but has gained a “new 

pragmatic function” may also be called functional shift (in contrast to functional 

stability where the feature remains the same) (Andersen, 2014, p.24). According to 

Paunonen (2000), the adjective jees was first attested in the 1970s and later a variant 

spelling jeez joined it in the 1990s. The development of jees mirrors that of okei in 
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the sense that it first entered Finnish as a particle in the first half of the 20th century 

but later evolved to an indeclinable adjective first attested in the 1970s (Paunonen, 

2000). The exact decade of entry is of course difficult to identify. 

In Karttunen’s (1979) dictionary on Finnish slang the adjective is defined as 

“mukava, mainio, kiva, hyvä; kunnossa, reilassa, ok” (‘pleasant, excellent, nice, 

good; in order, alright, ok’). The adjective was added to the 2012 edition of 

Kielitoimiston sanakirja. Kielitoimiston sanakirja is a prestigious dictionary because 

it focuses on standard Finnish and is maintained by Finnish Language Office. In the 

2012 edition jees is defined as a colloquial word for expressing that something is 

“acceptable, in order; good, clear, OK, okay”. In the user-modified online dictionary 

Urbaani Sanakirja (‘Urban Dictionary’) jees is defined as “hyvä, joo” ‘good, yeah’ 

so both adjective and particle uses are mentioned (Urbaani Sanakirja, 2015). 

According to VISK (§ 944), jees is indeclinable, while Kielitoimiston sanakirja 

(2016) describes the word as either “indeclinable or partially declinable” although no 

declension is provided in the entry. According to VISK (§ 944) adjective jees is 

always used with the copula verb olla ‘to be’. In such expressions, adjectival jees can 

be analysed as a predicative adverbial since jees is indeclinable or as a predicative 

(ibid.). The sample sentences in Kielitoimiston sanakirja (2012) indicate that jees can 

occur both as a predicative and premodifier. 

After looking into the definitions of jees in Finnish dictionaries, a question 

emerges: how is jees usually translated into English? Out of the ten Finnish-English 

dictionaries checked for this study, only one provided a translation for jees. In the 

Finnish-English dictionary by Syväoja, Turtia and Sovijärvi (2012), jees is defined as 

a colloquial word that can be used as a positive comment or to show approval with 

the translation “[that’s] fine”. In MOT Pro Englanti (2017), jees is not mentioned but 

the compound jees-mies is translated as yes-man. 

Although dictionaries and grammar books provide essential information on 

jees, they do not offer an explanation to why jees was borrowed, why it developed an 

adjective function in Finnish, or how it functions in discourse. Yet, jees seems well 

integrated into Finnish. Firstly, it is used widely and it has been accepted to 

dictionaries. Secondly, it has developed a nativized function as an adjective which is 

not attested in the source language. Thirdly, it a has a nativized phonological 

realization [je:s] (Görlach, 2005) and adapted spelling. The mostly consistent 

phoneme–grapheme correspondence of Finnish spelling explains the orthographical 
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adaptation of jees (Battarbee, 2004, p.269). Borrowed nominals that end in 

consonants tend to gain an epenthetic –i in Finnish, for instance, brändi < brand and 

luuseri < loser, and the -i is used in inflected forms, too (VISK, § 151). For example, 

the borrowing center, often used in company names, is inflected with an –i: 

centerissä (Battarbee, 2004, p.270). Often, if the epenthetic –i is preceded by an 

unvoiced plosive or an s, the consonant becomes a geminate although spelling may 

not be influenced (VISK, § 28). If the nominative of a borrowed nominal does not 

gain the –i, it is possible that the epenthetic –i occurs in the inflected forms (VISK, § 

151). Based on the dictionaries, jees is not used with the epenthetic –i in the 

nominative. Finally, the dictionary entries provide little information on the indexical 

properties of jees. The noun jees(-)mies ‘yes-man’ is marked as derogatory in two 

dictionaries and the adjective jees is marked as colloquial in one. Do the properties 

that distinguish jees from other adjectives, such as hyvä and okei, have something to 

do with its syntactic features or indexical values? This study aims to address these 

questions. 

 

2.4 Research questions 
This study utilizes an online survey to reveal perceptions of the adjective jees in 

Finnish. Since no previous studies have been conducted on jees, the aim is to 

combine several perspectives to lay groundwork for further research. The online 

survey explores the syntax, semantics, and indexical values of the adjective. The 

survey produces both quantitative and qualitative data.  

The main research questions are as follows: 

• Is jees preferred inflected or uninflected? 
• What is the denotation of jees? 
• What are the indexical values of jees? 

First, as detailed in Section 2.3, jees can be expected to be considered 

indeclinable based on dictionaries. Second, the denotation of jees is predicted to be 

similar to the dictionary definitions presented in the previous section. Last, the 

indexical values of jees are anticipated to coincide with the results of previous 

research discussed in Section 2.2., including youthfulness and informality. In the 

next chapter, I detail the methodology used to investigate these research questions.  
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3 Data and methods 
This chapter presents the data and methods applied in this study. Since no previous 

research on jees was available, the natural starting point was to design a survey to 

produce some initial findings for further research. The survey focused on perceived 

use of the adjective. The chosen methodology yielded a combination of quantitative 

and qualitative data which were pursued since they complemented each other 

(Meyerhoff, 2015, p.63). The method represented a direct approach to investigating 

language attitudes because the survey items were explicit in what was being studied 

(Garrett, 2010, p.39). In contrast, when an indirect approach is applied, the 

participants do not know the topic and may be misled if necessary (ibid., p.41). Next, 

I introduce the survey, participants, and procedure taken to achieve the attitude data. 

 

3.1 The survey 
The attitude data was elicited with an online survey created in Google Forms. The 

survey was designed to investigate perceptions of the syntactic, semantical, and 

indexical properties of jees with both mandatory and optional items (see Appendix 1 

for the original survey). The link to the final version was distributed via three 

discussion forums, a Facebook page, and student mailing lists. These online channels 

were chosen to reach respondents from various locations as well as diverse 

educational and occupational backgrounds. The survey was online for approximately 

three weeks in July and August 2016. 

The survey consisted of five sections. Section 1 concentrated on the syntax of 

jees with an acceptability judgement task. The sample sentences were derived from 

the Suomi24 Sentences Corpus (Suomi 24-virkkeet in Finnish) (Aller Media Oy, 

2014). Section 2 tested the indexical values of jees with a semantic differential 

whose purpose was to investigate attitudes and connotations evoked by the word. 

The item was created “using equidistant numbers on a scale (e.g. 1 to 7) with 

semantically opposing labels applied to each end (e.g. friendly/unfriendly)” (Garrett, 

2010, p.55). The section also included a task to estimate frequency of use. Section 3 

explored the semantics of jees with a prompt to define it. Section 4 was designed to 

map out the indexical values of the adjective by concentrating on perceptions of the 

use and users of the jees, including the age, gender, and location of an average user. 

Finally, participants were given an opportunity to comment freely on the adjective or 
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further explain previous answers. The last section of the survey elicited background 

information of the participants, including gender, age, education level, occupation, 

postcode, and language background. 

A written online survey was chosen over other methods for its convenience 

and ability to shed light on an uninvestigated topic. Firstly, I wanted to study 

perceptions to discover what points of interest the topic brings up. Secondly, the 

survey offered an economical option for reaching many participants within a short 

period (Schleef, 2013, p.43). Within the resources of this study, it would have been 

difficult to obtain as much data on attitudes on a specific linguistic feature by, for 

example, conducting interviews, recording spontaneous conversations, or 

optimistically mining online resources. Furthermore, replying to an anonymous 

online survey was less threatening to the participants considering that an interview 

may force the interviewee to confess not to know something or make revealing true 

opinions difficult. 

 

3.2 Participant demographics 
Next, I describe the social backgrounds of the participants. The total number of 

respondents was 265 of which 58.5% identified as males. Table 2 displays the gender 

distribution of the participants. 

Gender Frequency % 

Male 155 58.5 

Female 102 38.5 

Other 3 1.1 

I do not want to answer 5 1.9 

Total 265 100 

Table 2: Gender distribution 

Figure 1 shows the age distribution of the respondents. When compared to the age 

structure of the Finnish population, over 40-year-olds were greatly underrepresented, 

while the youngest age groups formed a disproportionally large number of the 

participants (OSF, 2016a). The biases in the age distribution can be explained by the 

choice of distribution channels discussed in Section 3.3. 
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Location information was based on postcodes which were treated as 

municipalities. The majority, 232 participants, lived in municipalities with a 

population above 20,000, whereas only 19 respondents lived in a municipality with a 

population under 20,000 (OSF, 2016a). Therefore, the areas with the smallest 

populations were not as well represented. Out of those who included their postcode 

about 37% lived in the south, 31% in the north, and 23% in the west of Finland. The 

remaining 9% resided in central or eastern Finland. The variation in location was 

satisfactory considering that Finnish population is generally concentrated in the south 

and south-west (OSF, 2016a). In addition, one person lived abroad and 13 people did 

not want to disclose their postcode. 

The education levels of the participants are presented in Figure 2. The 

majority, nearly 40%, had a lower degree from tertiary education but other groups 

were also represented. Compared to the population of Finland, the respondents had 

higher educational qualifications (OSF, 2016c). 
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Figure 2: Education level 

The occupations of the participants are displayed in Table 3. Over half of the 

respondents were students which created a bias in comparison to other groups. The 

young age of many respondents and the use of student emailing lists for distribution 

helps to explain the number of students among the participants. Although the bias 

towards students was strong, around one hundred people in working life participated 

in the study. 

Occupation Frequency % 

Student 145 54.7 

Worker 45 17.0 

Lower-level employee 22 8.3 

Upper-level employee 21 8.0 

Unemployed 15 5.7 

Self-employed 7 2.6 

Pupil 4 1.5 

Retired 3 1.1 

Managerial position 2 0.8 

Total 265 100 

Table 3: Occupation 

No basic 
education

0.4%
Comprehensive 

school
6.8%

Upper secondary 
school or 

matriculation 
examination

25.7%

Vocational 
school
10.9%

Lower tertiary 
education

38.1%

Higher tertiary 
education

18.1%
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The language backgrounds of the respondents were quite uniform because 

238 of the participants were monolingual in Finnish. 27 respondents chose two 

mother tongues1. Information on foreign languages was also gathered but was 

omitted from the analysis to keep the scope of the study manageable. 

 

3.3 Procedure 
The purpose of the survey was to investigate the perceptions language users had of 

the adjective jees in Finnish. As a tool of a language attitude study, the survey 

focused on the “social meaning of [a] specific linguistic feature” (Schleef, 2013, 

p.44). The attitude survey allowed discussing social variables in relation to jees 

which would have been difficult to achieve with, for example, corpus data.  

As mentioned in Section 3.1, the sample sentences of the survey came from 

the Suomi24 Sentences Corpus. Its data consists of randomized extracts of all threads 

on the Suomi24 discussion forum (META-SHARE, n.d.). Suomi24.fi is the “biggest 

online community of Finland” (Aller Media, n.d.). The website has a fairly equal 

distribution between male (51%) and female (49%) users. Broken down by age, the 

user data reveals the relative age groups that form the user base: 21% of 15-24-year-

olds, 21% of 25-34-year-olds, 27% of 35-49-year-olds, 23% of 50-64-year-olds, and 

9% of 65-74-year-olds. When compared to the population makeup of Finland, 15-49-

year-olds are somewhat overrepresented over the rest (ibid.). In other words, the 

website attracts users of all ages but is more popular among those under 50. A wide 

range of topics is covered on the Suomi24 discussion forum, for instance, family, 

entertainment, hobbies, health, and society (Suomi24, n.d.). 

Discussions on Suomi24 can be casual and near to the spoken spectrum of 

language. Although computer-mediated discourse (CMD) in general resembles 

spoken language in some ways, it is also distinct from it, and there is language 

variation among its different forms (Herring and Androutsopoulos, 2015, pp.128-

129). Asynchronous CMD, of which Suomi24 is an example, has been regarded as 

“closer to the written end of the written–spoken continuum than synchronous modes 

such as chat, which tend to exhibit more ‘oral’ features” (Herring and 

Androutsopoulos, 2015, p.129). Hence, messages on Suomi24 could be expected to 

                                                
1 Bilinguals: Finnish & Swedish 11/Swedish & Finnish 4, Finnish & English 8, Finnish & Romanian 
1, Finnish & Estonian 1, and Russian & Finnish 1/Finnish & Russian 1 
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be closer to the written mode. While standard Finnish is used in some posts, features 

of colloquial and dialectal language are also frequent on the forum. This is a sign of 

how CMD can be difficult to classify on binary scales. In the end, the Suomi24 data 

can be characterized as “everyday conversation and spoken-like language” (Lagus et 

al., 2016, p.40). The naturally occurring data of the discussion forum provided a 

good basis for the sample sentences used in the attitude survey because with its help 

it was possible to avoid creating artificial or leading sentences. To choose the sample 

sentences, I searched the Suomi24 Sentences Corpus for instances of jees and its 

inflections using the Korp Concordance Tool. I chose examples of adjective uses and 

complemented them with a variant of the sentence with either inflected or 

uninflected form of jees. Many spelling variants of the adjective, such as jeesss, 

jeeees, and jeesjees, were not included in the survey since they occurred infrequently 

in the corpus. 

The corpus was also meant to be used as a second data set for this paper to 

ensure triangulation in the study of jees in Finnish. The survey was intended to elicit 

data from which meaningful research questions would have been designed for the 

corpus study. This way, the attitude data and corpus data would have complemented 

each other and allowed forming a more comprehensive picture of how the adjective 

is perceived to be used but also how it is actually used in computer-mediated 

communication. Nonetheless, the corpus data had to be excluded since using two 

data sets would have been outside the scope of an MA thesis. 

A pilot study was conducted before the actual survey was put online to see if 

the items were formulated unambiguously, if the survey was appropriate in breadth, 

and if it succeeded in eliciting the necessary data (Schleef, 2013, p.52). The survey 

included both mandatory and optional items to leave room for the participants to 

decide how much time they wanted to spend on filling it in. The survey began with a 

set of obligatory multiple choice questions because filling in open-ended questions is 

time-consuming (Schleef, 2013, p.49). For that reason, open-ended questions were 

not used in the beginning since they can be daunting if used in excess (ibid). The 

pilot survey was available for one week and accumulated ten replies. After reviewing 

the results and feedback, I modified the survey to its final version. The results of the 

pilot study were not included in the results and analysis because the two versions 

differed in format. 
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To distribute the final survey, a link was first posted on the Finnish discussion 

forums Suomi24.fi and Vauva.fi but since they failed to attract enough participants, 

the link was also shared on the discussion website Reddit.com. The chosen subreddit, 

a kind of sub-forum focused on a particular topic, was Suomi ‘Finland’. Distribution 

through the subreddit created an unexpected bias towards male participants (around 

85% at first) even though according to statistics by Reddit, the gender distribution of 

users is 53% male and 47% female (Reddit Help, n.d.). Nonetheless, the gender 

ratios can depend on the subreddit. A public Facebook page and student mailing lists 

of Finnish universities were used to balance the demographics. Once the final survey 

was put offline, the results were downloaded as spreadsheet files and processed 

further. There were no drop-outs in the data. 

Regarding the ethics of the chosen method, no individuals could be 

recognized from the data as only general information was requested from the 

participants. Secondly, no user profile information was gathered from the 

aforementioned online services used for distribution so the respondents could not be 

tracked back to their personal online profiles. Thirdly, since the links posted on the 

online websites were public posts, they did not require interaction with the 

researcher’s online profiles, for example, ‘friending’ the researcher on Facebook. For 

further discussion on using Facebook for research in sociolinguistics, see D’Arcy and 

Young (2012). Fourthly, the distribution channels directed users to Google Forms to 

access the survey. The advantage of using an external website for data collection was 

the possibility to present the terms of participation clearly and ensure consent by 

having visitors accept the terms before continuing to the next page (D’Arcy and 

Young, 2012, p.540). In addition, the introduction of the survey contained 

information on the purpose of the study as well as the contact details of the 

researcher. Lastly, only the researcher handled the data. 

Despite its many benefits, the survey also had some limitations. Firstly, 

participants could return to previous sections to change their answers while filling in 

the survey because it was not possible to disable this function on Google Forms. 

Secondly, a contrast was created by testing an informal feature with a formal survey 

written in standard Finnish. Despite expecting jees to be regarded as informal and 

spoken, I chose a written survey for the reasons discussed in Section 3.1. Thirdly, the 

survey data was not naturally occurring since participants were prompted to discuss 

jees. Finally, the distribution methods created biases towards students and younger 
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respondents in the demographics. The biases were probably caused by using student 

mailing lists for distribution and utilising an online survey. This is also connected to 

the fact that the older a person is, the less likely they are to use the Internet and, for 

example, social networking services. This applies especially to over 65-year-olds 

although the number of all Internet users is growing (OSF, 2015). However, online 

distribution may have also increased the geographic variation in the demographics. 

Furthermore, the number of replies compensated the biases among social groups to 

some extent. Ideas for future studies to address the shortcomings of this study are 

discussed in Chapter 6.  
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4 Results 
This chapter presents the results of the attitude survey which focused on three aspects 

of the adjective jees: its syntax, semantics, and indexical values. The survey items 

elicited both quantitative and qualitative data, except for the definition task which 

prompted qualitative data only. The results of each item are displayed in text or 

figures and they are followed by selected comments and justifications by the 

participants to illustrate the answers. The adjective jees is not translated in the 

glosses and examples in this chapter since discussion on the meaning can be found in 

Section 2.3. and the results of definition task of the survey. Even though comments 

on other syntactic functions of jees were present in multiple replies in different 

sections of the survey, only the adjective is discussed. 

 

4.1 Syntax, semantics, and indexical values of jees 
Section 1: Acceptability judgement task 

The first item of the survey presented participants with five sentence pairs which 

were modified concordances of jees in the Suomi24 Sentences Corpus. Participants 

could choose either the sentence with an uninflected form of jees, the sentence with 

an inflected form of jees, or both sentences with a possibility to justify the answer. 

Because jees was anticipated to be considered informal, some sentences included 

features of informal Finnish, for instance, mun instead of minun ‘my’. The results are 

presented with brief descriptions of what each sentence pair was designed to test. 

The sentence pairs are followed by the most recurrent justifications or other 

highlights from the open comments. See Appendix 2 for the glossary of the 

grammatical tags. 

 

It-NOM be-SG3 indeed really-SG-NOM jees-SG(-GEN) looking-SG-NOM car-SG-

NOM  

‘It is indeed a really good-looking car.’ 

Sentence pair 1 % (n) 

• ”Se on kyllä tosi jees näköinen auto.” 62.3 (165) 

• "Se on kyllä tosi jeesin näköinen auto.” 30.6 (81) 

• Both sentences are good. 7.2 (19) 
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Table 4: Sentence pair 1 

The first sentence pair (Table 4) was designed to test how participants reacted 

to jees as a complement to the adjective näköinen ‘looking’ which in turn modified 

the head noun auto ‘car’. Dependent adjectives such as näköinen do not occur 

independently and normally require declinable adjectives to be in the genitive 

(VISK, § 613). Yet here the uninflected version was preferred by almost two-thirds 

of the respondents, while nearly one-third chose the inflected version. Roughly 7% 

regarded both sentences equally as good. 

 

Sentence pair 2 % (n) 

• "Hoidan kuitenkin hampaani eli ne ovat jeesissä kunnossa.” 19.2 (51) 

• "Hoidan kuitenkin hampaani eli ne ovat jees kunnossa.” 74.0 (196) 

• Both sentences are good. 6.8 (18) 

Care-SG1 however tooth-PL-1SG so they be-PL3 jees(-INE) condition-INE 

‘However, I take care of my teeth so they are in good condition.’ 

Table 5: Sentence pair 2 

The second sample sentences (Table 5) consisted of a singular noun in the 

inessive case (kunto ‘condition’ > kunno+ssa) modified by jees. Declinable 

adjectives occur in the inessive in the same context (VISK, § 1302). However, the 

indeclinable option was preferred by almost three quarters, while the declined 

version was approved by only one-fifth of the respondents. Approximately 7% 

accepted both sentences. 

 

Sentence pair 3 % (n) 

• "Molemmat on mun mielestä ihan jees, toinen kuitenkin 

enemmän jees kuin toinen.”  

77.4 (205) 

• "Molemmat on mun mielestä ihan jees, toinen kuitenkin jeesimpi 

kuin toinen.”  

10.9 (29) 

• Both sentences are good. 11.7 (31) 
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Both-NOM-PL be-SG3 my-GEN mind-SG-ELA pretty jees-NOM-SG, other-

NOM-SG though more jees/jees-COM than other-NOM-SG 

‘I think both are okay, but one is better than the other.’ 

Table 6: Sentence pair 3 

The next sentence pair (Table 6) tested the preferred comparative form of 

jees, either formed lexically with the adverb enemmän ‘more’ (the comparative of the 

adverb paljon ‘much’) or morphologically with the suffix -mpi (VISK, § 300, 633). 

More than three quarters chose the lexically formed comparative of jees, whereas 

only about 11% preferred the morphologically formed version. Roughly the same 

number of people approved both. 

 

Sentence pair 4 % (n) 

• "Ostin sen käytettynä 50 eurolla, eli tein tosi jeesit kaupat.” 10.6 (28) 

• "Ostin sen käytettynä 50 eurolla, eli tein tosi jees kaupat.” 81.9 (217) 

• Both sentences are good. 7.5 (20) 

Buy-SG1-PST it-SG-GEN use-PPC-ESS 50 euro-ADE, so make-SG1-PST really 

jees-NOM(-PL) deal-NOM-PL 

‘I bought it used for 50 euros so I made a really good deal.’ 

Table 7: Sentence pair 4 

The adjective jees was again in the nominative in the fourth sample sentences 

but this time in the plural (Table 7). Declinable adjectives occur in the plural in this 

context (VISK, § 1302). Nevertheless, the unmarked plural was chosen by over four-

fifths of the participants, while the inflected plural was preferred by a minority. 

Approximately 8% accepted both. 

 

Sentence pair 5 % (n) 

• “Kaikki alkoki pikkuhiljaa taas näyttää jees.” 29.1 (77) 

• "Kaikki alkoki pikkuhiljaa taas näyttää jeesiltä.” 62.3 (165) 

• Both sentences are good. 8.7 (23) 

Everything start-SG3-PST-ki[n] bit by bit again look-INF jees(-ABL) 
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‘Bit by bit, things started to look good again.’ 

Table 8: Sentence pair 5 

In these sample sentences (Table 8), jees was a predicative adverbial to the 

“impression verb” näyttää ‘to look’ (VISK, § 488, 974). In the declined version, the 

adjective complement was in the ablative case2 according to rules of case 

government in Finnish (VISK, § 974, 1255). This sentence pair changed the 

somewhat strong pattern that was emerging with the previous answers. Less than 

one-third of the respondents preferred indeclinable jees, whilst close to two-thirds 

chose the inflected adjective. While it is expected that declinable adjectives are 

inflected in the ablative in this context, based on the replies to the previous sentence 

pairs, most participants seemed to consider jees indeclinable. Therefore, the sudden 

change is noteworthy. Notwithstanding, the inflected jees received much less 

approval in the fifth sentence pair than the indeclinable variant in the previous 

sentence pairs. 

The great majority of participants who preferred uninflected jees, especially 

for the first four sentences, justified their choice with many references to, for 

example, gut feeling, logicality, simplicity, and avoiding redundancy. The 

uninflected variant was considered, for instance, “more natural” or “more Finnish”, 

which is interesting considering that Finnish is heavy with inflection. A few 

participants connected jees to its foreign origin and called the inflection of (English) 

borrowings artificial or unnatural. Some speculated that since yes is not inflected in 

English, the Finnish adjective jees should not be inflected, either. The inflected forms 

were rejected by the participants and described as, for example, difficult, forced, 

wrong, or unsuitable for spoken language. Some participants were also worried that 

the inflections might increase the risk of confusing the adjective with the noun jeesi 

‘help’ or verb jeesata ‘to help’ (see Section 2.3). Two respondents paralleled jees to 

OK by saying that the words behave similarly in that they are indeclinable. One 

participant reflected that jees looks strange uninflected but would probably work 

better in spoken language. One respondent remarked that jees looks odd in a sentence 

in written standard language, rather than informal register, while another commented 

                                                
2 The allative case would have also been a possibility but the ablative is more common (VISK, § 
1255). 
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that the uninflected variant was “More slangy, not so rigid as an option” (“Enemmän 

slangia, ei niin kankea vaihtoehto”). These comments highlighted the problem of 

using a written survey to test a feature associated with spoken and informal language. 

Those who preferred the inflected variant formed a minority decreasing in 

numbers up until the last sentence pair. Respondents’ choices were based on gut 

feeling, logic, simplicity, and avoiding the awkwardness of the uninflected variant. 

Many comments referred to the form as “more natural” since it was declined 

according to Finnish grammar rules. Many participants compared jees to the 

behaviour of declinable adjectives, especially hyvä ‘good’, when acting as a 

modifier. Regarding the syntax of jees, a few participants claimed that jees occurs 

uninflected only in sentence-final position or when it is not a modifier, i.e., as a 

predicative such as “auto on jees” ‘the car is jees’. The foreign origin of the word 

was alluded to in comments on how inflection makes jees appear “more Finnish” and 

“as if a part of the Finnish language”. One person felt that the comparative form of 

jees should be formed “the Finnish way” (“suomalaisittain”) instead of modelling it 

after the English more and most. Finally, two respondents reflected on the style of 

the inflected variant by claiming that they would use this “incorrect form” on 

purpose for a comical effect. 

Participants who approved both forms were in an even smaller minority than 

those who preferred jees inflected. Those who accepted both variants reflected that it 

makes no difference whether, for example, the comparative of jees is formed 

morphologically or lexically, stating it is up to the speaker to decide. Despite this, 

choosing both forms was slightly more difficult for some. For instance, some 

participants considered both of the fifth sample sentences acceptable although a few 

others commented that they sounded “arduous” (“hankala”) or strange. 

Finally, the fifth sentence pair deserves more attention as, perhaps 

surprisingly, over 60% chose the inflected version. The justifications resembled the 

previous ones, including how the near synonym hyvä ‘good’ would be declined in 

the ablative (hyvältä) in the same syntactic context. The uninflected option was 

described as bad Finnish, nonsensical, awkward, or disconnected from the rest of the 

sentence. One person explained that the indeclinable variant causes vagueness 

because without inflection the sentence “feels somehow incomplete”, while “in the 

second it becomes clear immediately that the sentence has ended”. One participant, 

who chose the uninflected variant for other sentences, commented that the fifth 
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sentence was “the only situation in which jeesi [sic] is an acceptable option” (“Ainut 

tilanne missä jeesi on hyväksyttävä vaihtoehto”). 

 

Section 2: Semantic differential and frequency of use 

The second section of the survey tested the associations jees evokes with a semantic 

differential. Semantic differentials are used for “quantifying subjective experiences, 

such as feelings or emotions” (Schleef, 2013, p.46). Thus, in this study the task was 

used to explore the connotations of the adjective by shedding light on its indexical 

values. The participants chose a value on a rating scale from 1 to 7 for 18 

antonymous adjective pairs. Respondents were told to follow their intuition and 

ignore the denotation of the word. The results are displayed in Figure 3 where the 

blue line represents the mean of all responses. 

 

Figure 3: Semantic differential 



40 
 

 

The qualities that stood out the most in the results were the positiveness, 

unsophisticatedness, relaxedness, and informality of jees. In addition, the adjective 

was considered urban, youthful, ordinary, and good. Many adjective pairs, such as 

boring – interesting and untrustworthy – trustworthy, did not result in a clear opinion 

either way. When reviewing the results, it is important to note that the connotations 

of the English translations may be slightly different from the originals. See Appendix 

1 for the original item in Finnish. 

The were some issues with the semantic differential. Firstly, the number of 

the adjective pairs was high which made filling in the item cumbersome. Secondly, 

participants may have interpreted the meanings of the adjective differently. Thirdly, 

some respondents perhaps focused on the denotation, instead of the connotation, of 

jees. For instance, when participants chose a value between trivial and important, did 

they think of the usefulness of the word itself or the things jees is used to describe? 

In addition, choosing odd numbers for the scale left the respondents the opportunity 

to avoid selecting either semantic label (Garrett, 2010, p.55). It is unclear if by 

choosing the mid-point value respondents claimed to hold a neutral attitude to the 

word or if they really did not have an opinion (ibid.). 

Next, the respondents estimated how often they use the adjective with a 

closed question (Figure 4). The frequency options were not defined in the survey so 

the participants relied on their own conceptions of them. 

 

Figure 4: Frequency of use. 
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Nearly a quarter of the respondents claimed to use jees often, while almost 

half of the respondents chose “sometimes”. The adjective was considered “a quick 

and simple expression” that suits “very many situations”. A few respondents 

reflected that the interlocutors and context affect its use which one participant 

referred to as “social smoking” – if others use jees, the speaker may start using it as 

well. One participant was not bothered by the unsophisticated connotation of jees 

that emerged also in the semantic differential: “I use the word ‘jees’ a lot and I 

consider it a bit oafish” (“Käytän paljon sanaa "jees" ja pidän sitä hieman rahvaan 

sanana”). Another respondent claimed to use jees occasionally, having learnt it from 

a younger sibling. 

Roughly one-fifth stated that they use jees seldom, whereas 7% reported that 

they never use the adjective. These respondents regarded the use of jees as 

unpleasant, boorish, and awkward because of its grammar. One respondent reflected 

on the redundancy of the word by calling it a “useless word with a vague meaning” 

that “can be replaced with a better word in any situation.” Another participant 

described jees as “a word used by Helsinkian feminist boys speaking in nasal voice” 

(“Helsinkiläisten nenä-äänellä puhuvien feminististen poikien käyttämä sana”), a 

comment referring to urbanity which also came up in the previous item. In addition, 

the word was associated with teenagers and/or tweens which is why some 

respondents felt too old to use it. 

Because of the laboriousness of the previous two items, estimations of 

frequency of usage were perhaps influenced. Especially the acceptability judgment 

task may have caused people to feel that using the adjective naturally in sentences is 

complicated. On the other hand, it was essential respondents first saw some sample 

sentences to ensure they knew what phenomenon was being studied because of the 

multifunctionality of jees. 

 

Section 3: Definition of jees 

The next item was an open-ended question that prompted participants to define jees 

without consulting external sources such as dictionaries. Because the definitions 

differed in format, only the most recurrent and interesting ones are discussed. In most 

definitions, jees signified something positive with varying intensity from ‘adequate’ 

to ‘good’. The adjective was often described as something above neutral “but a rather 

ordinary thing”. Some definitions were slightly more negative, for instance, “nothing 
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superlative” and “suitable, met the minimum requirement but not much more”. Two 

of the most frequent near synonyms offered were hyvä ‘good’ (two-thirds of the 

replies) and okei/ok ‘okay’ (a quarter of the replies). However, jees was considered 

more informal and colloquial than hyvä and having a broader use. One participant 

claimed to use jees “in situations in which declining ok would be awkward.” 

Interestingly, a digital icon was use for one definition: “Out of emojis 👌  (thumb & 

index finger together) means pretty much the same but maybe even a little more 

positive.”  

Many respondents reported that the meaning of jees is context-bound, for 

example, “the context and the other communication of the speaker define its meaning 

in the end since jees is quite a versatile word.” Participants explained how 

intensifiers, also referred to as descriptive words or prefixes, affect the interpretation 

since jees “a slightly ‘lonely’ adjective on its own”. In fact, one participant regarded 

jees as “a part of the word pair ‘ihan jees’” instead of an independent word. Some 

also commented on the vague or “bland” quality of the adjective which is “used in 

situations where for instance there is not enough time or interest to describe the 

matter more accurately or profoundly”. Another respondent argued that jees is used 

as “a white lie” “in situations where you need to soften your stance for social 

reasons”. 

The possible origin and comparisons to expressions in other languages were 

also discussed, including Swedish lagom and English nice or yes. A few respondents 

claimed that the origin of the word is English, for instance, one person argued jees is 

derived from English yes which is “a positive impression of something which is 

jees”. Another reply exhibited more negative attitudes by calling jees “Rally English 

from the word yes. Yes -> Kyllä [‘yes’] -> sounds positive”, Rally English being a 

colloquial term for speaking English with a prominent Finnish accent. 

 
Section 4: Who uses jees and where? 
In the fourth section of the survey respondents described the perceived average user 

of jees through various items. 

 

Age: 

The first item was checklist where respondents could choose multiple answers 

concerning the age of perceived users of the adjective (Figure 5). The age groups jees 



43 
 

 

was associated with most frequently were 16-30-year-olds, while the youngest (less 

than 10 years old) and the oldest (over 41-year-olds) groups were less popular. The 

results show that participants thought that younger language users would be more 

likely to use jees.  

 

Figure 5: Who uses jees: age 

Gender: 

When asked what the gender of a person who uses jees most likely is, 34.0% (n=90) 

chose male, 1.9% (n=5) chose female, and 64.2% (n=170) chose either. Thus, most 

respondents did not deem jees as gender-specific but those who did, associated it 

with males much more often than females. 

 

Location: 

Next, respondents were prompted to describe where in Finland jees is used with a 

mandatory, open-ended question. The format of the answers varied so the results are 

not presented in exact numbers. Most respondents chose either the whole of Finland 

or urban areas and/or the south. Over one-third of the answers included the word 

“everywhere” with some excluded areas such as Lapland, Swedish/Sami-speaking 

areas, Eastern Finland, or Western Finland; or a mention that the use is especially 

prevalent in urban areas or the south. Southern Finland was the second most popular 

option with nearly a quarter of the replies. Around one in ten mentioned the capital 

region or urban areas around the country. Lastly, 18 participants did not answer. 
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Contexts: 

The section also included a somewhat vague, open-ended question: “In what kind of 

contexts does jees occur?” The question was optional and received over 160 replies. 

Many issues that came up in other sections of the survey are given less attention here 

to avoid repetition. 

Firstly, some comments concerned the grammar of jees by providing sample 

sentences and listing intensifiers, such as ihan and aika, that tend to co-occur with it. 

One participant commented on the problems of the sample sentences in the survey, 

for example, “Many of those sentences were somehow awkward and I could only 

image people from Turku [a major town in Finland] use those kinds of sentences 

because Turku people shorten and even leave out essential sentence elements 

anyway.” 

Secondly, informal situations, everyday language, and a wide range of 

possible discussion topics were brought up in many replies, for instance, “informal 

situations, lazy and trivial conversations”. Colloquial Finnish was also mentioned. 

While most comments concerned casual spoken conversation, some also mentioned 

informal written contexts such as social media, texting and instant messaging 

software “in which colloquial Finnish is used”. Yet, one respondent specified that 

jees is rarely written and if it is, “then more often in the form ‘yes’”. This person 

considered jees a strange spelling, “as if the writer does not know the correct English 

spelling”, and worried about confusing jees with the verb jeesata. 

Lastly, a few replies referred to people of the same age, peer groups, 

colleagues, or the youth as potential users of the word. Interestingly, a couple of 

participants also referred to marketing and sales contexts which were not mentioned 

in other items in the survey. The first respondent claimed to have heard jees from 

salespeople “when they try to get me to buy something”, while the second argued 

jees is used “in advertisements which (unsuccessfully) attempt to capture a relaxed, 

young, and popular vibe”. Some comments revealed even more negative attitudes 

towards the use and users of the word. For instance, one participant claimed that jees 

is used “among friends, in athlete interviews, in ‘witty’ youth shows, in urban 

dudesons interviews (previous cases such as promoting skating culture, city events in 

Kallio [district in the capital Helsinki], tattoo stories, rappers, hipsters’ reaction to 

everything etc.) So I don’t like the word, that much has probably become evident…” 
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Language mode: 

In the next item, the participants could choose multiple answers from a checklist to 

describe the language modes jees occurs in with an opportunity to add their own 

situations. The results can be viewed in Figure 6. Out of all responses, all but one 

included informal spoken interaction. The next most popular choices were messaging 

software, social media and discussion boards, and spoken interaction at the work 

place. In contrast, fiction, formal spoken, and formal written contexts received much 

less support. Five participants chose “I do not know”3. 

 

Figure 6: Language mode 

Open comments: 

When given the option to reflect freely or explain previous answers, 67 people 

provided further comments. To avoid repetition, only some themes are discussed. 

Firstly, many comments concerned the grammar of jees. One respondent claimed to 

use jees rarely because inflecting the word is hard and makes it sound “unpleasant”. 

Another argued that since jees is indeclinable, it should be used only sentence-

finally. A couple of participants stated that the adjective only occurs as a predicative, 

one commenting that it used only with the verb olla ‘to be’ and another adding jees is 

inflected in writing but not in speech. One person postulated that because the 

                                                
3 The comments for “Other” were as follows: 1. “Adverts” 2. “In customer service in certain 
situations, depending on the customer.” 3. “At the workplace but not in customer service situations”. 
In the fourth comment a participant stated they wanted to choose “Text messages and instant 
messaging” but the option did not work. The number was added to Figure 6. 

264

145

11

225

197

31

1

0

5

4

0 50 100 150 200 250

Informal spoken interaction

Spoken interaction at the workplace

Formal spoken situations

Text messages and instant messaging 

Social media/discussion boards

Fiction

Official texts

Nowhere

I do not know

Other

Language mode



46 
 

 

inflection with only one S could be confused with the noun jeesi ‘help’, the adjective 

should be declined with two S’s, e.g., “jeessin näköinen”. In addition to the 

epenthetic –i discussed in Section 2.3, loaned nominals can also be integrated 

phonologically by geminating the consonant that precedes –i (VISK, § 151). In the 

case of jees, this results in the form jeessi but this variant was not included in the 

survey because it was infrequent in the Suomi24 Sentences Corpus. 

Secondly, several comments revealed respondents’ attitudes to jees. Those 

who took a positive stance considered it, for instance, “an all-encompassing 

expression” or just “a very good word”. However, most opinions were negative. The 

adjective was identified as “trite”, “unnecessary”, and “a boring word which could be 

removed from Finnish”. One respondent hoped that jees is never accepted to standard 

Finnish. Another respondent claimed that jees had been “previously used by 

Helsinkians [but] now stinks a bit like yokel talk”. Several comments pointed at the 

lack of meaning of jees which is “aptly vapid not to evoke negative feelings in 

unofficial contexts” and “in fact, says nothing”. One commentator was worried about 

the effects of jees because “it is horrendous and tiring and flattens the language and 

experiences to ‘pretty nice’ so that it is not necessary per se to tell anything actually 

personal or descriptive”. 

Thirdly, many discussed the potential users of jees. One respondent 

commented that the word can be used by those in authority to create a more relatable 

or younger impression, while another suggested that older people use jees with 

young people to indicate that they are “modern”. One participant argued that “jees 

has solidified its position in youthful spoken language and sadly, it also ends up 

being used in situations where it is not suitable when going for relaxedness (cf. 

customer service)”. 

Lastly, several comments referred to jees an anglicism, however, anglicisms 

in general were not welcomed by some since they “irritate and annoy and cause 

distress”. Jees was named “a useless word” exemplifying “the rife adoration of the 

Anglo-American”. One respondent reflected that the foreign origin could explain 

why “inflecting it or using it in the adjective position [i.e., as a pre-modifier]” did not 

sound natural. One participant voiced a more positive opinion on jees: “I am not sure 

whether ‘jees’ comes from the English word ‘yes’. It is nevertheless exciting that this 

expression lives so strongly without thinking about it that much although it is not a 

completely Finnish word in my opinion, and is not always inflected systematically.”  
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5 Discussion 
In this chapter I summarize and analyse the results of the attitude survey in light of 

the research questions presented in Section 2.4. The chapter is divided into sections 

which reflect the main themes of the study. 

 

5.1 Syntactical properties of jees 
The main source for data on the syntactical properties of the adjective jees came 

from the grammatical acceptability judgment task which tested whether the inflected 

or uninflected form of jees was considered better, i.e., grammatically correct 

(Schleef, 2013, p.44). The sample sentences divided opinions: while some 

participants opined that jees must be inflected in all contexts, many respondents 

opposed it equally as strongly. The justifications ranged from intuition to careful 

deliberation on Finnish grammar or the choice of the mode of language (written or 

spoken). A number of respondents proposed alterations to the sample sentences by 

removing or changing the heads of phrases and changing the word order. The 

frequent aim of avoiding the awkward inflected forms of jees indicates that the 

grammar of the sentences was considered problematic. For example, one participant 

argued that jees cannot be combined with dependent adjectives, such as “näköinen, 

kuuloinen, hajuinen or tuntoinen” (‘-looking, -hearing, -smelling or –feeling’) which 

require the inflection of the preceding adjective. Comparisons to the borrowing 

OK/okei were made a few times by those who regarded jees and okei as indeclinable. 

The explanation could be their form or status as rather recent borrowings. 

Most participants rejected the inflected forms with the preference for 

uninflected jees becoming starker until the last sentence pair. It is possible that the 

participants realized what was being tested and wanted to be consistent by claiming 

that the uninflected version was better. However, the fifth sentence pair broke this 

pattern. Few participants were ready to accept both sentences. The reluctance to 

approve the existence of more than one variant is explained by standard language 

ideology (SLI) – the ideal of unvarying language (Lippi-Green, 2012, pp.67-68). 

Moreover, the way the adjective was completely rejected by some respondents was 

perhaps unsurprising considering such ideologies may direct language users to regard 

nonstandard or informal language as inferior and incorrect (Garrett, 2010, p.7). 
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The most important question that emerges from the data is what makes the 

morphological inflection of jees unappealing to most participants. After all, there is 

phonologically nothing wrong with forms such as jeesissä. Since the task included 

jees in various morphological and semantic cases as well as the comparative, the 

syntactic context may provide the answer. The preference for either inflected or 

uninflected jees may depend on its sentence position or grammatical function. Since 

the survey item included only one sentence where jees was in the final position, 

meaningful comparisons cannot be made regarding sentence position. However, in 

the fifth sentence jees occupied the final position and it was the only case where the 

majority preferred it inflected. Some respondents opined that jees only occurs 

sentence-finally (for instance, “Se auto on kyllä tosi jees” ‘That car is indeed really 

jees’), and hence, it should not be inflected. Since the examples these participants 

gave presented jees as a predicative, it may be that they actually implied is that jees 

occurs only as a predicative. Therefore, maybe the grammatical function, and not 

sentence position, is the key factor. It is possible the adjective needs to be inflected in 

the predicative adverbial position. In sum, jees was regarded as indeclinable in most 

contexts. The change that happened with sentence pair 5 is significant because it was 

not in line with the previous answers. According to Görlach (2002, p.142) a partial 

inflection of a borrowing may limit its grammatical functions, for instance, 

“adjectives may be restricted to predicative uses and be incapable of comparison”. 

However, this does not necessarily affect its use negatively. 

Other possible explanations for preferring the uninflected variants include 

avoidance of homonyms, foreign origin, and phonological context. Firstly, several 

respondents were worried the inflected forms of jees look similar to the words 

jeesata ‘to help’ and jeesi ‘help’ which, coincidentally, share some inflected forms 

with jees. This is most likely caused by homonymy as discussed in Section 2.3. It is 

possible that the survey just made the language users more aware of such 

connections and they would not notice the similarity in naturally occurring situations. 

Secondly, some of the participants who identified jees as an English loanword argued 

that jees should be indeclinable because the source word is indeclinable, too. This 

viewpoint is interesting because yes and jees represent different grammatical 

functions – an exclamation and an adjective. On the other hand, some participants 

preferred leaving traces of the foreign origin. For example, the lexically formed 

comparative in sentence 3 was preferred by some since, according to one respondent, 
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comparatives of foreign words should “formed the same way as in Swedish with the 

word mera”. Another participant reflected the following: “Because I’m an older 

person, I like jees to be in its original foreign-language form. It accentuates the word 

as a loanword, and at the same time also highlights its ‘Bling-essence’, spontaneity 

or quickness in the sentence.” Finally, the phonological environment, or the sounds 

that immediately follow jees, may affect its inflection. Investigating this possibility 

would require spoken data with more diverse sample sentences. 

In conclusion, most Finnish speakers prefer jees uninflected although some 

cases, such as the predicative adverbial function, may require inflection. The 

dictionaries state that jees is indeclinable or partly indeclinable and the participants 

commented spontaneously on the awkward inflection of jees in many sections of the 

survey. Although nominals tend to be inflected in Finnish, the adjective jees 

perceived as indeclinable. Even though the morpho-syntactic integration of the 

adjective is incomplete, it is an established borrowing. After all, not all borrowings 

even become morpho-syntactically integrated (Myers-Scotton, 2002, p.42). The first 

borrowed functions, particle and interjection, may explain this. Although VISK (§ 

944) claims that jees occurs only with a copula verb and as a predicative or 

predicative adverbial, Finnish speakers disagree. Based on the example sentences in 

Kielitoimiston sanakirja (2012) and the concordances of jees in the Suomi24 

Sentences Corpus, the adjective occurs both as a modifier and a predicative. A 

preliminary look into the corpus also reveals that the adjective is rarely inflected. 

Uninflected jees results in thousands of hits, whereas inflected forms (morphological 

and semantic case forms as well as comparison) produce only a few dozen instances 

in total. Time will tell if inflected forms such as the comparative jeesimpi are mere 

isolated quirks or a change in progress. 

The main problem with the acceptability judgment task was presenting an 

informal and spoken feature in a formal written context. This tension was addressed 

in some comments. For instance, it was claimed that jees looks strange in a sentence 

written in standard language or that jees is inflected in written language but not in 

spoken language. One respondent argued that although both inflected and uninflected 

variants are used, “the declension of jees is often missing especially in text 

messages”. These comments raise the question if the participants would have reacted 

differently to jees if the survey had explicitly directed respondents to think about 

spoken and/or written language when answering. In addition to the problem with the 
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mode of language, some features of the survey may have affected the results. The 

limitations of Google Forms prevented randomising the order of the sample 

sentences for every participant. Regarding the options, the alternative to reject both 

sample sentences (e.g. “Neither sentence is good.”) was not available although some 

participants strongly disapproved of both sentences. Participants could have used it 

as a resort to avoid making a difficult choice or to show their rejection of the word in 

general. The benefit of this decision was that it may have allowed the language 

attitudes which could have otherwise been obstructed to stand out better. The 

downside was a possible skew in the results since respondents could not choose an 

option which best reflected their true opinion. 

 

5.2 Denotation of jees 
The denotation of the adjective was investigated with the definition task in the third 

section of the survey. The nonlinguists’ definitions largely corresponded to the 

dictionary definitions presented in Section 2.3. The majority reported that jees is a 

colloquial expression denoting something positive and some suggested it is a 

colloquial variant of hyvä ‘good’. It was also argued that jees carries a general, or 

even generic, meaning that can be applied to numerous referents. Many pointed 

towards the vagueness of jees which seems to gain its meaning in context. Some 

participants even voiced a concern that the adjective may not be fully sincere. 

Terkourafi (2011) and Andersen (2014) found that the sincerity of a borrowed 

linguistic feature may be lower in comparison to native expressions. 

Even though intensifiers were not included in the research questions or 

explicitly mentioned in the survey form, many participants brought them up 

spontaneously. The preference for intensifiers to modify the meaning of jees was 

expressed frequently in Sections 3 and 4 of the survey. In the Suomi 24 Sentences 

Corpus, jees is often intensified and the phrase ihan jees occurs frequently. This may 

be linked to the general meaning of the adjective which requires intensification to 

express different meanings. Corpus data on naturally occurring language will reveal 

more information on the intensification of the adjective. 
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5.3 Indexical values of jees and attitudes towards it 
To avoid the pitfall of superficially examining only the form of the borrowing, this 

study aimed to cover the indexical values of the adjective jees as well. The main 

items used for this were the semantic differential and Section 4 of the survey. 

Although this study cannot produce a full understanding of the indexical field of jees 

in Finnish (Eckert, 2008), the findings offer some insight into it. 

Most participants stated that jees is used everywhere in Finland or 

predominantly in the south and urban areas. In Peterson and Vaattovaara’s (2014, 

p.264) study, pliis, too, was associated with “the more urbanized southern part of 

Finland, especially the Helsinki region”. The respondents pictured the average user 

of jees to be between 16 to 30 years old. This was expected since anglicisms are 

often associated with younger speakers (Andersen, 2014). Some participants even 

considered themselves too old to use the word. Nearly half of the respondents of this 

study associated jees with both younger and older speakers when compared to their 

own age. This age range was slightly wider than in Peterson and Vaattovaara (2014, 

pp.259-264) where respondents associated pliis mainly with ages 11 to 20 and the 

speakers of their own age and younger. Because the age distribution of the present 

study was unbalanced, meaningful comparisons between age and self-estimated 

frequency of use cannot be made. 

The survey also investigated if jees is associated with males or females. In the 

semantic differential, the mean for the adjective pair masculine/feminine indicated a 

slight preference for masculine. The mean was 3.549 for 102 female participants and 

3.355 for 155 male participants. While the males may have considered jees slightly 

more masculine than females, the difference was not statistically significant (p= 

0.112). In Section 4 of the survey, participants were asked who would be more likely 

to use the adjective. Nearly two-thirds of the participants argued that the users can be 

either female or male but one-third of the participants thought the speaker would 

more likely be male. While 75% (n=75) females and 57% (n=89) males chose both 

genders, some males preferred males more often than female participants (See 

Figures 7 and 8). The possible slang origin and informality of jees may cause 

language users to associate it with males since men use non-standard forms more 

frequently than women (Labov, 1972; Trudgill, 1983). Nevertheless, there was little 

difference in the self-estimated frequency of use between females and men. Roughly 

70% of both females and males argued that they use jees often or sometimes. The 
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findings of this study differ from those of Peterson and Vaattovaara (2014) since the 

politeness marker pliis was connected with females. In fact, “young, urban women 

are also the social group who are most likely to claim use of pliis” (Peterson and 

Vaattovaara, 2014, p.261). However, most of their respondents were female and pliis 

is not used by females solely (ibid., pp.262-263). The difference between their 

findings and the present study may be explained by the participants since the former 

study had more female respondents, while the survey of jees had a majority of male 

respondents. In addition, the two borrowings represent different functions. 

 

Figure 7: Who uses jees: gender (female respondents) 

 

Figure 8: Who uses jees: gender (male respondents) 
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In the language mode item in Section 4, jees was perceived to occur 

especially in informal speech as well as informal written contexts such as messaging 

software and social networking services. Official contexts and fiction received much 

less approval. The division was clear and supported by the results of the semantic 

differential and comments from elsewhere in the survey. In addition, the association 

with colloquial Finnish was strong. The results, however, were not surprising since a 

few of the dictionary entries discussed in Section 2.3 also mentioned the colloquial 

quality of the adjective. The results were expected also based on previous research 

on borrowings. 

The results of the semantic differential indicated that the adjective is regarded 

as positive, unsophisticated, and informal as well as urban and youthful. In contrast 

to Likert scales, semantic differential scales “help to elicit snap judgements and 

minimise opportunities for mental processing, thus reducing the possibilities for […] 

social desirability and acquiescence biases” (Garrett, 2010, pp.55-56). The 

association with youthfulness prompted a few participants to discuss marketing and 

sales contexts where jees may be used to make something sound appealing and 

novel. The adjective indeed carries other connotations, such as informality, 

positiveness, and urbanity, which would be useful for such purposes. It was also 

suggested that the adjective may be used by those in power or older people who want 

to appeal to younger people. When comparing the indexical values attached to jees 

with previous studies, several shared qualities emerge. According to Battarbee (2004, 

p.266), anglicisms in Finnish may index young age, novelty, and informality in 

comparison to native expressions. For example, several English borrowings in 

Norwegian (Andersen, 2014), the discourse markers enivei and anyway (Nikula, 

2007), and the politeness marker pliis (Peterson and Vaattovaara, 2014) index 

informality in Finnish. The same applies to the borrowed forms of thank you, sorry, 

and please in Cypriot Greek which tend to occur in informal contexts (Terkourafi, 

2011). The borrowing phlis has “acquired an additional function in Cypriot Greek, 

that of indicating the speaker’s middle-class or generally ‘trendy’/‘sophisticated’ 

identity” (Terkourafi, 2011, p.232). 

The attitudes to jees are mostly negative or the negative views were voiced 

more frequently. The nativized borrowing was regarded as nondescript, unnecessary, 

and a possible source of deterioration of the Finnish language. These negative 

perceptions may stem from the fact that jees is not standard language which some 
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speakers may equate with improper or bad language. Some descriptions of the users 

of jees were very negative which reflects the belief that the language a speaker uses 

characterizes the person (Garrett, 2010, p.10). Those who had a positive opinion on 

jees by considering it, for instance, a versatile and useful word used among peers, 

were in the minority. The adjective was also claimed to “bring variation to the 

language”. According to previous research, too, attitudes towards borrowings are not 

uniform among Finns (Korhonen and Lappalainen, 2013; Keisu, 2014). However, 

being young, male, and highly educated increases the likelihood of reacting 

positively to English words in Finnish (Korhonen and Lappalainen, 2013). 

In the frequency estimation item, around three quarters of the participants 

claimed to use jees sometimes or often, while the rest used it rarely or not at all. This 

serves as an example of how attitudes and behaviour are not solidly linked (Garrett, 

2010, pp.26-27). In fact, “links between people’s attitudes towards language varieties 

and their own behaviours are likely to differ according to the complexity of domains 

in which language is used” (Garrett, 2010, p.28). This may be applied to individual 

linguistic features, as well. Furthermore, social desirability bias may cause 

participants to react in a way relying on their conception of “socially appropriate” 

(ibid., p.44). 

The results indicated that jees is a salient feature primarily linked with 

informal and spoken or spoken-like language. Many items in the survey produced 

similar findings concerning the indexical values of jees which increases the 

reliability of the results. The Finnish adjective has developed new indexical values 

which do not apply to the neutral English source word yes. By undergoing an 

innovation process in Finnish, jees has become to index informality, urbanity, and 

young age and to a lesser extent, also masculinity and unsophisticatedness. The 

perceived age and location of the average user were similar to previous results. The 

differences in findings may be explained by jees being an established borrowing. 

Previous studies by Nikula (2007), Terkourafi (2011), Andersen (2014), and Peterson 

and Vaattovaara (2014) indicate that borrowed forms do not replace native forms, 

instead, they are localized to convey locally significant meanings. The same applies 

to jees in Finnish – the borrowing has gained multiple indexical values that are used 

by Finns to create and maintain identities. Time will show if the indexical values of 

jees change as time passes. 
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5.4 Strengths and limitations of the study 
The strengths of the attitude survey include the number of participants, the diversity 

of survey items, and the consistency of the results. Firstly, the various online 

distribution channels ensured that enough participants were reached within a short 

time. Online surveys in general are an attractive option since they “can be employed 

quickly, conveniently, and inexpensively by eliminating the need for interviewers or 

synchronous interaction” (Best, et al., 2001, p.131). Secondly, the survey yielded two 

types of data with “the quantitative analysis anchoring qualitative discussion, and 

qualitative analysis providing narrative depth to the quantitative analysis.” 

(Meyerhoff, 2015, p.63). The quantitative data made the approximate generalizations 

of the qualitative data more concrete (ibid., pp.78-79). The open-ended questions 

used throughout the survey allowed for “more precise and personal response[s]” 

although they “may also result in no answer at all and difficulties when analyzing 

data” (Schleef, 2013, p.49). Thirdly, the consistency of the findings allowed stronger 

claims to be made. All in all, the survey elicited language attitudes successfully and 

the uniformity of the results increases the reliability of the study. It is of course 

important to keep in mind that the survey results do not depict actual, but perceived 

use of the adjective. 

Despite its advantages, the survey had some shortcomings. First, the 

instructions of the survey did not state whether the items concerned spoken or written 

language. Therefore, it is not possible to know if the participants’ evaluations were 

based on spoken or written language. Second, there was a bias towards males and 

young people, especially students, among the participants. Using an online survey 

and contacting participants via student mailing lists explains the young age. 

Furthermore, the representativeness of the data is influenced by the fact that “the 

backgrounds of Internet users differ significantly from nonusers, exhibiting higher 

education and socioeconomic status than their counterparts” (Best, et al., 2001, 

p.131). Third, there were some issues with the survey form. Because respondents 

filled in the survey remotely, it was not possible to control respondents from 

consulting outside sources. Interpreting some of the results of was complicated by 

using words such as good, seldom, often throughout the survey since can be 

understood in various ways (Schleef, 2013, p.48). Fourth, the syntactic contexts were 

narrowed down to five constructions (predicative, pre-modifier, and predicative 

adverbial functions) without certainty of their frequency in naturally occurring data. 
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However, the sample sentences used in the survey were chosen from the corpus. 

Fifth, the survey contrasted an informal feature with a formal and written context. 

Spontaneous spoken data may have been ideal for a study that focuses on a feature of 

informal language and spoken(-like) language. Yet, spoken data has its problems, 

too, as it may be hard to elicit enough spoken data on specific variables while 

maintaining the authenticity of data. Last, some participants may not have 

distinguished between the various syntactic functions of jees. Although the adjective 

function was emphasized in the instructions, there was no way to prevent confusions 

without endangering the reliability of the results. Discussion on the limitations of 

surveys in general can be found in, for example, Dörnyei (2003).  
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6 Conclusion  
This paper examined the nativized borrowing jees as a Finnish adjective using 

attitude data gathered with an online survey. The purpose was to explore the 

syntactical, semantical, and indexical properties of the adjective from a perceptual 

viewpoint since there was no previous research on jees. It is important to remember 

that the results did not reveal who actually uses jees and how, rather, how people 

perceive its users and its use. 

The results of the survey exhibited a high level of uniformity. The adjective 

jees was generally preferred uninflected in the syntactic contexts tested in the 

grammatical acceptability judgment task. The preference for inflected jees in the last 

sentence pair (predicative adverbial jeesiltä) may be a sign that jees is becoming 

more integrated into Finnish and the predicative adverbial position is one of the first 

syntactic contexts where the process has started. In any case, the perceived level of 

the morpho-syntactic integration of the adjective was low based on the data. 

However, it should not be taken for granted that the integration of borrowings is ever 

fully completed since its extent varies (Myers-Scotton, 1992). Even though no 

definitive statements about the actual use of jees could be made based on the survey 

results, there was evidence that the grammatical context may affect inflection. On the 

other hand, language ideologies may also explain why language users preferred 

choosing one clear option instead of allowing variation of forms. A more systematic 

investigation is needed to determine the exact syntactic contexts where jees is 

preferred inflected or uninflected, if sentence positions plays a role, and if changing 

the mode of language affects the results (for example, speech versus CMC). 

The definitions the participants gave for jees corresponded to those recorded 

in dictionaries. Although intensifiers were not included in the research questions, the 

preference for intensification emerged strongly in the data. This probably serves as a 

manifestation of the general meaning of the adjective. The attitudes towards jees 

were quite negative, especially in relation to the self-estimated frequency of use. 

Several comments exposed ideologies related to language purism and traditionalism 

although jees was also embraced by some as an expression of informality and as a 

colloquial variant to hyvä ‘good’. While linguistics does not allow judging between 

“good” and “bad” language, laypeople’s attitudes offer an insight to what kind of 

values surround various linguistic features. 
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The indexical values of jees paralleled those of previous studies on English 

borrowings, including informality and youthfulness. Most respondents claimed that 

jees occurs in informal spoken and written language and that it is used either 

everywhere or in urban areas. The users of jees were pictured as 16-30-year-olds but 

also peers. It was unclear how much the age distribution of the participants affected 

the result. Many respondents argued that the adjective can be used by both females 

and males although some also considered it more masculine rather than feminine. 

The indexical values revealed the meanings the adjective carries under the surface. 

Although the indexical field (Eckert, 2008) of jees could not be studied as thoroughly 

as possible in this paper, some of the indexical values of the adjective were 

discovered and can be investigated further. After all, the indexical values of a 

linguistic feature are not insignificant since they may reveal the ideologies the 

linguistic feature conveys (Eckert, 2008, p.465). Furthermore, it is the indexical 

values and discourse functions of nativized borrowings that may prove to be more 

interesting than the changes made to the form and denotation of a borrowing. 

In conclusion, while English yes can be considered a neutral word used in 

both formal and informal language, the Finnish adjective derived from it has come to 

signal, for instance, informality, urbanity, and youthfulness. While jees has retained 

its function as a marker of positiveness and agreement, it has also undergone a 

process of functional shift by gaining these new meanings in Finnish (Andersen, 

2014). Therefore, jees has developed locally important indexing functions in the 

recipient language that are not attested in the source language. In contemporary 

Finnish, the nativized active jees shares some of its indexical values with other 

English borrowings in Finnish. For example, enivei and anyway in Finnish mark 

“informality, genre-specific style, bilingual ability, [and] matters of identity” 

(Nikula, 2007), whilst pliis indexes “youth, urbanity, and, given its source as an 

English loan word, globalism” (Peterson and Vaattovaara, 2014, p.266). Previous 

research has indicated that while borrowings have their basic functions in discourse, 

they are also used transmit information about identities and ideologies. 

The merits of this paper were the amount of both quantitative and qualitative 

data and the consistency of the findings. The study was predominantly an 

introduction to the syntactic, semantic, and indexical properties of jees instead of an 

in-depth analysis of all these features. The aim was to find create to a pool of data on 

which further studies could be based. The weaknesses of the study included focusing 
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on a few selected syntactic contexts and centring an informal and spoken feature 

within a formal frame using a written survey. In addition, there were some biases in 

the participant demographics. 

Furthermore, many interesting phenomena had to be excluded to keep the 

data manageable and within the scope of an MA thesis. The corpus data set which 

was intended to be a part of this paper was omitted due to the amount of data it 

would have produced. Since finding information on CMC users can be difficult 

(Androutsopoulos, 2013, p.82), the corpus data was supposed to be complemented by 

the attitude survey which provided a social viewpoint to the topic. While spoken data 

may have been ideal for studying a feature that was assumed to be considered 

informal and oral, no suitable corpus was available at the time. The Suomi24 

Sentences Corpus proved to be a good source since it provided readily available data 

with many instances of jees. The corpus, which contains much informal and 

colloquial language, allows examining “language change, such as formation of 

neologisms, and the frequency of various word forms, ergo, phenomena which are 

first present in colloquial language and colloquial writing” (Lagus et al., 2016, p.40). 

The corpus data indicated that jees is very rarely inflected in positions where 

declinable adjectives would be inflected and that jees is often intensified – especially 

with ihan ‘pretty, quite’. The corpus also provides data on the other syntactic 

functions of jees. I hope to have the chance to analyse this data further at a later 

point. 

The next step in investigating jees in Finnish is utilizing naturally occurring 

language to complement this study’s focus on individual language use with a 

collective viewpoint. The survey data offers a starting point for studying the actual 

use of jees in, for example, spoken and/or written corpus data to test the validity of 

the perceptual data. Andersen (2014, p.30) proposed that lexical borrowings should 

also be investigated “from a collocational and collostructional point of view” to see 

how they behave syntactically, comparing the source and recipient languages. In 

addition, spoken and written language can be compared to see if the inflected or 

uninflected forms of jees are more frequent in either mode of language. Since “the 

production of written language is generally perceived as more deliberate than 

speaking” (Onysko, 2012, p.37), some differences may emerge when comparing 

spontaneous speech to writing. Furthermore, the method of conversation analysis can 

reveal how jees behaves and creates meaning in discourse. Future research may also 
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address the question if the use of the adjective is speaker-specific or not. Lastly, 

much remains to be explored regarding the other syntactic functions of jees as a 

particle, interjection, and adverb. Conversation analysis could be applied to 

investigate, for example, the various discourse functions of the particle. Together the 

data on the actual and perceived use of jees and its different syntactic functions will 

form an insightful picture of the borrowing. This kind of triangulation is needed to 

study multi-function words such as jees as the process of applying different methods 

to one object of study helps “to verify and validate the consistency and integrity of 

research findings” (Given, 2008). 

While it is not uncommon for pragmatic borrowings to undergo changes in 

the recipient language, the innovation of jees as an adjective piques interest since the 

grammatical function is not present the source language English. It is an example of 

a consecutive process where a borrowing develops a new, locally adapted function in 

the receiving language (Fischer, 2008). In addition to changes in the syntactic 

function, jees has also begun to carry indexical values which the source word yes 

does not have. Ultimately, jees is another instance of a pragmatic borrowing that has 

been subjected to functional adaptation and has developed a nativized form, function, 

and meaning in the recipient language. Several native near synonyms existed when 

the adjective use emerged which indicates that the adapted borrowing targeted 

missing syntactic, semantic, and indexical functions in Finnish. If the adjective jees 

complements the use of other expressions in Finnish, is there “competition” between 

the native and borrowed variants? This is an unanswered question left for future 

research. When pragmatic borrowings are transmitted, some of their properties may 

be “lost in translation” but new ones emerge. Sustained contact between English and 

Finnish, as well as other languages, guarantees that pragmatic borrowings will 

continue to occur. However, the focus in contact linguistics needs to shift towards 

other properties than just the form and denotation of those features. As Andersen 

(2014) proposed, the mere recognition of various borrowings in languages is not 

enough - their functions need to be investigated in-depth to gain a better 

understanding of pragmatic borrowings as a phenomenon. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Original survey in Finnish 
 
Osio 1/5 
Alla näet aidoista kielenkäytön esimerkeistä johdettuja virkkeitä, jotka sisältävät 
adjektiivin "jees". Valitse jokaisesta parista mielestäsi sopivampi vaihtoehto ja 
perustele vastauksesi. 
 
1. Kumpi vaihtoehto on parempi? * 
- "Se on kyllä tosi jees näköinen auto." 
- "Se on kyllä tosi jeesin näköinen auto." 
- Molemmat virkkeet ovat hyviä 
Perustele vastauksesi: 
 
2. Kumpi vaihtoehto on parempi? * 
- "Hoidan kuitenkin hampaani eli ne ovat jeesissä kunnossa." 
- "Hoidan kuitenkin hampaani eli ne ovat jees kunnossa." 
- Molemmat virkkeet ovat hyviä 
Perustele vastauksesi: 
 
3. Kumpi vaihtoehto on parempi? * 
- "Molemmat on mun mielestä ihan jees, toinen kuitenkin enemmän jees kuin 

toinen." 
- "Molemmat on mun mielestä ihan jees, toinen kuitenkin jeesimpi kuin toinen." 
- Molemmat virkkeet ovat hyviä 
Perustele vastauksesi: 
 
4. Kumpi vaihtoehto on parempi? * 
- "Ostin sen käytettynä 50 eurolla, eli tein tosi jeesit kaupat." 
- "Ostin sen käytettynä 50 eurolla, eli tein tosi jees kaupat." 
- Molemmat virkkeet ovat hyviä 
Perustele vastauksesi: 
 
5. Kumpi vaihtoehto on parempi? * 
- "Kaikki alkoki pikkuhiljaa taas näyttää jees." 
- "Kaikki alkoki pikkuhiljaa taas näyttää jeesiltä." 
- Molemmat virkkeet ovat hyviä 
Perustele vastauksesi: 
 
Osio 2/5 
Tässä osiossa selvitetään, millaisia mielikuvia adjektiivi "jees" sinussa herättää. Älä 
siis ajattele sanan varsinaista merkitystä, vaan sen kantamia mielleyhtymiä. Valitse 
kuvauksista sopivin asteikolla 1–7. Oikeita vastauksia ei ole, joten seuraa intuitiotasi. 
* kaupunkimainen maalaismainen 
* rento   jäykkä 
* negatiivinen  positiivinen 
* maskuliininen  feminiininen 
* hyvä   huono 
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* hienostunut  rahvas 
* uusi   vanha 
* joutava   tärkeä 
* epäluotettava  luotettava 
* nuorekas   vanhanaikainen 
* tavanomainen  ainutlaatuinen 
* virallinen   epävirallinen 
* lämmin   kylmä 
* perinteinen  innovatiivinen 
* ruma   kaunis 
* tylsä   kiinnostava 
* merkityksellinen merkityksetön 
* aktiivinen  passiivinen 

 
Käytätkö itse sanaa "jees" adjektiivina? (Esim. "Aamiainen oli ihan jees.") * 
- Usein 
- Joskus 
- Harvoin 
- En koskaan 
- En osaa sanoa 
Perustele vastauksesi: 
 
Osio 3/5 
Määrittele omin sanoin, mitä adjektiivi "jees" tarkoittaa. Älä siis käytä sanakirjaa tai 
muita ulkopuolisia lähteitä. * 
 
Osio 4/5 
Tässä osiossa pääset kuvailemaan adjektiivin "jees" käyttöä ja sen käyttäjiä. 
Adjektiivia "jees" käyttävät: (Voit valita useita) * 
≤ 10-vuotiaat 
11–15-vuotiaat 
16–20-vuotiaat 
21–25-vuotiaat 
26–30-vuotiaat 
31–35-vuotiaat 

36–40-vuotiaat 
41–50-vuotiaat 
51–60-vuotiaat 
61≤ -vuotiaat 
En osaa sanoa 

 
2. Adjektiivia "jees" käyttävä on todennäköisesti: * 
- mies 
- nainen 
- kumpi tahansa 
 
3. Missä päin Suomea sanaa "jees" käytetään? * 
 
4. Millaisissa yhteyksissä sana esiintyy? 
 
5. Adjektiivi "jees" esiintyy: (Voit valita useita) * 
- Epämuodollisissa puhetilanteissa (esim. kavereiden tai perheenjäsenten kanssa) 
- Työpaikan puhetilanteissa (esim. muiden työntekijöiden kanssa, asiakaspalvelussa) 
- Muodollisissa puhetilanteissa (esim. viralliset työ- ja juhlatilaisuudet) 
- Tekstiviesteissä ja pikaviestimissä (esim. WhatsApp, Facebook Messenger) 



69 
 

 

- Sosiaalisessa mediassa/keskustelupalstoilla 
- Kaunokirjallisuudessa 
- Muodollisissa teksteissä (esim. asiakirjat, tietokirjallisuus) 
- Ei missään 
- En osaa sanoa 
- Muu: 
 
6. Onko jotain muuta, mitä haluat kommentoida sanasta "jees" adjektiivina? Voit 
myös perustella yllä antamiasi vastauksia. 
 
Osio 5/5: Taustatiedot 
Tässä viimeisessä osassa kerätään muutamia taustatietoja. Antamiasi vastauksia ei 
voida yksilöidä näiden tietojen perusteella. 
 
1. Sukupuoli: * 
- Mies 
- Nainen 
- Muu 
- En halua kertoa 
 
2. Ikä: * 
≤ 10 vuotta 
11–15 vuotta 
16–20 vuotta 
21–25 vuotta 
26–30 vuotta 

31–35 vuotta 
36–40 vuotta 
41–50 vuotta 
51–60 vuotta 
61≤ vuotta 

 
3. Koulutus (valitse korkein tutkintosi): * 
- Ei peruskoulutusta 
- Perus- tai kansakoulu/keskikoulu 
- Lukio tai ylioppilastutkinto 
- Ammattikoulu/-opisto 
- Alempi korkeakoulututkinto 
- Ylempi korkeakoulututkinto 
 
4. Ammatti (Valitse sopivin kuvaus): * 
Johtava asema 
Ylempi toimihenkilö 
Alempi toimihenkilö 
Työntekijä 
Yrittäjä 

Kotiäiti tai -isä 
Työtön 
Opiskelija 
Koululainen 
Eläkeläinen 

 
5. Postinumero: * 
 
6a. Äidinkieli * 
- suomi 
- ruotsi 
- venäjä 
- viro 
- englanti 
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- Muu: 
 
6b. Toinen äidinkieli (mikäli kaksikielinen) 
- suomi 
- ruotsi 
- venäjä 
- viro 
- englanti 
- Muu: 
 
Ohje: 
Vastaa kysymykseen 7. lyhyesti listaamalla koulussa tai muualla opiskelemasi 
vieraat kielet ja monta vuotta olet opiskellut niitä (tähän mennessä). Jos et ole 
opiskellut vieraita kieliä, voit vastata kysymykseen viivalla (-). 
Esimerkki: "saksa 4 v, arabia 2 v" 
 
7. Opiskellut vieraat kielet
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Appendix 2: Glossary of grammatical tags 
 
1SG   1st person singular possessive suffix 
ABL  ablative 
ADE  adessive 
COM  comparative 
ELA   elative 
ESS  essive 
GEN   genitive 
INE   inessive 
INF  infinitive 
NOM  nominative 
PST  past tense 
PPC  past participle 
PL   plural 
PL3   3rd person plural 
SG   singular 
SG1   1st person singular 
SG3   3rd person singular 
 
Adapted from Peräkylä and Sorjonen (2012). 


