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1 Introduction 

At the end of the year 2019, a new virus, COVID-19, was detected in humans1. 

During 2020, it spread and caused one of the worst global pandemics in decades, 

leading to an international lockdown. As a result, Finland closed its national borders 

in March 2020. This had a major impact on tourism all over the country, including 

Helsinki, the capital city, as international tourists could not enter the country. 

Meanwhile Finns were limited to travel mainly domestically.  

This meant that the companies that normally serve a lot of visitors from abroad had 

to change their market orientation towards Finns. One of the possible ways to do this 

is to change the languages they display on their premises and social media, in other 

words, change their linguistic landscape (LL). 

The new virus and its effects have been studied in many disciplines, from biological 

to sociological. Some papers from the linguistic perspective have been published as 

well. Some of them will be presented in section 2.2. However, we are still learning 

about the virus and its consequences, and there are still more questions than answers. 

This thesis aims to bridge this gap: to find out how tourism-oriented companies in 

Helsinki changed their linguistic landscape to accommodate to the new situation with 

a major drop in the numbers of international tourists. To my knowledge, there has 

not been any research done from this perspective, nor has there been any research 

combining COVID and linguistic landscape. This thesis aims to start the discussion 

on the topic. 

Linguistic landscape studies is a field of linguistics that focuses on the signs in a 

specific area and analyses what languages they display and how. It is a fairly 

developed field, at first glance. In December 2018 it featured over 700 publications 

(Gorter 2019: 437), there are international conferences on the subject, and “most 

major sociolinguistics conferences include at least one panel devoted to LL research” 

(Van Mensel et al., 2016: 424). However, Gorter (2018) argues that the methodology 

in this field is still underdeveloped. This claim is discussed further in section 2.1. 

Kopytowska and Krakowiak (2020) note a weakness in tourism studies. According to 

 
1 For the basic information on the topic see World Health Organization (2020). 
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them, “representations of tourism industry professionals have not been the focus of 

attention” (2020: 750), and I would add that the point of view of the business 

owners/sign makers is underrepresented in the linguistic landscape studies as well.  

This research focuses on those responsible for the language choices in the 

companies, attempting to bring out their subjective point of view, which up to now 

has been underrepresented. It is a combination of linguistic landscape studies, 

tourism studies and research on the consequences of the pandemic. The goal is to 

investigate how the companies adapted to the new situation linguistically and what 

was their motivation, focusing on the most important languages in Helsinki tourism 

scene. The languages in focus are the national languages Finnish and Swedish, 

English as a lingua franca, and other languages, especially those aimed at foreign 

tourists. The research questions are: What changes did the companies make in their 

language use? Why did they make those changes? What was left unchanged and 

why? Are the decision makers satisfied with their strategies? What is a good 

language use strategy when a major part of foreign clients disappear? 

My hypothesis was that that the companies would start marketing toward the 

domestic travellers by increasing the use of the two national languages, Finnish and 

Swedish. There is a long tradition of tension between the two, and, despite their 

equal status in the constitution, they have different status in practice with Finnish 

overriding Swedish (for more information, see Halonen et al. (2015), especially 57-

89, and Karlsson, 2017). Therefore, it was expected for Finnish to be increased more 

than Swedish. Meanwhile the foreign languages would decrease. English, being the 

lingua franca, would take over the other languages, but still it would be used less, 

giving space to the national languages of Finland. Figure 1 illustrates this hypothesis 

with some pictures from the Helsinki Tourist Information Centre. On the left, there is 

a sign from the pre-pandemic times. The order of languages, from top to bottom, is 

Finnish-English-Swedish. During the summer 2020, the order was changed to 

Finnish-Swedish-English, as can be seen in the middle sign. The sign on the right, 

the instructions how to use a hand sanitizer, is only in Finnish. 
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Figure 1 Signs in the Helsinki Tourist Information2 

I expected the biggest changes to happen on social media, since it is the most flexible 

environment and the lockdown changed the ways in which we are using them. For 

example, they provide access to the company from home, as people are supposed to 

self-isolate during the outbreak of the virus. Consequently, social media affects the 

way how the clients perceive a company, during the pandemic more than ever. 

The thesis is done with help from Helsinki Marketing Oy. It is one of the City of 

Helsinki units and its scope of operations covers “marketing activities related to 

tourism, congresses, events and business promotion, application procedures for 

major events and congresses, as well as tourist information services”3. They assisted 

in collecting the right data to give a good picture of the Helsinki tourism scene, 

provided statistics and helped to find appropriate respondents. 

In this thesis, I use the terms international/foreign tourist/visitor interchangeably. I 

also refer to COVID-19 as COVID, corona, coronavirus or just virus to avoid 

repetition. 

The outline of the thesis is the following. Section 2 discusses the linguistic 

background of the research, reviewing the literature related to linguistic landscapes 

and linguistic aspects of COVID. Section 3 gives the situational background, such as 

the development of the pandemic and restrictions in Finland, as well as general 

 
2 Translation of the Finnish text on the right: INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE. 1. Put your hands under 

the dosing tap. 2. Dose sanitizer by pressing the foot pump with your foot. 
3 https://www.myhelsinki.fi/en/about 

https://www.myhelsinki.fi/en/about
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information about tourism in Helsinki before and after the outbreak of the virus. The 

data collection with a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews, as well as the 

analysis methods are described in section 4. In section 5, I show that there was a 

change in the language use of the tourism companies and present those changes from 

various perspectives as well as reasons and connections behind the answers. Finally, 

the last section is for discussion and future prospects of the research. 

2 Theoretical background 

The framework of this research is the linguistic landscape studies. The main part of 

this section consists of an overview of this field and its methods. After thoroughly 

discussing linguistic landscape studies, I provide some examples of linguistic 

research related to the pandemic. 

2.1 Linguistic landscape studies 

In this section I discuss the definition of the term and the historical development of 

the field. After this general introduction I move on to describe in detail the studies 

that are most relevant for my research, covering linguistic landscapes and tourism, 

diachronic linguistic landscape studies and linguistic landscape studies in Helsinki. 

2.1.1 Defining linguistic landscapes 

There are two definitions of linguistic landscape. The so called short definition, 

provided by Landry and Bourhis (1997: 23), is the following: “linguistic landscape 

refers to the visibility and salience of languages on public and commercial signs in a 

given territory or region”. The other definition (from Landry and Bourhis 1997: 25) 

is called list definition and it is cited in virtually every LL study. According to it “the 

language of public road signs, advertising billboards, street names, place names, 

commercial shop signs, and public signs on government buildings combine to form 

the linguistic landscape of a given territory, region or urban agglomeration”. 

In other words, LL studies describe what languages are used, usually in the public 

areas, how much they are used and in what contexts. One could criticise the list 

version for being too limiting and that some types of texts might not be included on 

the list (such as graffiti, for example), since a list is meant to be exhaustive. The need 
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to expand the list is visible just a few years later in Reh (2004: 3-5), and Kallen 

(2009: 274, 282) goes as far as to include litter in the LL. On the other hand, Gorter 

(2018: 40) does not see this as a problem. He argues that one can always add items to 

that list. However, that changes the original definition, and it is important to be clear 

whether the original author of the quote meant for the graffiti and litter to be a part of 

linguistic landscapes or not. In my opinion, a definition that lives and needs to be 

modified according to each researcher’s needs is a problematic definition. 

Gorter (2018: 41) actually calls both definitions dated, since none of the parts of the 

definitions are clear anymore. For example, further questions rise about what is 

meant by “language”, what forms of display does LL include and whether it always 

has to be a public space, since the research is done nowadays in “schools and 

cyberspace” as well. He proposes a new term (Gorter, 2006: 2), linguistic cityscape, 

to better underline the fact that usually LL research is done in an urban environment. 

This thesis sees LL in a broad sense. It enlarges the scope of LL to cover texts in 

public spaces (outdoors and indoors), private spaces (staff rooms of the enterprises), 

cyberspace (homepages and social media), and internal communication (be that post-

its on a staff coffee machine or internal e-mails). Following Gorter’s (2006) as well 

as Brown’s example (2012, where she introduced the term schoolscape), a more 

descriptive term for this research would be linguistic business-scape, to underline the 

focus on private businesses and to justify the inclusion of the signs that typically are 

not included in a traditional LL research. However, I use the term LL throughout the 

paper, as it is a more familiar term, in order to avoid any further confusion regarding 

terminology. All of the linguistic environments included are essential aspects of the 

company, and all those texts are there for people to see, some to the broad audience 

and some only to the internal staff, however large that group may be. 

2.1.2 Development of linguistic landscape studies 

The study of linguistic landscapes began in 1977 with a paper by Rosenbaum et al., 

who looked at the use of the Roman and Hebrew scripts on the signs in West 

Jerusalem. In the 1990’s, the first methodological tools were developed, such as 

classification of signs (according to function, materials and languages) by Spolsky 

and Cooper (1991). 



6 

 

 

The biggest methodological impact was made by Landry and Bourhis (1997). They 

gave the definition of LL as well as made a distinction between public (top-down) 

and private (bottom-up) signs. For example, the governmental signs have more 

informative value and reflect the official language policy, while the private signs of 

commercial or informative value are based on the owner’s values. However, Bruyèl-

Olmedo and Juan-Garau (2009: 388) point out that this division can be criticised for 

“oversimplif[ying] the issue of authorship”. Such critique can be seen Huebner 

(2006), Kallen (2009) and Malinowski (2009), among others. In my research, almost 

all signs are bottom-up. The only possible exception were the signs to prevent the 

spread of corona that were issued by higher instances, such as THL (Finnish institute 

for health and welfare. For details, see 5.2.3). On the other hand, Kallen (2009: 273) 

argues that signs such as NO ENTRY are also, in a way, top-down signs, exhibiting 

power relation from the shop authorities to the customers. In this sense, more texts 

included in this study would classify as top-down. 

Landry and Bourhis also developed further Spolsky and Cooper’s (1991) distinction 

between informative vs. symbolic sides of the signs in LL studies (1997: 25-29). 

Simply put, the informative value of the signs means the information about the 

language policy and linguistic profile of a given community, while the symbolic 

value refers to the importance of the inclusion of one’s native language especially in 

the public signs. In fact, this distinction became so important that Gorter and Cenoz 

(2008) define the main goal of the LL research as “focus[ing] on the identification of 

the informative and symbolic functions of linguistic signs […] based on the analysis 

of digitised pictures”. However, this does not directly apply to this study, as the main 

goal is to identify the change in LL as a consequence of lockdown. 

Both informative and symbolic sides can be investigated from several points of view. 

One of the main perspectives is language hierarchy, which refers to the order of 

languages by the power and the amount of contexts where they can be used (see 

Sassi (2018) for an example of change in language hierarchy in a touristic scene). It 

is thus no surprise that one of the applications/directions of LL research is to use it to 

investigate the status of minority languages (overview in Gorter et al. 2018). And, 

after the issue of International Journal of Multilingualism 3 (1) in 2006, the field 

exploded and interlocked with various disciplines and methodologies. Backhaus 
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(2006), Ben Rafael et al. (2006), Cenoz and Gorter (2006) and Huebner (2006) cited 

in this thesis were all published in that issue. Beside minority languages, the LL 

turned out to be a popular approach to research such topics as multilingualism 

(overview in Gorter and Cenoz, 2017), language policy (overview in Hult, 2018) and 

spread of English as global language (e.g. Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-Garau (2009) on 

English in the touristic scene in Mallorca; Karapalo (2011) on English in the LL of 

Tampere; Takhtarova et al. (2015) on English in Paris, Berlin and Kazan). Some 

references belong to several categories as very often one paper contributes to more 

than one field. LL can be also combined with other disciplines, such as education and 

especially second language acquisition (Dagenais et al. (2009); Gorter and Cenoz 

(2004); Malinowski, 2015). 

Papers on LL point out repeatedly that LL studies still need to improve the methods 

(Cenoz and Gorter (2008); Van Mensel et al. (2016) and Gorter (2018), among 

others) and that “so far [studies] are mainly descriptive and not explanatory” (2008: 

351-352). This research takes the recent methodological criticisms carefully into 

account: I explain the methods thoroughly and use questionnaires and interviews 

instead of the traditional photographs not only to describe the LL, but to discover the 

reasons behind each decision for each sign and each language. 

Another problem that needs addressing is “the dynamic nature of the linguistic 

landscape” (Cenoz and Gorter, 2008: 351-353). In other words, LL does not stay the 

same, but it is always changing. As the field progresses, it is more and more possible 

to compare the LL in the past with the present one. Such an approach is already 

mentioned in Spolsky and Cooper (1991) and Backhaus (2005). However, this point 

of view in LL studies is still quite rare. The existing works are presented in 2.1.5. In 

this study, the development and change in LL is in the main focus, as the change 

happened over the course of just a few months (spring and summer 2020).  

2.1.3 Sign rules 

Spolsky and Cooper developed the methodology of LL early on. The most relevant 

tool for this research is their idea of three rules to describe why a particular language 

is used in a particular sign (1991: 81–84). These rules are (as presented in Gorter and 

Cenoz, 2008:345): 
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• Sign rule 1 (‘sign-writer’s skill’ condition–necessary, graded): write 

signs in a language you know. 

• Sign rule 2 (‘presumed reader’ condition–typical, graded): prefer to write 

signs in the language or languages that intended readers are assumed to 

read. 

• Sign rule 3 (‘symbolic value’ condition – typical, graded): prefer to write 

signs in your own language or in a language with which you wish to be 

identified. 

The authors claim that the first rule is the most important and should be always 

followed. However, Gorter and Cenoz (2008:345) point out that sometimes the 

symbolic value of the 3rd rule will override it. On the other hand, Bruyèl-Olmedo and 

Juan-Garau (2009) and Lu et al. (2020) show that in some cases the 1st rule is ignored 

for the economic reasons of the 2nd rule. This may result in language errors, which in 

some cases reflects negatively in on the customers’ experience (Bruyèl-Olmedo and 

Juan-Garau (2009: 396); Lu et al., 2020). 

The 2nd rule has the most impact on this research. It justifies why the companies 

should be asked about the change in LL in the first place: since the presumed reader 

has somewhat changed, it is interesting to see, how it reflects on the signage. 

2.1.4 Linguistic landscapes and tourism 

The innovative study published by Kallen in 2009 broke the new ground by 

combining tourism and LL. Since his paper, the field has expanded and many have 

adopted his ideas. Kallen’s starting point is LL as a form of discourse, especially 

what role a tourist plays in it. Not all signs are for everyone, and the extent to which 

the tourist is taken into account varies. Some signs are directed at tourists (making 

them addressees), some are directed to everyone (when tourists act as audience) and 

some are not directed at tourists at all (in which case they are eavesdroppers) (2009: 

274). Kallen also defines four ways (or “needs”) in which the tourists may influence 

the LL. These are: 

(1) the need for an authentic experience of place, to see the “real” foreign land; (2) 

the need to feel secure, ensuring that what is different is not so different as to be 
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threatening or in some way repugnant; (3) the need to break away from normal 

routines; and (4) the need to return from a journey of transformation, i.e., to create a 

memory of the experience of travel that stands out from other experiences (Kallen, 

2009: 275). 

Different needs would affect the LL in different ways. For example, in Helsinki, (1) 

could mean having signs in Finnish, (2) would mean a sign in English, clearly being 

the translation of the Finnish text, (3) would include a multilingual sign with a phrase 

in Finnish and English that the visitors can start to use while being in Helsinki (such 

as Hello/Moi or Thank you/Kiitos), and (4) could be the inclusion of the native 

language of the visitors that is nowhere else on display in the LL of Helsinki. These 

are only examples, and the strive to fill one or more tourists’ needs may present itself 

in the actual signs in many ways. 

Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-Garau (2009) combine the traditional LL method of 

observing and counting the signs with asking the customers about their feelings on 

language use in those signs. The authors pay special attention to how displaying 

English on signs affects tourist satisfaction, which also justifies, why in my research 

English has a special status. According to them, “although [tourists] have had never 

thought about it before, the quality of written English played a relevant role in their 

satisfaction, as it contributed to a feeling of confidence and comfort” (2009: 396). I 

would say that same could be said about any other language, especially if the 

customer’s English skills are poor. This shows that from the businesses’ point of 

view, it is important to think about the LL they display for their customers. Bruyèl-

Olmedo and Juan-Garau (2009: 409) make the same conclusion. 

Lu et al. (2020) conducted research combining tourism and LL just before COVID-

19 pandemic started. They conducted their research in a Chinese village of Hongcun, 

which has grown to be a popular tourist destination in the last years. Their research 

demonstrates the modern approach to LL with various methods – a combination of 

the traditional quantitative LL analysis of the pictures of the signs, a questionnaire 

aimed at the visitors to measure their satisfaction with the signs (much like Bruyèl-

Olmedo and Juan-Garau, 2009) and, most noticeably, an interview with the sign 

makers, such as business owners, a relatively rare approach which I use in this 

research. Their paper shows examples of the places where LL changed as a location 

became a tourism destination, e.g. increasing the amount of English and other 
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languages. My research looks at the opposite – the change in LL as the tourists 

suddenly disappear, predicting the opposite results. 

The questionnaire led Lu and co-authors to discover that domestic tourists preferred 

the signs to be in the official language of the country (written with traditional 

Chinese characters), while foreigners with English as their native language wanted 

more languages, most importantly English. The questionnaire showed that tourists do 

not care about the information written on the signs, while the Chinese domestic 

tourists were more attracted to the locations that displayed multilingual signs. It 

could be argued, therefore, that the signs have less importance than researchers and 

business owners anticipated. On the other hand, I would say that the case of my 

research being in the pandemic setting, the attitude towards the signs and the 

information on them may differ from the normal situation. Then again, as the 

instructions to prevent the spread of the virus are more or less the same everywhere 

in the world, it is possible that the attitude would remain careless even now. 

The decision making process concerning the signs in Lu et al. (2020) turned out to be 

quite different from that in Helsinki. The language policy of the official signs is 

stricter, and even private signs are instructed, though less officially, to be in tune 

with the general spirit and marketing of the village as ancient and traditional. 

Helsinki business owners have much more freedom regarding the signage. However, 

neither location has any rules about the languages displayed in the signs. The 

business owners in China viewed English as the way to attract the tourists and make 

the communication easier, as well as to be “different”, “special” and “fashionable”. 

The motivations not to use English were that it is only “following trends”, “has only 

symbolic and no informative value” and “tourists want to learn Chinese”. 

The relation between LL, multilingualism and tourist areas is quite clear. However, 

Lu et al. (2020: 2) state that “the linguistic landscape in tourism signboards, which 

have not been sufficiently researched, is an important perspective from which to 

study the social and cultural influence of tourism”. Despite the obvious connection, 

there is still a research gap in this area. 
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2.1.5 Diachronic linguistic landscape studies 

A pandemic is not the only reason that may change the LL. Immigrants with different 

backgrounds or new language policies may change it as well. Although the 

diachronic LL studies have been underrepresented (Cenoz and Gorter, 2008: 351-

353), there are a few examples of such work. 

Backhaus (2006: 54) gives an example of the studies on Tokyo done by Masai 

(1972) and then repeated by Lim (1996). Another example is given by Gorter (2019: 

433) from Brussels, as an LL study was done by Tulp (1978), revised by Wenzel 

(1998) and compared with an even more recent situation by Vandenbroucke (2015). 

These studies are not exactly copies of each other, and especially the attention paid to 

the role of English in LL has increased in the later studies. Pavlenko (2010) gives a 

diachronic view on LL of Kyiv. Unlike previous examples, she does not base her 

research on any particular academic study, but uses all the data she could get, 

including old photographs as well as photos of various LL studies from the past, 

dating back as far as the 19th century. 

Unlike so many other locations, there is no basic research describing LL in Helsinki 

before the pandemic on which I can base my research. Despite this problem, this 

research focuses on LL as a dynamic phenomenon. Thus, this research is unique, 

since it focuses on the rapid change fairly soon after it has happened, and not on the 

larger process that go on over the years. One could say that it provides the third type 

of diachronic method for LL studies. Nevertheless, it would be misleading to say that 

there are no studies on LL in Helsinki. However, the few studies have a very specific 

way of using and viewing LL and cannot make a chronologically comparable basis 

for this research. The next section presents these studies. 

2.1.6 Linguistic landscapes of Helsinki: related studies 

The best description of languages in Finland is found in Karlsson (2017). He 

explains the development of languages and their status in Finland in the years 1917-

2017 as well as describes the most important languages in Finland. For example, he 

points out that at this point Swedish practically has a status of a minority language 

(2017: 19). His work also explains, why other important languages are not included 

in the studies: there are simply too few speakers in Helsinki. 
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According to Karlsson (2017: 18-19), “in 2016, there were 90,000 speakers of 

foreign languages in Helsinki, 14% of the population”. Tilastokeskus (Statistics 

Finland) has listed the foreign languages spoken in Helsinki (for 31.12.2019). The 10 

most spoken ones are Russian, Somali, Estonian, Arabic, English, Chinese, Kurdish, 

Persian, Spanish and Vietnamese4. 

Yet, so far the LL of Helsinki has not been described for the sake of LL itself. As we 

have seen, LL is often rather a tool to investigate deeper social structures of a certain 

territory. For example, the LL in Helsinki is an illustration of the tension between the 

two national languages, Finnish and Swedish. There is definitely more room for both 

traditional LL research describing the languages and their contexts around the city 

and the more modern approach of applied linguistics and a broad view of the term. 

Syrjälä (2018:a and b) focuses on use of Swedish in Kauniainen, Karjaa, Helsinki 

and Espoo (with some illustrative examples from Vantaa as well). The main 

observation is that Swedish is often underrepresented in relation to Finnish 

everywhere except in the top-down fields. He points out that the visibility of a 

language (in this case Swedish) is important for the language users (symbolic value). 

The displayed languages also help see the actual linguistic situation in a certain 

place. This is exactly what Spolsky and Cooper (1991) meant by the 3rd sign rule and 

the symbolic value of the sign. Syrjälä’s proof of the underrepresented status of 

Swedish gives further reason to my hypothesis that Finnish will increase more than 

Swedish, despite their similar status in the constitution. 

Much as Gorter (2018), Syrjälä (2018a and b) seems to be more concerned with the 

methods behind LL research than the actual description of a linguistic landscape. 

According to him (2018b: 5), the researcher should not only passively observe the 

LL, but also take an active approach by asking how people feel about it. As seen in 

section 4, I cover this part extensively, contributing to the new approach on LL 

research, in line with Syrjälä’s views.  

Another recent LL study on Helsinki is done by Hellén (2019). Her focus is on the 

“accessibility” of a linguistic landscape from an immigrant’s point of view – the 

people who are possibly illiterate or with otherwise limited national language skills. 

 
4 More detailed statistics available via https://ulkomaalaistaustaisethelsingissa.fi/fi/vieraskieliset 
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Even though her focus is on the immigrants, who are here presumably to stay and 

integrate, Hellén points out as well that the “accessibility” works for the people who 

only visit Helsinki. If the signs are not understood, the visitor might feel excluded 

and unwilling to stay in the space (Hellén 2019: 87, quoting Neely and Samura 

2011), and that is the opposite of what the businesses want for their clients. This 

explains why accommodating to their needs and following the 2nd sign rule of 

Spolsky and Cooper (1991), linguistically as well, is crucial. Hellén uses semi-

structured interviews, taking the modern approach and not only observing and 

counting the signs. It shows that it is a good technique for the LL studies and justifies 

the choice of using the same method in this study as well. 

2.2 Linguistic research on COVID-19 

This section presents some research that has been done on the pandemic from a 

linguistic point of view. As this is a new situation and research setting, such an 

overview is necessary. On April 29th 2021, Russian Journal of Linguistics organised 

a seminar (in Zoom) presenting and discussing the articles related to COVID-19 

published in their journal. During the discussion of Goddard and Wierzbicka (2021), 

it was pointed out that “linguists cannot cure but they make communication easier”. 

This could be seen as the general linguistic mission during these chaotic times. The 

paper by Piekkari et al. (2021) provides a good overview of the role of language 

during the pandemic from various perspectives, giving directions and ideas for 

COVID-related linguistic research. 

Linguistic implications of the COVID-19 are multifaceted, just like the implications 

on the society as a whole. The new topics for linguistic research can be found in 

heated discussions, use of language when informing about the pandemic, and 

neurolinguistic implications of wearing masks. A lot of attention is paid to language 

learning and teaching, as educational institutions adopt online platforms instead of 

the usual classrooms. 

One of the linguistic aspects of the pandemic is how we talk about it. The 

conversation documented in Mustajoki et al. (2020) provides a great comparative 

overview of corona related neologisms in Finnish, Swedish, Russian and Spanish, 

but one cannot speak about a research paper in the traditional sense. Goddard and 
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Wiersbicka (2021) discuss how we can use NSM5 to explain the COVID-related 

concepts and to use the explanation in educational settings. Al-Salman and Haider 

(2021) present 208 words inspired by the pandemic and their routes to acceptance in 

English and later other languages. Ponton (2021, forthcoming) focuses on the 

political memes that sprung up during the pandemic, how the people are brought 

together through humour and how humour helps to deal with negative feelings. In the 

final discussion of the Russian Journal of Linguistics seminar (April 29th, 2021), it 

was pointed out that almost all these topics – words, memes – are only temporary 

and are likely to disappear as the pandemic ends. The same applies to the 

implications of COVID on the LL. Thus, a dynamic approach is essential when 

dealing with topics related to the pandemic and its influence on language. 

The paper by Kopytowska and Krakowiak (2020) uses a similar setting as this thesis, 

combining linguistics, tourism and implications of the COVID-19 pandemic. They 

use Critical Discourse Analysis to look at the negative comments posted for the 

newspaper articles about tourism companies asking for financial support from the 

government of Poland. 

Chouinard and Normand (2020) observed that, despite Canada having two official 

languages, English began to take over the briefing about the pandemic. French 

speakers had only a few reports in their language compared to the amount of 

briefings held in English, the French translations came online much later and 

government officials refused to answer questions posed in French. French was even 

dismissed from the sanitizing and cleaning product packages. The main point of their 

paper is to draw attention to governments’ language planning issues. The situation 

could be compared with the tension between Finnish and Swedish in Helsinki. In this 

study the decision making largely lies with the business owners, not the government. 

However, in both cases the information about the pandemic should be made 

accessible to as wide an audience as possible, so that everyone is aware of the most 

recent rules and restrictions. This is why Chouinard and Normand argue that French 

should not be disregarded in the government press conferences. As the status of 

Swedish among Finns is similarly complicated, it is interesting to see whether 

tourism services in Helsinki display this crucial information in Swedish. 

 
5 Natural semantic metalanguage 
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As we have seen earlier, LL studies have a crucial role in studies on multilingualism 

and minority language studies, sometimes even language maintenance and 

revitalisation. The situation in these fields of linguistics might be quite different after 

the pandemic than it was before. Gruzdeva (2020), among others, brings attention to 

the fact that as the virus has the most fatal effect on the elderly, it will do great 

damage and speed up language death especially in the Amazon regions. The 

pandemic may affect the language profile and thus, possibly, LL, of the whole world. 

One of the most significant impacts of the pandemic was that education and work 

were moved online, whenever it was possible. Ross and Disalvo (2020) report on the 

changes made to accommodate the new teaching and learning environment at the 

Language Center of Harvard in hopes that their experience will help other teaching 

facilities and give them some ideas how to manage the change. TESOL6 Journal 11 

(3) has a whole section on the topic, including reports on remote schooling and L2 

language teaching (Yi and Jang (2020); Moorhouse and Beaumont, 2020) and L2 

language learning (Sayer and Braun, 2020). The perspective of pandemic and its 

relation to interculturality for education is discussed by Dervin et al. (2020). All of 

these reports share their experiences to provide guidance for other schools, and for 

the future pandemics. My study has the same mission in the tourism business sector. 

There is also some discussion on how the pandemic affected patient care from the 

linguistic perspective. Much like the educators, audiologists and speech-language 

pathologists had to rely on distance patient care (Bhatarai et al., 2020). Harding et al. 

(2020) warn that lack of visitors and thus reduced amount of communication together 

with the fact that patients and staff are wearing face masks might affect negatively 

the development of communication (and probably linguistic) skills of the new born. 

Reed et al. (2020) have similar concerns about patients suffering from hearing loss. 

They also point out that, especially with isolated patients, sign language has gained a 

special role in communication. The same phenomenon is investigated in Leyva-

Moraga et al. (2020), except that their focus is on the communication among 

operating room personnel. 

To sum up, after a year of dealing with the pandemic, researchers have paid a 

considerable attention to its consequences from the linguistic perspective. 

 
6 Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages 
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Researchers have seized the opportunity to tackle the familiar topics from a new 

point of view and in a new setting. However, as the situation is still new and 

ongoing, there is clearly a demand for further studies on how COVID has affected all 

aspects of language. 

3 Situational background 

In this section, I provide other than linguistic background information that is 

essential to clarify the context of the research. First, I describe briefly how the 

Finnish national borders were opening and closing throughout the year 2020, 

particularly during the summer season. Then I show why summer season is so 

important for Helsinki tourism as well as demonstrate the changes that happened in 

the numbers of tourists when we compare 2020 with pre-pandemic years without any 

travelling restrictions.  

3.1 COVID-19 restrictions and closing borders in Finland 

This section provides a timeline as the restrictions were tightened and loosened from 

the beginning of the pandemic in March 2020 until the end of summer season 2020. 

This is done to see the big picture of the progression of lockdown in Finland, as it 

affects the limitations for travelling and the ability of the tourism businesses to 

provide their services to the customers. The information regarding the restrictions is 

taken from the webpage of the Finnish Government (Valtioneuvosto).7  

Finland closed its national borders and forbade travelling across the borders on 

March 19th. It is worth noticing that travelling never stopped completely. Planes were 

arranged to help Finns return home from abroad as well as foreigners to get back to 

their homelands. Crossing the borders for the purposes of cargo or work was also 

allowed, and between EU countries it was easily arrangeable. In these cases, a 

quarantine of 14 days was often required. 

Travelling for leisure purposes was allowed again from Baltic and Nordic countries 

(except Sweden) on June 15th, just in time for the summer high season. Starting from 

July 13th, travelling was allowed to some countries in Europe where the amount of 

 
7 https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/entry-restrictions from articles found under the hyperlink “Press releases 

and news”. The links for the specific articles are found under the section Online sources. 

https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/entry-restrictions
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new daily COVID-19 cases was similar to the situation in Finland. Those countries 

were the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Austria, Greece, Malta, Germany, Slovakia, 

Slovenia, Hungary, Liechtenstein, Switzerland, Cyprus, Ireland, Andorra, San 

Marino and the Vatican. Travelling for essential purposes to and from Algeria, 

Australia, Georgia, Japan, New Zealand, Rwanda, South Korea, Thailand, Tunisia, 

Uruguay and China was also allowed on that day.  

Restrictions started to be tightened again from August 20th, coinciding with the end 

of the usual peak season. Since the main criterion for the restrictions was still the 

number of new daily COVID-19 cases in each country, the change was very gradual. 

As autumn progressed, the borders were closed with more and more countries. The 

situation as described above is only from the Finnish point of view. There might be 

cases when Finland opened the borders with the country X, but country X did not 

allow travelling to Finland. For example, Finland closed its international borders for 

the first time on March 19th, but United States forbade travelling from the EU 

countries already on March 13th8. This is good to keep in mind. Even if Finland’s 

borders are open, it does not mean that tourism is back to normal. 

Besides the national borders, domestic travel restrictions were implemented in one 

instance, as Uusimaa region (where Helsinki is located) closed its borders to the rest 

of Finland from March 27th until April 15th, because of the fastest spread of the virus 

in the country. Freight transport and business travel as well as homecomings were 

allowed during this time. Unlike in some Southern European countries, no other 

movement restrictions (such as ordering people not to leave their homes further than 

300 metres) were enforced in Finland during 2020. However, restaurants had to stay 

closed from March 24th until May 31st, with the options of ordering home or take 

away still available. 

3.2 Tourism in Helsinki 

This part is to briefly present the tourism scene in Helsinki in normal times and how 

it was affected by the pandemic year. Most data were taken from the Visitory website 

(www.visitory.io/en/Helsinki), unless indicated otherwise. All the data discussed in 

this section is presented in the Appendix A. It includes the data between January 

 
8 www.yle.fi/uutiset/osasto/news/finland_grapples_with_us_travel_ban_implications/11253250  

http://www.yle.fi/uutiset/osasto/news/finland_grapples_with_us_travel_ban_implications/11253250
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2018 and December 2020. Helsinki Marketing Oy helped to include the right 

statistics to give a good overview of tourism in Helsinki as well as obtain the 

numbers from the right databases. 

3.2.1 Number of foreign visitors in Helsinki 

In summer, Helsinki sees its tourist high season that peaks in July. For example, in 

2019 the number of foreign visitors in Helsinki varied between 160,000 in March 

and 383,000 in July. The difference between these two months is more than double. 

The high season coincides with the longest vacations in the most part of the world as 

well as with the nice and warm weather in Helsinki. That is why many companies, 

such as small design pop-up shops, hop-on hop-off buses and guided ferry tours 

operate only in summer season. The actual months vary from company to company, 

but most companies define summer season as the time from the beginning of May 

until the end of September. For this reason my research focuses on summer, when 

the tourist expectation is the highest. When comparing the numbers of foreign 

visitors in 2019 and in 2020, we can see that the biggest loss happened in April-June, 

when the numbers dropped 97-99%. I would say that the bigger the change is in 

tourists, the bigger the change in LL we can expect. This is another reason why my 

research focuses on the busiest tourist months, when the difference between pre-

pandemic times and 2020 is the most visible.  

When looking at the difference in the other months, there is a correlation between the 

loss of foreign visitors and closing the borders. For example, in January, when the 

virus had not yet spread globally, there is a growth of 6.8%, giving hope for a good 

tourism year with continuous growth. As the borders closed in mid-March, March 

numbers dropped 65,1%. After that the loss grew until the regulations became less 

strict in July and August. For those months the loss was -89,8% and -88,5% 

respectively. After that the borders closed again, and so the loss exceeds 90% for the 

rest of the year. The average loss of foreign visitors for the whole year of 2020 

compared to 2019 was 90%.  

From the business point of view, the number of tourists is naturally important, 

because the more tourists come, the more money they bring to Helsinki and the local 

businesses, particularly the ones located in the city centre, especially the historical 
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areas, and/or the ones providing special tourism-oriented services, such as city tours. 

As Helsinki lost overall 90% of the foreign tourists, foreign visitor spending dropped 

90% as well. Some business categories suffered more than the others. For example, 

the restrictions closed the services the few tourists could potentially use, such as 

restaurants, bars and museums. Some visitors might have also avoided these places 

out of being cautious even when the restrictions were lifted. For other services it 

might be more difficult to re-target their services at the domestic customers instead 

of the international visitors. One of the ways to do so is through language, and this is 

the topic of my research. 

Another set of statistics, the number of visitors arrived to official accommodation, 

shows the numbers along the same line as the more general numbers of foreign 

visitors. These numbers are important, because most of the other statistics on 

Visitory are based on them. Arriving to official accommodation means being 

properly registered for staying in Helsinki – and it is easy to register other 

information, such as the duration of stay and nationality, for example. The duration 

of the stay is as important as the number of visitors. Both have an impact on the 

economy of the tourism sector – the more tourists, the more revenue and the more 

enterprises are needed to satisfy the demand, but also the longer a person stays, the 

more time they have to visit places and use the services. When comparing durations 

of stay of the foreign tourists during summer in 2020 with previous years, we can see 

a clear change. In 2018 the average stay during the summer months was 1.8-2.0 

nights. In 2019 there was a slight grow with 1.9-2.1 nights. In 2020 there is a 

substantial growth, with foreigners spending on average 2.1-4.3 nights in Helsinki. 

There is no research done on the reasons for such growth. I can only speculate that 

this has to do with possible quarantining and the fact that people were unwilling to 

take the risks that travelling brought in 2020 (quarantine, catching the virus, getting 

stuck abroad if the borders suddenly closed etc.) just for a one night stay. 

3.2.2 International cruise ships 

The international cruise ships that go around the Baltic Sea bring an enormous 

contribution to the tourism scene in Helsinki. They are not taken into account in the 
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daytrip9 tourist statistics, because the numbers come from different sources and 

departments. For example, in August 2019 Helsinki had 121,000 daytrip tourists and 

143,000 international cruise ship arrivals. The cruise ships are yet another boost to 

summer being the high season, as they travel only from April to October. In 2020, all 

the international cruise ships to Helsinki were cancelled, putting a stop to a 

sustainable and large growth seen in the previous years.  

Even though the cruise ship visitors make a huge contribution to the visitor numbers, 

their financial importance is to be taken with a grain of salt. According to Mustonen 

(2020), the cruise ship passengers brought to Helsinki around 25 million euros in 

2019, which is around 2% of the tourism revenues of the whole year and 3% of the 

revenues during the cruise ship season. Thus economically their contribution is of 

little significance. This might be due to the fact that this demographic does not use 

accommodation services, use very little of restaurant services and have largely 

excursions provided by the cruise ship company.  

However, the large number is enough to change the linguistic situation in Helsinki. 

When standing in a central tourist location, such as Esplanade or Market Square, one 

can hear people speaking German on one day and Romance languages on another. 

The difference is sometimes so clear that one can almost guess which cruise ship is 

docked at the harbour. In this study, 3 out of 8 interviewed participants mentioned 

cruise ship passengers and lack thereof when talking about their decision making 

process regarding the language use. This proves their special status in the Helsinki 

tourism scene. 

3.2.3 The languages of tourism in Helsinki 

Unfortunately, it is impossible to record every tourist’s linguistic abilities, such as 

their native and L2 languages. The best data we have is for languages the visitors of 

the Helsinki Marketing Website use (Appendix A.6) and the nationalities ranked by 

most bednights10 (Appendix A.7). However, neither of these rankings is sufficient on 

their own: the website has only a limited selection of languages, and there is no 

guarantee that the visitors chose their native language and not, say, English without 

 
9 Tourists who do not spend the night in Helsinki, but arrive and leave on the same day 
10 Number of bednights is number of visitors multiplied by the nights they stayed. For example, 2 

visitors staying for 3 nights make 6 bednights. 
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checking the options. Another problem is the correspondence between visiting the 

website and visiting the city – it is possible to visit the website in winter multiple 

times and then actually come only for one day in May – or not come at all for that 

matter. On the other hand, the nationality on its own does not reveal the linguistic 

abilities of the visitor. In the rankings, each Spanish speaking country has its separate 

entry with a fairly small number of visitors from each. However, the website user 

language statistics show the importance of Spanish in the tourism scene of Helsinki. 

This is why both statistics are important to take into account. 

To make initial conclusions about the linguistic profiles of tourists in Helsinki, these 

two rankings have to be combined, but even then there will be gaps and inaccuracies. 

However, this is what can be done with the available data. I propose the following 

method to count what I call the importance ranking of languages in Helsinki tourism. 

The languages are awarded points based on their ranking on both top 10 lists – the 

higher the ranking, the more points. The language ranking 1st gets 10 points, 2nd 9, 3rd 

8 and so on. The points from both rankings are added and the importance ranking is 

created based on these points. Finnish and English are excluded from this list, as they 

are obviously the most important languages. We are interested in the ranking of other 

languages. For example, in July 2018, German is 3rd on both website visitors and the 

bednight rankings. Thus it gets 8+8=16 points, and ends up being the most important 

language in Helsinki for July 2018. Such calculations are made for every language 

and every month between January 2018 and December 2020. The new importance 

ranking created this way is presented in Appendix A.8.  

The most important languages, beside, of course, Finnish and English, are throughout 

a normal year German, Russian and Swedish. Table 1 below represents the average 

rankings for summer seasons for different languages. The -- indicates that the 

ranking for some or all months is below top-10 to underline its low ranking. The 

arrows indicate the change between 2020 and the pre-pandemic years. The red arrow 

down indicates a fall in the ranking, the green arrow up indicates rising. 

When looking at these figures, we can see that German is still holding its place as the 

most important language. Russian and Japanese dropped a couple of ranks and 

Chinese suffered the most loss. Swedish became slightly more important, but the 
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biggest rise was with Estonian. In general, we see the fall in the languages outside of 

EU and rise in the languages of EU, especially of Nordic and Baltic countries, with 

whom the restrictions were the loosest. 

 Ranking in the top-10 list 

language 2018 2019 2020 

German 1.0 1.1 1.2 ↓ 

Russian 2.8 2.5 4.9 ↓ 

Japanese 3.0 3.0 5.9 ↓ 

Swedish 3.3 3.4 2.1 ↑ 

Spanish 6.3 6.1 7.7 ↓ 

Chinese 6.4 6.2 10.0-- ↓ 

French 6.1 6.7 6.2 ↑ 

Norwegian 7.2-- 9.5-- 5.3-- ↑ 

Italian 8.0-- 7.9 7.3 ↑ 

Dutch 9.2-- 8.2 7.0-- ↑ 

Danish 9.5-- -- 9.0-- ↑ 

Estonian -- -- 3.8 ↑ 

Latvian -- -- 7.5-- ↑ 

Table 1 Average importance rankings of languages during summer seasons. 

However, before assuming that all the companies should change their signs from 

Chinese to Estonian, let us look at the actual number of bednights for some 

nationalities. For example, even though German stayed at the top in the importance 

ranking, the bednights dropped from the usual monthly 20,000+ to 450 in May at the 

minimum and 11,000 in August at the maximum. The actual drop in Chinese 

bednights was from roughly 10,000 during a normal summer month to around 200 in 

2020. Meanwhile the “rise” of Estonian was in reality purely in comparison to other 

languages that suffered a dramatic loss in tourists. Estonian bednights still dropped 

from around 4,000 monthly in the pre-pandemic summer months to an average of 

2,400 monthly bednights in 2020. 

In conclusion, during the summer of 2020, there was a major change in the Helsinki 

tourism scene. 90% of foreign tourists and, therefore, their spending, was lost 
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because of the pandemic. Consequently, there was a shift in the most important 

languages used by the visitors. This thesis looks at the changes in LL of Helsinki 

tourism companies that happened due to these changes in tourism scene. 

4 Data and methods 

In this section I will discuss the data and methods used in the research. As has been 

stated in Gorter (2018) and Syrjälä (2018a, b), there is a need to develop the methods 

of the LL studies. This section explains a new approach of looking at LL. First, I will 

go over how the data were collected and then how they were analysed. After that I 

will discuss the ethical aspects and problems that arose during the process. 

4.1 Data and its collection 

The data collection for this research had the following steps. First of all, making a list 

of potential companies that suit the research. Then designing a questionnaire and 

contacting the companies asking them to participate. Finally, contacting those who 

were willing to answer some follow-up questions in a semi-structured interview. This 

section describes each phase more thoroughly. 

4.1.1 Participants 

The companies were limited to cover only those that are located in the area displayed 

in Helsinki tourist maps, like the one shown in Figure 211. The only exceptions were 

made for museums, as tourists will find their way even to the further located ones. 

The scope for the company types suitable for the study is broad. Besides museums, 

there are restaurants and bars, shops, experience providers12, and attractions, to 

mention a few. To find as many suitable participants as possible, I used Helsinki 

Marketing’s partners, Helsinki This Week guide booklet (especially for museums 

and Finnish restaurants) and the top 25 list of bars on Tripadvisor. Helsinki 

Marketing also provided me with a list of all hotels and hostels in Helsinki. 

 

 
11 Official Visitor Map – Helsinki Highlights 2020, produced by Helsinki Marketing oy, accessed via 

http://materialbank.myhelsinki.fi/search/4/maps/brochures/#section 
12 Companies that provide special or local experiences and activities, e.g. saunas, local sports etc. 
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Figure 2 Helsinki Tourist Map 

The websites of the potential companies were researched in order to get a contact e-

mail address. The e-mail was written in Finnish. It can be found under Appendix B. 

Usually I used a general inquiry address, as it often was the only one provided or 

seemed more suitable otherwise. When possible, I contacted directly the person best 

suitable to ask about the languages the company uses (such as C.E.O.s or heads of 

marketing, depending on the options). When asked in the interviews who makes the 

decisions about the languages, the respondents were the ones who made the final 

call, even though some of them consulted with other employees. This suggests that 

the questionnaire had reached the right people. All in all, around 500 companies were 

contacted, 51 of whom filled in the questionnaire (37 providing also some elaborated 

answers to the open-ended questions) and 8 participated in the follow-up interview. 

In addition, one filled questionnaire was discarded, as the company did not fit the 

characteristics of the target group for this research and the answers provided were not 

about the year 2020, but the years before that as well. 

The participants were divided into 4 groups: 11 shops including design boutiques, 

food shops, souvenirs etc; 15 restaurants including cafes and bars as well; 11 hotels 

including e.g. hostels; and, lastly, 14 companies were categorised as “other”. This 

category includes experience providers, transportation services, tourist attractions, 

museums and other miscellaneous services used by tourists. 
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4.1.2 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was drafted with the help of Schleef (2014), and then sent as a trial 

run to 6 companies. After making some adjustments, it was sent to the rest, 

gradually, about 50 companies at a time. This was done so that there would be 

enough time to schedule the interviews. All the inquiries were sent over a few weeks, 

mostly using end of the work week, as it seemed to be the most fruitful time to get 

answers. After a couple of weeks the companies who did not answer the 

questionnaire were contacted again with the same e-mail as a reminder. 

The questionnaire is attached in the Appendix C. Google Forms was chosen for the 

platform, as the university’s e-lomake service was out of order at the beginning of 

the research process, while other tools were more unfamiliar or with limited 

functions and thus not suitable for this research. Google forms is also a fairly known 

platform with a user-friendly interface, which might affect positively the number of 

people willing to participate. 

The questionnaire starts with the background information on the companies: the 

name of the company, the occupation of the person replying, the number of 

employees and the native languages of the employees. Then the respondents are 

asked to assess which languages (Finnish, Swedish, English, other) are the main ones 

in different situations. Below one can specify which language(s). The contexts are 

social media, homepage, texts outside, texts in public spaces, texts in staff spaces and 

internal communication. Last but not least, they are asked to estimate, how much the 

numbers in international tourists changed this year in comparison to the normal 

situation. The answering options are the following: increased noticeably, increased 

somewhat, no change, decreased somewhat, decreased noticeably, this year there 

were no foreign customers at all, the company never has foreign customers. 

After the background questions, the questionnaire moves to the actual core issue – 

the changes that happened in each context. The questions are of the type “On social 

media, the company started to use…” The respondents choose the appropriate option 

for each language (Finnish, Swedish, English and other): a lot more / somewhat more 

/ somewhat less / a lot less / no change / the company does not have social media. 

The last option is specified for each question, in case the company does not use 
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social media or does not have any physical offices etc. In addition, they answer the 

question “the company has started to pay more attention to the employees’ linguistic 

skills” for the same languages and with the same answering options. Below each 

question there is some space to specify and explain the answers, for example, what 

“other” languages are, when the change occurred and what exactly has been changed. 

However, it is not required to answer any of these open-ended questions. The 

multiple choice ones are obligatory. 

When later asked in the interview whether there are other contexts where languages 

are present but which were missing from the questionnaire, the companies answered 

that it covered almost everything. For the future studies replicated in other places or 

time, it might be a good idea to add a category of brochures (including digital ones) 

or other material that the customers can keep, either concerning the company itself or 

brochures from other places (which are often present in the hotel lobbies, for 

instance). In many cases these were interpreted as part of the texts inside, but having 

them as a separate category might bring some more detail to the research. One 

participant reported phone calls to be an important part that should have been 

included, but, in my view, oral communication is greatly depending on the linguistic 

abilities of the staff, which is included in the questionnaire. Moreover, oral 

communication is not part of LL according to the definition adopted in this study. 

Final questions deal with reflexions about the questionnaire and the strategies of the 

companies. The respondents are asked to rate their satisfaction regarding their 

language planning (very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not satisfied or dissatisfied, 

somewhat dissatisfied, very dissatisfied). The next question is to find out about the 

implications of the questionnaire. “After answering this survey I will pay more 

attention to company’s use of languages…” The answering options are: very 

probably, somewhat probably, somewhat improbably, very improbably. Last but not 

least, the participants are asked if they are ready to discuss the matter further on the 

phone or Zoom (in case they do not want to share their phone number), for the 

second part of the data collection. At the very end there is extra space to ask 

questions and give feedback. 

All the background questions are obligatory to answer, as well as all the multiple 

choice ones. They are designed to find out about the changes in use of different 
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languages in many different situations. It is important, since the change might be 

different in different areas. Posting in a different language on social media is easier 

than changing all the signs on the premises. The open-ended questions with space to 

type the answer are not required. This allows the questionnaire to remain quick and 

easy to fill and to get mainly quantitative results. 

4.1.3 Interview 

The semi-structured interview was conducted for the qualitative answers of the 

study. The new responses to the questionnaire were immediately checked to see 

whether the respondent is ready to schedule a more in-depth discussion about their 

answers. Those who replied affirmatively were recontacted as soon as possible. This 

ensured that the respondents had the questionnaire fresh in mind and might be still 

thinking about some language-related issues, possibly influenced by the 

questionnaire. The interviews were conducted in Finnish. 

The interviews were recorded and this fact was made clear to the participants in 

advance. The recordings make analysing the answers easier and the flow of the 

conversations better, since there is hardly need to make notes during the interview. 

The specific questions for the interview were largely based on the answers to the 

questionnaire, and some additional questions might have come up during the 

interview itself. This is why the interview was semi-structured. 

In general, the participants were asked about which languages were the most 

represented in their clientele and whether there was some other form of text or 

language that did not come up in the questionnaire. Next, the questions were tackled 

mostly in the same order as in the questionnaire, focusing especially on 

inconsistencies and if there was a suspicion of a misunderstanding of the question or 

a mistake in box ticking. In every case where the company had made a change, they 

were asked to elaborate, what exactly happened. They were also asked whether there 

was a reason for leaving language use unchanged.  

Another question that came up only in the interview concerned the texts related to 

the pandemic – such as hand hygiene and maintaining the distance. There were no 

such signs before the pandemic, so all these signs were made bearing in mind 

specifically the tourism situation in 2020. Therefore, it was important to know, which 
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languages were used when there is no previous model. The last question was how 

and by whom all these linguistic decisions were made in the company. 

At the end of the interview the participants were asked about their thoughts on their 

linguistic reactions. For example, what changes, if any, the company will make to 

their strategy, compared to 2020, if the travel restrictions will repeat or continue next 

summer. This is a deeper part of the questions about satisfaction and consciousness 

about the language planning. It will give important information especially about the 

unsuccessful tactics and the possibilities for improvement in the future. In 2020, we 

were completely unprepared for what was coming, but after gaining all the 

experience, we have learned a lot, and now this experience can be published. 

4.2 Analysis of data 

The data thus consist of the answers from the questionnaire and the interview. They 

were analysed with respect to the following: 1) How much change happened in 

language planning? 2) What is the trend for use of each language? 3) What is the 

trend for each use context? 4) Are there any differences between the size or type of 

the company (e.g. do shops make the same changes as restaurants)? 5) How satisfied 

are the companies with their language planning? 7) Is there any difference in the 

reactions of the very satisfied companies vs. all companies? 

The questionnaire was filled out by 51 companies. It contained 6 questions about the 

possible changes in linguistic landscape in different contexts. For every question 

there were 4 language categories (Finnish, Swedish, English, other). That gives a 

total of 1,400 boxes that could have been ticked with answers (51 x 6 x 4 = 1,224). 

However, the real number of answers is less, because, for example, some ticked the 

“not applicable” choice, which is not technically an answer and cannot be taken into 

account in the statistics. The final number of the answers about the changes in LL is 

therefore 1,176. 

All answers to the questionnaire questions, open-ended questions and interviews 

were summarised in tables. These tables were analysed vertically and horizontally to 

get the statistical results as well as possible correlations between different answers. 

The dataset was not eligible for proper χ2 tests, but enough for proportional 

representation expressed with percentages. The answers to the open-ended questions 
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from the questionnaire and from the interviews were used to illustrate and explain the 

quantitative data from the questionnaires. The results of this analysis are presented in 

section 5.  

4.3 Ethical aspects 

The names of the actual people filling the questionnaires are not asked and will not 

be published. The names of the companies will not be published either. They are 

given descriptive labels like “a hotel” or “an experience provider” or even more 

vague “one of the participants/respondents/interviewees”. However, I have to know 

the names of the companies so that I am able to do typological part of the analysis 

and compare different types of companies. On the other hand, by knowing the 

occupation of the participant, I could also find out their name. Furthermore, if they 

are willing to participate in the interview, I would know their contact details, such as 

e-mail and phone number. Naturally, none of this will be published. All of this is also 

explained in the description of the questionnaire. When contacting a person 

regarding the interview, I ask for the permission to record it and then ask it again on 

the tape. After this thesis is published, all the emails, numbers, questionnaire answers 

and recordings will be destroyed to protect the privacy of the participants. This 

information was explained and sent to the data protection officer of the University of 

Helsinki for the records. 

In this study, openness was a priority when thinking about the ethical aspects. The 

topic is explained to the participants. They are contacted via the publicly known e-

mail addresses. They are not forced to participate in either parts of the research. The 

questionnaire is quick and easy in order not to waste their time. The estimated times 

for both the questionnaire and the interview are given in advance. 

4.4 Potential problems and critique 

Linguistic research about the companies is a fairly narrow field with little developed 

methodology (however, see Charles (2007) on languages in Finnish merger 

companies; Spolsky (2009: 53-64 and references therein); and Lu et al., 2020). The 

biggest problem is that the amount of suitable companies is limited and there is no 

way of increasing the numbers of participants if the companies are not willing to 

participate. The number of the potential companies was increased by including the 



30 

 

 

companies that are not exclusively for tourists. The e-mail with the reminder to 

participate in the survey motivated more companies to participate. 

The questionnaire covers a lot of aspects, from social media to employee 

information. In big companies, these things are managed by completely different 

people and they have no information about each other, which makes the person who 

was contacted unfit, or at least feel unfit, to fill in the questionnaire alone. One 

option would be to send to each department of a big enterprise a shorter 

questionnaire with the background and the aftermath questions and only those core 

questions that are relevant to their field. This, however, will make the questionnaire 

more discontinued and the answers incomparable – the same company might give the 

answers only from one department. It is possible, in the worst case, to include only 

small and medium large companies, which would be specified in the research 

description. However, the questions about the employees make up a fairly small part 

of the survey. Most importantly, the questions about the change in LL can be 

answered by the one responsible person. Most of the participants were from fairly 

small companies and seemed to be well-informed about the other departments. 

It is said that the respondents are drawn to the medium option and the researcher has 

to decide whether to give that (choosing an uneven number of options) or not 

(choosing an even number of options) (Schleef. 2014: 46). This is why the most 

questions have an even number of options. However, especially the question about 

the satisfaction with the language planning strategies of the company is very 

subjective. It might be that language planning is not a priority in the company and 

that they have no feelings or opinions about the matter. Seeing that is also an 

important piece of information, which is why there is a medium option added. 

The questionnaire has largely the same structure from beginning to end and can be 

perceived as dull and boring. Participants might not pay enough attention to their 

answers towards the end. This is why the most relevant questions are asked in the 

beginning. Additionally, the consistent structure makes understanding the questions 

easier. The answers given to the questionnaire are subjective and not necessarily 

reflect the actual situation. However, this is the part of the attempt at a new way to 

look at LL, developing the methodology in the field. The interviews give the 

opportunity to revise the answers and correct them in case of misinterpretation or 
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changing the answer for other reasons. The questions in the interviews are more 

engaging and less monotonous than in the questionnaire, which keeps the respondent 

more awake and aware of their answers. This way the interview can be also seen as a 

tool to evaluate post factum how reliable the answers to the questionnaire are. 

At the time of sending out the questionnaires it has been a long time since summer, 

and the participants might have already forgotten about it – not to mention forgotten 

the details about the normal situation. With Christmas season approaching, they 

might not care about the summer anymore or even have time to actually participate. 

Besides, another set of new restrictions to prevent the spread of COVID was 

introduced in November, which could have made the companied insecure about their 

future and focus on yet another accommodation strategy, leaving them no motivation 

to fill questionnaires about the topic that makes them so anxious. On the other hand, 

it was the time of the second wave of the pandemic. Thus, the topic was still on the 

participants’ minds and still relevant for the time and for their future. 

5 Results 

My hypothesis was that the companies would change their market orientation 

towards the domestic clients, which would mean an increase in the use of the 

national languages, Finnish being increased more than Swedish. Meanwhile, foreign 

languages would decrease, with English taking over “other” languages but still losing 

to the domestic marketing. I also predicted that the biggest changes would happen on 

social media, since it is the most flexible and the lockdown changed the ways in 

which we are using it (see e.g. Saud et al. (2020); Rastegar Kazerooni et al., 2020). 

I will now examine the results that were obtained from the data. Due to the data 

collection methods, the results presented are the subjective opinions and evaluations 

of the respondents, and do not necessarily fully reflect the real situation. The first 

subsection presents briefly the language use of the respondents before the pandemic. 

The second subsection  analyses the reported changes in the language use. The third 

one discusses the feelings, thoughts and reasonings of the respondents regarding 

those changes. The fourth subsection presents difference between the answers of the 

different company types. The fifth one looks at the reactions of the very satisfied 
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companies. Finally, the section ends with a short summary and the evaluation of the 

hypothesis and its accuracy.  

5.1 Tourism company language use before COVID-19 

In the questionnaire, the companies were asked which languages are normally used 

in each context. These results are presented in Table 2. It shows, how many 

companies used each language in each context. The differences between the numbers 

are due to the “not applicable” answers. For example, all 51 participants use social 

media, but only 47 have outside spaces where they can display texts. 

 Finnish Swedish English Other 

Social media 48/51 4/51 34/51 3/51 

Homepage 48/49 16/49 40/49 10/49 

Texts outside 47/47 11/47 37/47 5/47 

Texts inside 50/4913 19/49 43/49 10/49 

Staff space 49/4813 1/48 10/48 1/48 

Internal 

communication 

50/50 3/50 11/50 2/50 

Table 2 Languages before COVID-19 

Before the pandemic, Finnish was used by all but one companies, usually in all or 

almost all contexts. English was used by all companies, but with more limited 

number of contexts. The companies varied a lot in deciding where to display English. 

Meanwhile Swedish was used by 24 companies (47%) at least in one context and 

other languages were used by 19 companies (37%). They had an even more restricted 

selection of contexts where they are used. The most multilingual contexts were 

homepages and texts inside, featuring quite a lot Swedish and other languages as 

well. Staff spaces and internal communication were least multilingual – mostly in 

Finnish, with some English and barely any Swedish or other languages.  

In addition, the options for “other” languages were analysed separately. The most 

popular choice for a foreign language was Russian, used by 12 companies. Next ones 

 
13 It seems that companies interpreted differently the “not applicable” option, sometimes claiming they 

do not have public inside spaces or staff spaces, yet checking language options for them. 
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are Japanese used by 5, Chinese, Spanish and German used by 4, and French and 

Estonian used by 3 companies. Uses of Romani, Polish, Norwegian, Danish, Italian, 

Portuguese, Korean, Arabic and Northern Sami, along with Finnish and Swedish 

braille writing were reported by one company each. 10 companies used one “other” 

language, 4 companies had 2 of them, 2 companies used 3 and 4 foreign languages, 

and one company reported to have texts available in more than 10 languages. 

5.2 Changes in linguistic landscape of the tourism companies in Helsinki 

As calculated in the section 4.2, the questionnaires filled by 51 companies provided 

1,176 cells with the answers about the possible changes in the linguistic landscapes 

of the companies. Before looking at the changes that were made, it should be noted 

that the majority of boxes were ticked for “no change”. In other words, companies 

made fairly few changes, despite reporting a noticeable drop in tourists. Only 147 out 

of 1,176 answers (12.5%) indicated a change of some sort. This means that in 1,029 

cases (87.5%) there was no change in language use. In other words, 87.5% of the LL 

stayed the same as before the pandemic. In fact, 13 out of 51 companies (25%) 

reported not having made any changes at all. The highest count of change was made 

by two restaurants who both reported 12 instances of change in LL (the highest 

possible amount being 24 if changes happened in every language and every context). 

The average amount of the boxes ticked for change in LL was 2.86.  

Still, the 147 boxes that were ticked indicating some sort of change in LL provide a 

lot of information. I will now examine these changes closer. First, I will analyse the 

general direction of change for each language. Then I will look at the same data from 

the point of view of changes in context. Last but not least, a separate subsection is 

dedicated to the languages of COVID related signs, and how they affect the pre-

existing language balance. 

5.2.1 Changes in languages 

The most essential data are presented in the Table 3 below. It tells us what kind of 

changes were made for each language. In other words, what was reported to have 
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happened to the linguistic landscape of the tourism companies in Helsinki. The 

theoretically possible amount of change for each language is 29314. 

Language Increased  

a lot 

Increased 

somewhat 

Decreased 

somewhat 

Decreased 

a lot 

Finnish 28 28 0 0 

Swedish 0 8 4 2 

English 3 8 31 17 

Other 1 3 3 11 

Table 3 Tendencies for the direction of change for different languages 

We can see that the biggest change was with Finnish being used more in 19% of 

cases (28+28 out of 293) and English being used less in 16% of cases (31+17 out of 

293). These languages underwent the biggest changes, which is understandable, since 

Finnish and English are used by practically all the participants, while Swedish and 

other languages are not. 

It is impossible to decrease the use of a language that is not used, so it is not 

surprising that the amount of change for Swedish and other languages is smaller. One 

can always increase, or begin to use, a language that has not been part of the LL 

before. However, during the time with few international tourists, this was not a 

popular decision. The deeper discussions and reasonings for not making a change in 

LL is provided in section 5.2.1. Due to its special role in Finland, Swedish has a 

different status compared to other foreign languages. We can see that other foreign 

languages were largely decreased in 2020, while Swedish was increased and 

decreased almost equally, not having a clear tendency in how the companies handled 

it. It was used more in 8 instances (3%), but it was also decreased in 6 (2%) ones, so 

there is only a marginal increase in its use. The detailed justifications and attitudes of 

the respondents regarding the usage of Swedish in their facilities are presented at the 

end of the section 5.2.4.  

 
14 51 companies x 6 contexts = 306 boxes to tick for each language. 13 contexts were reported as “not 

applicable” and thus do not count. 306-13=293. In other words, if all the companies, for example, 

increased Finnish a lot in all the contexts, the number in the respective cell of the table would be 293. 
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If Swedish is the most controversial language, Finnish is the least so, as no company 

decreased the use of Finnish. For the rest of the languages there is no consensus 

about the strategy, even though there is a clear tendency. For example, contrary to 

the majority, there are 11 instances (4%) where English was used more than before 

the pandemic. The other languages, while being decreased on 14 occasions (5%), 

were increased in 4 instances (1%). The explanations for the decision to go one way 

or the other when making a change are discussed in section 5.2.2. 

5.2.2 Changes in contexts 

Figure 3 represents the changes made in each context of linguistic landscape for each 

language. The bars going up indicate a strong (darker colour) or moderate (lighter 

colour) increase. The bars going down indicate a strong or a moderate decrease, with 

same colour symbolism. It is important to notice the companies that lack one context 

or another. 2 companies reported not to have a homepage, 4 companies do not 

display texts outside and 2 companies have no public indoors facilities. 3 companies 

lack staff spaces and 1 claimed not to have internal communication. However, it 

seems that the respondents have a difficult time distinguishing between not having 

the possibility to display languages in a context (such as lack of a homepage) and not 

making any changes in them. This survey is based on the self-reported answers. 

Firstly, let us look at the changes in each context. The total number of changes in 

each context varies a lot. The most changes happened on social media with 44 

instances of change. This means that 30% of all 147 changes, almost a third, 

happened on social media. This might be because social media can reach all the 

clients, including those who are not able to visit the facilities. It is also easy to make 

a language change, since it does not require ordering physical posters. Texts on 

social media can also be adjusted regardless of the location of the person responsible 

(e.g. from quarantine) or whether the facilities are open for the visitors. Interestingly, 

homepages underwent only 24 changes (16% of the total amount of change), almost 

half of the amount on the social media, despite their multilingualism presented in 

Table 2. One could hypothesize if this has anything to do with the number of people 

visiting social media vs. homepage to get the information, and whether that number 

is higher on the social media. However, this correlation cannot be analysed properly 

here as it requires a research on its own. 
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Figure 3 Changes in language use in different contexts. The total number for changes are: social 

media 44, homepage 24, texts outside 31, texts inside 37, staff space 5, internal communication 6 

Contrastingly, the most stable context is the text in staff space with only 5 instances 

of change (or 3.4% of all the changes). Those were also the least multilingual 

contexts, already displaying mostly Finnish and requiring no change. One 

explanation is that there were few changes in staff members. The situation is similar 

for the similar reasons in the internal communication where changes take up slightly 

more, 4.0%, of the total amount of change. The contexts that are most typically 
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studied in LL research, texts outside and texts inside the public facilities of the 

companies, ranked quite high, scoring 21% and 25% of all the changes respectively. 

Texts inside were also very multilingual before the pandemic. The explanations 

provided by the companies for the changes are presented in sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3. 

The original data show that if one language is changed in a context, it is likely that 

the change will affect another language in the same context. In other words, it is rare 

that a company makes adjustments only for one language. This is logical, since, if a 

decision is made to change the texts inside, the change will more likely affect more 

than just one language. For instance, the bars show that a rise in Finnish is often 

mirrored in a fall of English. In the original data, there are 40 instances of such 

“pairs”, 26 of which are proportionate – meaning that both changes were either “a 

lot” or “somewhat”. This suggests that Finnish did, in fact, take over English. 

Considering there were few changes overall, it is not surprising that no company 

made any changes in staff spaces or internal communication regarding other 

languages than Finnish, Swedish or English. This can be seen from the lack of bars in 

those places in Figure 3. Many particular changes are specific to only one or two 

companies, making it hard to identify a trend for each option. 

Nevertheless, there were some changes that were made by several companies. Such 

examples are increasing Finnish on social media and decreasing English in the texts 

inside. The same tendencies go for homepages and texts outside as well, but more 

moderately. Though the companies’ internal contexts (in-house communication and 

staff spaces) had few changes, we can still see that there is barely any decrease – if 

any change is happening, the language uses are increasing (more analysis and 

explanations in section 5.3.3).  

When talking about the specific changes for each language, the change made most 

often is to decrease somewhat the use of English on the texts inside. This was done 

by 11 companies (22% of all the respondents). The second most often applied change 

was to increase the use of Finnish a lot on social media. This decision was made by 

10 companies (20% of all respondents). The third change of choice was to decrease 

somewhat the use of English on social media with 9 companies reporting to have 

done so (18% of all the respondents).  
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5.2.3 COVID induced change 

The efforts to stop the spread of coronavirus meant that public spaces all over the 

world had to put up new signs with rules and instructions regarding the safety of the 

customers. Such signs included requests to keep a safety distance, wear a face mask, 

wash/sanitize hands, not to come in with flu symptoms etc. These instructions, 

alongside with other changes caused by the pandemic (such as opening hours), were 

often posted on social media and published on the homepages of the companies.  

Putting up such signs and posting on social media forces the companies to make a 

language choice. I would say that relying only on pictograms and not using any 

language is a language choice as well. Whatever the company’s decision is, if the 

language(s) used in the new sign do not correspond with the language(s) used in a 

normal situation, their original power relation is shifted.  

In the interview I asked the respondents in which language(s) they inform about the 

virus spread preventing rules and their own actions to do so. Some of this 

information was given in the open-ended questions of the questionnaire by the 

participants who did not participate in the interviews. Altogether, 10 companies gave 

their comments on the topic. These answers and their consequences are summarised 

in the Table 4. It shows the shift in languages based on the language(s) used in the 

pandemic related texts vs. languages used in a normal situation. 

According to the respondents, the signs are usually located inside public spaces, or at 

least they are more detailed (i.e. containing more text) than those that are outside. 

This partly explains why the overall change in the public indoor spaces was so big 

(2nd biggest after social media), and especially why it was bigger than the overall 

change in the texts outside.  

 Increased due to the signs Decreased due to the signs 

Finnish 4 0 

Swedish 1 1 

English 2 3 

Other 2 4 

Table 4 Power shifts in languages due to the COVID-19 related texts 
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As can be seen, Finnish was only increased, and not decreased, due to the new texts. 

In other words, the main tendency is to have all of the COVID-19 information at 

least in Finnish. There were no companies who did not use Finnish in their corona-

related texts. Meanwhile other languages were mostly reduced. With Swedish and 

English the strategies varied, some included them less than normally, while others 

decided to increase the amount of those languages, or at least one of them. 

There were no official regulations regarding the languages that ought to be used in 

the COVID-related texts. However, several companies reported having received the 

signs from a higher instance, such as MaRa15. On the other hand, Finnish institute for 

health and welfare (THL) has published some printable posters with the instructions 

on hand washing and coughing. Companies can print these posters and use in their 

facilities. The posters are available in Finnish, Swedish and English.16 

The corona signs are especially important to be understood by everybody. Therefore, 

some companies used more languages than normally, so that everyone would 

understand the instructions. The companies that received the signs from the higher 

instances had no influence over what languages they want to include. In these cases 

the signs were standardised for a wider range of companies and did not take into 

account the special needs of e.g. a franchise located in a touristy area. Meanwhile 

some languages, especially not European, are very expensive to translate, which is 

the reason why the franchise would not necessarily add the languages they need. 

Another important point raised by several participants was that their signs include 

pictograms as well. These pictograms are the same or at least similar all across the 

globe, and the instructions are more or less the same as well. Pictures and pictograms 

are a universal language that reduces the need of other languages.  

5.3 Reasons and feelings of the respondents 

This section presents the reasons behind each strategy and choice made by the 

respondents regarding the LL of their business. I would argue that not changing 

 
15 The Finnish Hospitality Association, representing ”a wide range of companies in the hospitality 

sector: hotels, restaurants, amusement parks, tourism businesses, congress organisers and wellness 

service providers, to mention a few” (quoted from www.mara.fi/en/mara.html). 
16 Referenced from the English version of the website, www.thl.fi/en/web/infectious-diseases-and-

vaccinations/diseases-and-disease-control/hand-washing-and-coughing 

http://www.mara.fi/en/mara.html
http://www.thl.fi/en/web/infectious-diseases-and-vaccinations/diseases-and-disease-control/hand-washing-and-coughing
http://www.thl.fi/en/web/infectious-diseases-and-vaccinations/diseases-and-disease-control/hand-washing-and-coughing
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anything is a choice as well, even if the companies did not reflect on this. There are 

reasons for leaving the LL unchanged, and not having it as a priority is one as well. 

The second topic of this section is feelings and reflexions on the matter. The results 

presented here are based on the 8 interviews as well as the last questions and the 

open-ended questions from the questionnaire filled by all 51 participants. 

5.3.1 Explaining not making changes 

The most favoured explanations for not making changes in one context or another 

was that the respondents felt that the corona situation did not affect the language use. 

Their argument for this was that there are always clients who do not speak Finnish, 

such as those who travel for work, exchange students, and foreigners who live in 

Finland but have not learned the language. On the other hand, Finns were a crucial 

part of their clientele even before the restrictions, so they had extensive texts in 

Finnish before the pandemic, thus not requiring changes. Not surprisingly, the 

respondents explained not increasing “other” languages because of the major drop in 

foreign tourists. All of these reasons were mentioned explicitly by a few companies. 

Other explanations were mentioned once or twice. Some companies simply said that 

they did not see the need to come up with new strategies in this situation.  Others 

have outsourced their marketing in other languages. They were not responsible for 

language decisions anymore, thus not being able to further explain the reasons 

behind unchanged language use.  

Some explanations were specific for certain contexts. For example, paper flyers were 

ordered in several languages before the spread of COVID-19. At the time of placing 

the order, no one could have predicted the major drop in the visitor numbers, and so 

the order was made with a normal situation and general tourism growth in mind. 

Regarding the homepage, some companies thought it would be unfair to update it 

only in Finnish. In their opinion, if one language was updated, other languages would 

need to be updated as well. This would mean a lot of work targeting the non-existent 

foreign clients. These companies left their homepages unchanged. 

Some companies reported not to have texts at all. In their opinion, the less text, the 

better, as too much text and/or languages can worsen the readability, and the 

pandemic did not change their views. Other companies were positive about the 
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future, seeing as the situation would normalise eventually and not willing to make 

changes that were only temporary and then having to change everything back again. 

For the staff spaces and internal communication the usual explanation was that the 

main language (usually Finnish) did not change. More information on the stability of 

the staff and the linguistic abilities of the staff is given in section 5.3.3.  

5.3.2 Explaining making changes 

As stated above, there are many strategies the companies employed to accommodate 

to the new situation. And for every strategy there is a unique explanation and 

reasoning behind each choice. In this part I will give an overview of what these 

thoughts and reasonings are. They are based on the interviews and the open-ended 

questions. 

Not surprisingly, the majority of the respondents reasoned that there are no foreign 

tourists, thus marketing was turned towards domestic clients. Especially the new 

things, such as seasonal products, were marketed only for Finns. Many companies 

were unwilling to update their texts especially in “other” languages, even if the old 

versions of those texts were not taken down. Some companies did take them down, 

because they did not want to display outdated information. In English, only the basic 

information was updated. In one instance, all the texts in “other” languages were 

taken down and replaced with Finnish, leaving the English texts unchanged. Notably, 

the signs that were taken down, with no outdated information, were not thrown away, 

but stored, waiting for the end of the pandemic and the rise in the foreign tourists. 

There were also some more unusual and individual justifications for the decisions. 

Brochures were taken from the shelves for a short while to prevent the spread of 

COVID-19. However, the virtual brochures remained available the entire time. Some 

companies, especially experience providers, decided, contrary to the general trend, to 

increase the use of English and “other” languages on the social media to reach the 

clients who cannot come physically. It was reported more than once that the choice 

of language depended on the staff’s linguistic abilities. Other companies increased 

their use of English inside and outside. As has been pointed out several times before, 

even during the pandemic there were still people in Helsinki who did not speak 
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Finnish. These companies wanted to target these people in hope of getting more 

customers that way. 

There were two types of unexpected changes. One considers the linguistic skills of 

the employees of the company, the other considers Swedish. These topics took a 

special role in the semi-structured interviews. They are better discussed as a whole, 

not split into sections about not making changes and making changes. This is why 

the discussion on changes in Swedish are presented at the end of 5.3.4 and the 

employees’ linguistic skills are covered in the next part. 

5.3.3 Pandemic, language and employees 

Before conducting the research, I assumed that due to the loss of tourists as clients 

and, therefore, income, the companies would have to lay off some of their staff, and 

that they would first and foremost let go those staff members who do not speak 

Finnish. In addition, I predicted that if any summer help was hired, more attention 

would be paid to the good level of Finnish, while linguistic skills regarding other 

languages would not be as important as in the previous years.  

Since, as we have seen above, the employees’ linguistic abilities may affect the 

linguistic landscape in both cyber and physical space of the companies, I treated this 

question in the same way as the other questions regarding changes in LL, for 

example, in the positioning of the question in the questionnaire. However, the 

answers of the respondents corroborated my assumption. This section illustrates 

what, in fact, happened with the attitudes towards the language skills of the staff.  

Before discussing what changed, it is important to look at the staff language 

requirements in the normal situation. 11 companies commented on this. Most of 

them (6) claimed that both Finnish and English are required, while other languages 

are considered as bonus languages. A couple of companies were ready to hire staff 

that does not speak Finnish, as long as they speak English, or, in some cases, another 

language that was important for the business. For example, a company with a 

significant share of German speaking clients and no German speaking staff was 

ready to hire a German speaker with no knowledge of Finnish. There were also 

companies where Finnish was the only required language. One company was 
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satisfied as long as the employee speaks Finnish, English or Swedish. One 

respondent claimed not to have any official language requirements at all. 

Of all the 51 participants, only 4 companies (8%) changed the way they are looking 

at the employees’ linguistic abilities. Even then it rarely affected the actual 

employment or hiring of the staff, therefore having no impact on the LL. The only 

thing that changed were the attitudes and the thought processes of the respondents. 

The answers to the question “the company has paid attention to the language skills of 

the staff…”are presented in Table 5. 

 A lot 

more  

Somewhat 

more 

Somewhat 

less 

A lot 

less  

Finnish 2 0 1 0 

Swedish 0 2 0 0 

English 0 1 0 0 

Other 1 1 0 0 

Table 5 Change in the attention paid to the linguistic abilities of the staff 

As can be seen, two companies did start to pay a lot more attention to Finnish as their 

employees’ language. Two companies also paid more attention to the presence of 

Swedish in their company’s language arsenal. This goes well in line with the switch 

in the marketing towards the domestic, i.e. Finnish and Swedish speaking, clients. 

However, there are a couple of points that go against my predictions. Two companies 

started to pay more attention to the “other” languages. Contrastingly, one company 

considered Finnish slightly less important than in the previous years. I will now 

provide the explanations for the answers. It is worth noticing, however, that due to 

the small number of companies who made the change, it is impossible to talk about 

statistical significance or quantitative analysis. These are individual strategies and the 

reasonings behind them. 

There were many reasons why no changes were made in this aspect. For example, in 

many cases, the person answering the questionnaire had a title that had to do with 

marketing and/or communications, so they did not know anything about the staff 

recruiting process and its nuances. Some thought that the pandemic did not affect 
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their recruitment process. Another reason was that the summer job recruitment 

happens mostly during January and February, the time when no one realised how the 

coronavirus would affect the society. It was clear from multiple answers that the 

employers tried to do everything to keep their staff employed, and that their priorities 

lied elsewhere than in the linguistic abilities. For example, the status in the company 

or finding another job were more important factors when making these decisions. 

The most striking finding was that two companies paid more attention to the 

linguistic abilities in other languages than Finnish, Swedish or English, completely 

contrary to my hypothesis. Nevertheless, there is a reason behind this change as well. 

In this case the main reason was uncertainty which languages would be needed in the 

summer season of 2020. There was no way of predicting, which country would open 

its borders next, as countries got hold of the spread of the virus arbitrarily.  

The virus situation was important, as Finland did not allow leisure travelling from 

the countries where the COVID situation was worse. Finland itself had relatively few 

cases over the summer, and the borders were open mainly for those EU-countries 

where the pandemic was controlled equally well. On the other hand, people also 

wanted to travel to the low-risk countries. This meant that in summer of 2020 they 

could have chosen Finland instead of their usual destination. This meant that 

Helsinki might receive unusual tourist groups which were not as significant before. 

Indeed, as can be seen in the Appendix A.8, there was a shift in the most important 

languages. For example, Estonian was not even in top-10 summer languages before 

the pandemic, while in 2020 it took 2nd-4th places. Norwegian rose higher in the 

rankings as well as Danish and Dutch, among other changes17. 

Not knowing what summer 2020 would bring, the companies wanted to be prepared 

for any languages that would come to Helsinki, which made all languages potentially 

equally useful. In addition, according to the respondents, domestic clients are 

becoming more and more diverse in their background, which means a continuous 

increase in the appreciation in any linguistic skills, regardless whether there is a 

pandemic going on or not (see also Karlsson 2017: 19 to verify these thoughts). 

 
17As stated in 3.2.3, this did not mean the increase of the tourists that speak these languages. It just 

demonstrates one more way in which the languages of the potential clients changed in 2020 compared 

to the pre-pandemic times. 



45 

 

 

Even for the expected changes, such as prioritising Finnish over English more than 

before, there can be an unexpected explanation. Some companies did explicitly claim 

for the reason to be the lack of foreign tourists, but some changes had more arbitrary 

reasons. For example, if a company is having too much of non-Finnish speaking 

staff, they might start to require a better level of Finnish from their next employees. 

In other cases, hiring a person with excellent Swedish skills will add Swedish to the 

LL of the company. In both cases COVID had nothing to do with the change, but it 

happened nonetheless during 2020. 

5.3.4 Company satisfaction with their strategies 

When examining the level of satisfaction of the companies with their strategies, the 

results turned out to be quite positive. 22 companies (43%) were very satisfied with 

their decisions, while 23 (45%) were somewhat satisfied, and only 6 (12%) not 

satisfied or dissatisfied. No company showed any degree of dissatisfaction. 

However, especially in the interviews, even those who were very satisfied found 

ideas and room for improvement. Beside the 8 companies who participated in the 

follow-up interview, 4 respondents shared their plans for the future improvements in 

the questionnaire. The numbers in this subsection are based on these 12 companies. 

Table 6 illustrates the answers in a short form. The answers are grouped based on the 

level of satisfaction of the respondent. The number in brackets indicates, how many 

companies (out of 12) expressed that tip or plan.  

Very satisfied (4) Somewhat satisfied (6) Not satisfied or 

dissatisfied (2) 

-be flexible and react 

quickly (3) 

-make no changes (2) 

-use more languages (2) 

-use more Swedish (3) 

-use more English (3) 

-use more other languages 

(1) 

-leave only Finnish and 

English on homepage (1) 

-corona has no effect (1) 

-use more languages (1) 

Table 6 Tips and plans for improvements for the linguistic landscape 
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The first thing that can be seen from the table is that companies want to use more 

languages, no matter what their level of satisfaction is. There is only one company 

that is going against this general thinking, gradually getting rid of all the other 

languages on their homepage except for Finnish and English. Another quick glance 

tells us that companies that were not satisfied or dissatisfied with their decisions are 

not eager to think about the new solutions to improve their satisfaction. Their overall 

answers give an impression that their priorities for their business strategies lie 

elsewhere than in LL. It is, indeed, important to remember that language use is only 

one part of a successful business and that there are countless other aspects to it. 

The somewhat satisfied companies have come up with more improvement ideas. The 

most satisfied companies are especially proud of their quick and flexible reaction to 

the new situation, which is something that we have seen not only here, but in the 

other spheres of life as well, such as quick adaptation of remote language teaching/ 

learning (described in Ross and DiSalvo (2020) and TESOL 11 (3) (2020) articles). 

Further analysis of the answers of the respondents uncovered another interesting fact.  

Companies on all satisfaction levels want to increase the amount of languages first 

and foremost in their online presence, meaning their social media and homepage (6 

companies plan on improvements to be done in these contexts). However, 2 

companies mention explicitly that there are technical difficulties in this aspect. To 

make a homepage multilingual, their whole server needs to be updated first. As for 

social media, the problem is that a multilingual post becomes quickly too long to 

look attractive and readable. They wish the user’s language could be detected, so the 

post would be visible only in that one language, not all at once like it is now. 

Otherwise they have to look for other solutions for multilingual communication with 

their clients, such as newsletters or a blog.  

The second most favoured way to increase the languages is to have a larger selection 

inside their premises. The more specific tips include having signs about corona in 

other languages than just Finnish, and not getting rid of English, since there are still 

potential customers who do not speak Finnish – such as immigrants, exchange 

students and the scarce tourists. 
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The somewhat satisfied group deserves its own paragraph for examination, since six 

companies provide a wider scope of the ideas. They mention explicitly the need to 

increase the amount of English in their LL, which goes very well together with the 

tip from the previous paragraph. Even more strikingly, 3 companies want to make or 

are already making an increase in their use of Swedish.  

This begs the question, whether having or increasing use of Swedish makes a 

company more satisfied with their LL strategies. 10 out of 22 very satisfied 

companies (45%) used Swedish at least in one context before the pandemic and one 

increased it during. The same numbers for the somewhat satisfied companies is 13 

out of 23 (57%) and 4 respectively. This means that the somewhat satisfied 

companies were using Swedish more than the very satisfied ones even before the 

pandemic, and later they started to use it even more. However, they are still lower on 

the satisfaction ranking. Swedish does not bring automatic satisfaction. More about 

the correlations between satisfaction and other factors in section 5.4. 

When asked about Swedish in the interview, the companies presented quite opposing 

views. The increase of Swedish in the future vs. staying without Swedish divided 

opinions 50/50. The arguments for using (more) Swedish were to use it for 

intercompany communication, such as with higher instances, or partners, or for 

historical reasons. The main arguments for not using Swedish (now or in the future) 

is that “everyone in Finland speaks Finnish anyway”18. There are clearly factors that 

influence the presence or lack of Swedish in an LL of a company. If the company 

had a Swedish speaking staff member, Swedish was present in LL as well. Without 

that skill the company often stayed Swedishless, and wanted to remain so in the 

future as well. The other factor is feedback. The company who received feedback 

about lacking Swedish added it to its LL. Likewise, another company reasoned that 

since they have not received any negative feedback about lacking Swedish, they will 

not add it to their LL. Syrjälä (2018a, b) is concerned about the situation with 

Swedish in the Capital area. As Swedish had a tiny increase during the pandemic, 

and companies expressed their wish to increase it in the future, it will be interesting 

 
18 This is an opinion of a respondent. However, other sources contradict this statement. Sundgren 

(2015) wrote an opinion in the main Swedish newspaper in Finland, saying young Swedish speakers 

grown up in the capital area speak Finnish worse and worse. My own experience in customer service 

suggests as well that not all Swedish speaking Finns know, or want to speak, Finnish. See also 

Karlsson (2017). 
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to see, how the status of Swedish will change after the pandemic. More information 

on the role of Swedish in Finland in Halonen et al. (2015) and Karlsson (2017). 

5.3.5 Participants’ reflections on linguistic landscape 

In the questionnaire, it was asked whether the companies would pay more attention 

to LL issues upon completing the survey, and in the interview they could elaborate 

on the topic. At the end of both questionnaire and the interview the participants could 

share other thoughts they had about the matter. This section examines these answers. 

The distribution of how likely it is that the respondents will pay more attention to 

language use is as follows. 22 (43%) found it somewhat likely, 16 (31%) somewhat 

unlikely, 9 (18%) very unlikely and 4 (9%) very likely.  

This means that about half of the companies will probably pay more attention to the 

LL. Of course, the impact might be short-lasting, and the completion of this survey is 

not always the (only) reason. However, I would say that participating in this 

questionnaire had an impact on the awareness of the topic, and it will be interesting 

to see whether it will reflect on the overall LL in the Helsinki tourism related 

companies. I will now present the thoughts of the respondents about this topic. 

Four companies reported to have noticed the importance of a diverse LL and using 

more languages, especially from the customer service point of view, since having 

more languages in the arsenal will bring more clients. This main opinion does have 

its counterpart, however, as there have been comments, though in less amount, 

according to which the less languages are displayed in LL, the better, since too much 

text will affect the readability, causing that “no one will read anything at all”. As was 

pointed out before, in the pandemic times it is especially important that everyone 

understands the rules and instructions given by the authorities and the companies. 

Noticing the importance of linguistic skills of the employees was mentioned by 3 

companies. In all the cases, diverse skills were viewed as something positive and 

craved by the companies. However, based on the answers, such skills are rare to 

come by. Some companies are even ready to help with improving employees’ 

language skills, if it is a language that is useful for the business. 
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Equally 3 interviewees realised that the languages of incoming clients are not 

constant, but change over the years and not only during lockdown. Thus the LL 

needs to be updated accordingly, and changed again if such need arises in the future. 

Finally, 2 respondents reported to pay more attention to languages in their 

surroundings in their private life, unrelated to their businesses. 

5.4 Differences between company types 

Before conducting the research I expected to see more changes in small companies, 

due to their flexibility because of the lack of complicated divisions, departments and 

internal hierarchies. However, my data corroborated this assumption. Table 7 shows 

that there is no connection between company size (rows) and the amount of change 

(column) in their LL. All the numbers of change are distributed evenly between the 

companies of different sizes.  Rather, it turned out that companies’ behaviour varied 

according to their type. A thorough description of the types is provided in 4.1.1. 

Company 

size 

0-1 

changes  

2-3 

changes 

4-12 

changes 

1-5 4 4 4 

6-10 4 3 6 

11-49 5 5 4 

50-2000 5 4 3 

Table 7 Different sized companies according to their number of change 

Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-Garau notice the difference between the expectations to see 

English displayed by certain company types (2009: 395) and how many companies 

of that type actually display it (2009: 403). We can see that the company types vary 

in this aspect. In this section, I will present the differences between the four company 

types from my study (shops, hotels, restaurants, other) and try to explain them, using, 

for instance, the explanations provided in section 5.3 and the general development of 

the pandemic (see section 3.1). The comparison between my findings and those by 

Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-Garau (2009) are presented in section 6. 

Unfortunately, there is not enough data to perform χ2 tests, as the companies are 

divided into 4 types and any further division based on, say, their responses, makes 
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the amount for each cell too small for this type of statistical analysis. However, some 

very general observations can be made. Future research with larger participant 

samples may then further explore these observations. 

5.4.1 Company types and the amount of change 

Here I will look from different perspectives, whether different company types act 

differently when looking at the amount of changes they make and the contexts where 

the change happens. Table 8 shows the amount of the respondents per category, the 

total number of changes made by each category and the average amount of change 

for each category. For example, 21 changes per 11 shops equals an average of 1.9 

changes per shop. 

Type of company Respondents Changes Average 

Shops 11 21 1.9 

Hotels 11 26 2.4 

Restaurants 15 50 3.3 

Other 14 50 3.6 

Table 8 Amount of changes in each company type 

This way we can see that the company type that made most changes was “other”, 

closely followed by restaurants. Shops made least changes. I would argue that the 

reason for shops being the most stable category is the same explanation that was 

mentioned so many times in 5.3.1, namely the fact that throughout the pandemic, 

Helsinki remained a multilingual and multicultural city, thus having potential 

shoppers who do not speak Finnish. At the same time, all of the shops in my survey 

serve local customers to at least some extent even outside the pandemic. As one 

respondent put it, they had enough Finnish texts before the pandemic, so the 

pandemic did not affect their language use much. 

On the other hand, restaurants were the category that was the most affected by the 

virus. Restaurants were obliged to close the facilities. Personal hygiene instructions 

for preventing the spread of the virus are especially important in places where food is 

involved. The instructions for such things as how many people can sit inside the 

facilities, whether serving food buffet style is allowed and whether the restaurant 
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provides take away or delivery services were constantly changing, according to the 

number of new daily cases of COVID and the capacity of the restaurant. Thus, they 

were the category that had to accommodate the most to the new situation – and 

inform about the changes, using signs and languages. 

5.4.2 Company types and the changes in contexts 

Now let us look at these changes in more detail. Table 9 shows the amount of change 

broken down into each context. Thus we can see, for example, that shops made 21 

changes, out of which 4 were made on social media. Section 5.2.2 showed that the 

context that changed most overall was social media, followed by texts inside, 

outside, then homepage having even less change, and, finally, internal 

communication and texts in staff spaces hardly changing at all. The same trends can 

be mostly seen when looking at each company type separately. Nevertheless, every 

company type has a little quirk that separates it from the general trends. These 

exceptions are marked in bold: green if the company type made more changes than 

overall, red if the company type made less changes than overall. 

 Social 

media 

Home-

page 

Texts 

outside 

Texts 

inside 

Staff 

space 

Internal 

commu-

nication 

Total 

changes 

Shops 4 

(19%) 

4 

(19%) 

8 

(38%) 

5 

(24%) 

0 0 21 

(100%) 

Hotels 12 

(46%) 

2 

(8%) 

2 

(8%) 

5 

(19%) 

2 

(8%) 

3 

(12%) 

26 

(100%) 

Restaurants 12 

(24%) 

8 

(16%) 

14 

(28%) 

16 

(32%) 

0 0 50 

(100%) 

Other 16 

(32%) 

10 

(20%) 

7 

(14%) 

11 

(22%) 

3 

(6%) 

3 

(6%) 

 

Table 9 The amount of change in each context by each company type 

Shops, contrastingly to the general trend, did not make most of their changes on 

social media. Instead, the biggest part of the changes happened on the texts outside. 

This could be due to the general marketing strategy: the main task is to lure the 
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passers-by to come inside the shop, and here the texts outside play a more crucial 

role than the social media. 

Restaurants did not make most of their changes on social media either. As discussed 

above, the specific information especially about the implications of the pandemic 

was extremely important, and COVID-related signs played a big part in changing the 

LL of a company, especially on the inside. Thus it is no surprise that restaurants, 

being so affected by the pandemic, had to change their signs inside the premises. At 

the same time, the way to get the potential customers to come is similar to that of 

shops – to make the passers-by go inside.  

Hotels, on the contrary, made the most changes on their social media and barely 

changed anything else. Even the difference between social media and the second 

most changed context, texts inside, is remarkable. The most logical explanation 

would be that this is due to the way of getting clients – the hotels need to make an 

impression online, before the guests come to their premises, completely opposite of 

the strategies of the shops and restaurants.  

“Other” companies vary in their nature, and do not have a single main way to target 

their clients. It seems, however, that changing homepage is slightly more popular in 

this category than in the others. Homepages underwent more changes than texts 

outside, for example. When looking even closer, most changes on the homepage 

were made by the experience providers. These are the companies where you usually 

have to book your time in advance – especially during the pandemic. Such things are 

done online, but usually not on social media, but on the homepage of the company. 

5.4.3 Company types and the changes in languages 

Table 10 shows the general tendencies as to what happened to the languages in 

different company types. The number in brackets indicates the share of all the 

changes a particular company type made in their LL. For example, 10 out of 21 

changes made by shops were increasing Finnish, in other words, 48% of the changes 

in shops were increasing Finnish. The degree of change (a lot vs. somewhat) is not 

taken into account here. 
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 Incr. 

Fin 

Incr. 

Swe 

Decr. 

Swe 

Incr. 

Eng 

Decr.   

Eng 

Incr.  

other 

Decr. 

other  

Shops  

(total: 21) 

10 

(48%) 

0 0 2 

(10%) 

6 

(29%) 

1 

(5%) 

2 

(10%) 

Hotels  

(total: 26) 

13 

(50%) 

0 2 

(8%) 

1 

(4%) 

9 

(35%) 

0 1 

(4%) 

Restaurants  

(total: 50) 

14 

(28%) 

1 

(2%) 

3 

(6%) 

3 

(6%) 

20 

(40%) 

1 

(2%) 

8 

(16%) 

Other  

(total: 50) 

19 

(30%) 

7 

(14%) 

1 

(2%) 

5 

(10%) 

13 

(26%) 

2 

(4%) 

3 

(6%) 

Table 10 Changes in languages for each company type 

As seen in 5.2.1, no company decreased their use of Finnish in any way, which is 

why the table lacks respective column. The general trend was to increase Finnish a 

lot, decrease English somewhat and decrease other languages a lot. Swedish divided 

the opinions almost 50/50 whether the companies increased or decreased it, but there 

was still a slight increase overall. Let us now focus on the cases where a company 

type derails from the general tendency. These are marked in bold: green if the 

company type made more changes than overall, red if the company type made less 

changes than overall. 

Hotels stand out with having half of their changes happening only by increasing 

Finnish. It is the company type with the largest share of change dedicated to just one 

language and direction. Hotels also made the least changes considering other 

languages. Only one hotel decreased their use in one context. The explanation is that 

almost all the clients in the hotels were Finns, and, unlike the other company types, 

the hotels can see in advance the origins, and sometimes the language(s) of the 

clients. This was pointed out by one of the hotel interviewees.  

The other companies, especially shops, get clients “without warning”. This might in 

turn explain the small amount of change and little diversity in shops’ language 

changes – they also relied heavily on increasing Finnish. As has been mentioned by 

some participants, in summer 2020, it was not possible to predict the languages of 

the tourists. On the other hand, restaurants and “other” companies at least have a 
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possibility of making a reservation beforehand, making it easier to accommodate to 

whatever languages were coming their way. Shops could not prepare at all – the only 

thing they were sure of was changing their marketing towards the Finnish speakers. 

“Other” companies had the most effect on Swedish. Moreover, that change was in 

the increasing direction. In fact, 7 out of 8 instances of increasing Swedish was made 

by “other” company types. Especially by sights and museums. I would argue that in 

these types of services language plays a crucial role. In restaurants, the main service 

is food, in hotels the lodging, and in shops the product. Meanwhile sights and 

museums, along with experience providers, offer information as a big part of their 

services. In seems that these companies decided to target the domestic market more 

thoroughly and were more considerate of the Swedish speakers. On the other hand, 

as shown in 5.3.3, the employees’ language skills play a crucial role, especially when 

talking about displaying Swedish. I would say that companies where providing 

information in different languages was crucial before the pandemic are equipped 

with better employees’ linguistic skills. 

Restaurants made the most changes that were unlike the decisions of other company 

types. Restaurants were the most active category in decreasing English. The biggest 

single change we can see is the decreasing of English in restaurants, followed closely 

by increasing Finnish by “other” companies. The restaurant category also has 

therefore more changes in English than in Finnish. All the other company types have 

changed Finnish more than English. Restaurants are also the category that decreased 

other languages more than the rest of the company types. The only increase in 

Swedish not done by “other” companies is seen in one restaurant context. As argued 

before, restaurants were the category most affected by the pandemic. I would argue 

that it is therefore that their choices were more original than the others. When 

viewing the interview answers, the general idea seems to be that between the changes 

in COVID-19 regulations, closing and reopening, as well as seasonal changes in 

products, the restaurants had the heaviest workload in constantly updating their texts. 

Therefore it makes sense, that they have the biggest numbers in all the decreases – 3 

decreases of Swedish, 20 of English and 8 of other languages, more than any other 

company type. They focused almost exclusively to target the Finnish speaking 

clients. 
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5.5 Uncovering the keys to satisfaction 

In this section I examine deeper how the very satisfied companies manipulated their 

LL during the pandemic. I look at the number of change they made and what kind of 

changes they were. By comparing the results of the 22 very satisfied companies and 

of all the 51 respondents, we may see what kind of choices led the companies to be 

extremely satisfied with their language use. 

5.5.1 Satisfaction and the number of change 

Table 11 shows the correlation between how many changes companies made and 

how satisfied they were with their choice. The changes are grouped into more or less 

equally large samples for more comparability, as one cannot make generations based 

on only a couple of companies. No company showed any degree of dissatisfaction, so 

there are only differences in the degree of satisfaction, and overall the companies 

were satisfied with their choices. 

Number of changes: 0-1 2-3 4+ 

Very satisfied 11 (61%) 4 (25%) 7 (41%) 

Somewhat satisfied 5 (28%) 10 (63%) 8 (47%) 

Not satisfied or dissatisfied 2 (11%) 2 (13%) 2 (12%) 

Total 18 

(100%) 

16 

(100%) 

17 

(100%) 

Table 11 Company satisfaction for barely any, a couple and a few changes 

We can see that the companies who made 0-1 changes have the biggest share of very 

satisfied companies. There are also quite a few very satisfied companies that made 4 

or more changes. Companies that made only a couple of changes were left mostly 

somewhat satisfied. It seems that the most satisfied companies are either those who 

did not prioritise language use when thinking about accommodating to the new 

pandemic situation or those who made changes consistently in several contexts. The 

former ones did not think it affected their LL and did not spend their resources on the 

changes. The latter ones clearly gave this a lot of thought and made more changes 

according to the new target groups.  
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When comparing these results with Table 6 in 5.3.4., we can see that the companies 

that ended up very satisfied have more clear, although divided, opinions how to make 

a good language use strategy during a pandemic. When looking at the answers of the 

somewhat satisfied companies, one gets a feeling that they lacked something, 

perhaps, linguistic or technological skills to use the languages they wanted to 

(especially Swedish). To sum up, I would argue that the most satisfied companies 

chose a clear strategy how to change their marketing – either make no language 

change and use the resources elsewhere or make substantial and systematic changes 

to their LL. This seems to be the one case where choosing the golden middle and 

making only a couple of changes leaves the responsible person only somewhat 

satisfied. I will now take a further look at what kind of changes were made by the 

very satisfied companies. 

5.5.2 Satisfaction and changes in languages 

Figure 4 is the same as seen in 5.2.2 (Figure 3) but the share of the changes made by 

the very satisfied companies is marked with black. The actual numbers are written 

out at the top of the respective bar. For example, 10 companies increased Finnish a 

lot on social media, and 6 of them were very satisfied. In cases where there is the 

biggest difference between the overall results and the very satisfied companies’ 

choices, the numbers are marked with red. It is worth noticing that I did not mark as 

significant differences those cases where the number was too small to assume any 

significant difference. Below each context there is a total amount of change for that 

context, marked with bolded numbers.  

This helps us to see whether the very satisfied companies have different tendencies in 

their strategies than the companies overall. Since there are 51 companies total and 22 

very satisfied ones, one would expect that the same ratio would be between the 

coloured bars and their black parts. That would mean that the distribution is the same 

and there is no difference in the actions of the very satisfied companies. However, 

this is not the case. 

The first thing that we can see from Figure 4 is that the companies who reported 

being very satisfied made less changes on their homepages than the companies 

overall. Only 6 changes were made in this context by the 22 very satisfied 
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respondents, in other words, 0.27 changes per company. Meanwhile for all the 51 

companies, there is 24 changes, or 0.47 changes per company. The very satisfied 

companies made almost half the amount of changes than the overall on homepage. It 

is interesting, because the somewhat satisfied participants complained especially 

about the impossibility to increase the amount of Swedish and “other” languages on 

their homepages. The very satisfied companies seem to have made peace with that. 

 

Figure 4 Changes made by the very satisfied companies vs. all companies 

There are also three instances of clear differences in the strategies. The very satisfied 

companies increased Finnish on social media a lot and on the texts outside somewhat 
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clearly more often than the companies overall. At the same time, decreasing English 

a lot on the texts outside happened much less frequently. When we look at a bigger 

picture, we see that, in general, very satisfied companies increased Finnish more than 

the companies overall. Out of 147 changes made by all companies there were 28 

moderate (19%) and 28 significant (19%) increases of Finnish. The very satisfied 

companies made 51 changes, out of which Finnish was increased moderately in 12 

instances (24%) and significantly in 14 (27%). Keeping in mind that a fair share of 

the very satisfied companies did not make any changes at all, this is a fairly strong 

case for the very satisfied companies that did make changes. Regarding English, 

there is a slight difference as well. 31 out of the total 147 changes made by all the 

companies (21%) were decreasing English somewhat. The respective numbers for 

the very satisfied companies are 15 out of 51 (29%). 

These are the main tendencies we have observed before: during the pandemic, the 

companies increased Finnish a lot and decreased English somewhat. It seems that the 

companies who have focused on these two trajectories and made at least a few 

changes in these directions ended up being very satisfied with their decisions. 

However, it needs to be said once more that the satisfaction with the LL choices 

during the pandemic does not always correlate with how successful the business is, 

as the pandemic still hit the companies hard, and there are many more factors to 

include in building a successful business than just language use. 

5.6 Summary of the findings 

Overall, there were few changes in the linguistic landscape of Helsinki tourism 

businesses. The biggest changes happened on social media, followed by texts inside 

the public spaces of the companies and texts outside. The least changes happened in 

staff spaces and internal communications of the companies. However, the results 

varied slightly depending on the company type. Shops and restaurants preferred to 

make changes to their language use in physical spaces, such as texts inside and 

outside. Hotels and “other” types made more changes in their virtual presence, such 

as social media and homepages. This corresponds with the environments where the 

companies face their clients for the first time – hotels and “other” types usually 

require a reservation online, while shops and restaurants mostly attract their clients 

with their facilities.  
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As the international tourists disappeared from Helsinki, the companies that got a lot 

of foreign clients before did indeed increase the amount of texts in Finnish, which 

was done the most radically by shops, and decrease the amount of texts in English, 

which was done especially eagerly by restaurants. There was also a slight increase in 

the usage of Swedish, even though this was done almost exclusively by “other” types 

of companies, and a decrease in the usage of other languages, led by restaurants. It 

seems that the change in languages correlated with how much the company types 

could predict the language of their next customers. 

Shops were least eager to make changes (but the few changes were mostly radical), 

hotels were in the middle, and restaurants along with “other” types of companies 

contributed the most to the change of LL in Helsinki during the pandemic of 

COVID-19 in summer 2020. The size of the company did not affect the amount of 

change they made. 

The main explanation for the little amount of change is that international tourism is 

not the main income source for Helsinki even during the high season. Therefore, few 

businesses can make a living orienting exclusively towards the foreign tourists. 

Domestic clients usually use the same museums, restaurants and entertainments as 

the foreigners. Therefore, the companies are already well equipped to receive 

domestic guests and do not need to make substantial changes in their LL. Another 

reason is that change requires an effort, which is not seen as worth it when the 

pandemic is supposed to be only a temporary situation, and, as everything goes back 

to normal, the changes should be undone again. It is seen as more efficient not to 

make language changes that are only temporary. 

Some companies decided to make the changes and not waste their resources on the 

non-existing foreign visitors. Therefore, the new texts in foreign languages were not 

made and the outdated ones were taken down. This increased the use of the domestic 

languages. On the other hand, Finland and Helsinki are not monolingual, and there 

are people with different linguistic skills. Every customer became extremely 

important during the crisis, and some companies took this opportunity to increase the 

display of multilingualism to target those non-Finnish speaking clients. 



60 

 

 

One of the main characteristics of the pandemic was unpredictability. No one knew, 

how the number of new cases would rise or fall, which country would be able to 

open their borders next and what type of people would be able to go abroad. 

Therefore, staff’s linguistic skills became extremely important. Many employers 

clearly saw it as an important tool for their marketing strategies. They examined the 

linguistic abilities of their staff in order to make the best use of them in the situation 

where one should grab every chance to get a customer. 

Practically all respondents were satisfied with their language strategies during the 

pandemic. Shops were the most satisfied and hotels least. Many companies that did 

not make any changes ended up being very satisfied. However, those who did make 

changes and were very satisfied preferred to increase Finnish a lot on social media, 

but more moderately outside. They were also moderate in decreasing English 

outside, and not getting carried away with getting rid of it completely. The overall 

plan to become more satisfied is to increase multilingualism (although not as eagerly 

when Swedish is concerned), if only resources (time, money, language skills and 

technology etc.) allowed it.  

None of the respondents showed any degree of dissatisfaction with their language 

use. This means that all the choices were seen as positive, or neutral in worst case, 

and can serve as guidelines if the situation ever repeats. The very satisfied companies 

were more reluctant to make changes, especially big ones. The most important tip for 

the future given by the very satisfied companies is to react quickly and to be flexible. 

This research had a small side effect as well. I was hoping to make the companies 

think about the importance of language planning and its possible effects on customer 

service level and thus also the success of the business. It was not in any way the main 

research question or the purpose of the study, but more like a touch upon the topic 

and giving some direction for the future both for the companies and the research 

community. Based on the answers I got from the interviews, answering the 

questionnaire did have at least a small impact on the awareness of the respondents, 

and the more they thought about their answers, the more things about LL they came 

to realise. As the nature and the role of LL is different for every company, the actual 

ways in which this awareness manifests itself varies from individual to individual. 
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6 Discussion 

In this research I aimed to make an initial contribution to several research gaps, such 

as consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, specifically from the linguistic 

landscape perspective. I linked linguistic landscapes and tourism, a connection which 

needs to be studied further (Lu et al., 2020: 2) especially from the tourism 

professionals’ point of view (Kopytowska and Krakowiak, 2020). I aimed to find out, 

how tourist oriented business owners changed their language use as the COVID-19 

pandemic took away 90% of their foreign clients. 

I proposed new methods and approaches to LL, as researchers all over the world 

(such as Van Mensel et al. (2016) and Gorter, 2018) are criticising LL studies for 

having underdeveloped methodology. Taking into account the critique in Cenoz and 

Gorter (2008: 351-353), one of the main goals was to explain the decisions of the 

sign makers. The research was conducted using a questionnaire and semi-structured 

interviews, taking an active approach instead of passive observation. It is a direction 

for LL studies encouraged by Syrjälä (2018b: 5). At the same time, the LL was seen 

of a dynamic nature and the focus is on change that happened very rapidly, instead of 

the course of many years, as has been done before (see section 2.1.5). Finally, I 

contributed to the studies of the LL in Helsinki, which up to this day has been scarce. 

The overall change in the LL of Helsinki was smaller than I anticipated. However, 

within that small change, the national languages clearly took over the foreign ones. 

Finnish gained more space, while foreign languages lost it, with English suffering 

from least loss. This confirmed my initial hypothesis. The controversial position of 

Swedish in Finland could be seen, as it divided the strategies and opinions 50/50 

among the respondents. For example, half of the interviewed respondents claimed to 

be willing to increase Swedish, if only they had resources. Still, even Swedish 

underwent a very minor increase due to the domestic marketing of the companies. If 

in the future it increases even more, the situation described in Syrjälä (2018a and b), 

where Swedish is underrepresented in bottom-up signs, might be different. 

In the discussions around the definition of LL, this study considered various types of 

texts as construing LL (see 2.1.1). According to my data, the most change in 

language use happened on the social media accounts of the companies. Second most 
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changes were observed in texts inside the public spaces of the companies. The texts 

viewed most traditionally as LL, texts outside, had 3rd most changes, followed by the 

homepages of the businesses. Finally, internal communication and texts in staff 

spaces hardly changed at all.  

This suggests that social media has a crucial role in displaying languages and 

adapting to new linguistic situations. Perhaps there should be a new field of virtual 

LL studies, with their own rules and methods, where virtual spaces would be 

investigated as extensively as the physical ones are now. It would be fairly easy to 

conduct such research from the much needed diachronic perspective as well, for 

instance, analysing the posts before, during and after the pandemic. On the other 

hand, I would say that as internal communication and staff spaces remained 

unchanged, they can be easily dismissed from the replicational studies. Arguably, 

they are the most controversial contexts to include in LL in the first place. Besides, 

these contexts are not connected to the public image of the company. 

Linguistic reactions to COVID-19 varied across the different company types. Shops 

increased Finnish more than the other types. Virtually all the increase of Swedish 

was done by the “other” company types. Restaurants were the most eager in 

decreasing both English and other foreign languages. This is interesting to compare 

with Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-Garau (2009: 403). They researched how often 

English is displayed in the signs of different company types19. In their study, 81 out 

of 92 (88%) shop signs displayed English. The respective numbers for hotels are 2 

our of 5 (40%), for restaurants 67 out of 99 (68%), and 22 out of 40 (55%) for others. 

In other words, in their sample, shops were the most eager English displayers are 

shops, followed by restaurants, others, and hotels.  

It is interesting that their most English category was the most reluctant to make 

changes in my sample. Restaurants had a fairly large English count as well, and in 

my sample they were the most eager to get rid of that language. One can wonder if 

this is because of high flexibility of restaurants as category, since they made quite a 

few changes in comparison to others. In the study of Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-

Garau, the flexibility of the restaurants can be seen in the high count of signs in 

 
19 Their categories of shop fronts and souvenir shops correspond with the shops category of this study, 

their restaurants, bar/cafés and pubs correspond with the restaurants, hotels can be directly compared 

with hotels, and travel agencies, vehicle hire offices and other with the other category of this study. 
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English, as they are accommodating to the tourists’ needs. Another similarity is the 

scarcity of the signs in hotels as a category - Bruyèl-Olmedo and Juan-Garau counted 

5 signs, while my hotel respondent thought that the less signs, the better. The data 

cannot be compared just like that per se, but I would argue, based on this evidence, 

that there might be some patterns in the company type behaviours across the globe. 

However, this demands extensive further investigation. 

The most surprising discovery was the increase, and no decrease, in the appreciation 

of the staff skills. For example, it is a crucial factor determining whether a company 

will have Swedish displayed or a foreign language dismissed from the LL. Even 

during the pandemic, the appreciation for foreign languages did not decrease. In a 

new crisis situation, any extra skills that could bring clients were appreciated, 

sometimes more than before the pandemic. The explanation for this phenomenon is 

found in the sign rules of Spolsky and Cooper (1991: 81-84). According to them, the 

most important thing is that the sign is written in the language the author knows. 

Though this has been criticised (see section 2.1.3), we can clearly see this sign rule 

influencing the minds of the decision-makers. For example, the companies who 

relied on the translation services, did not make use of them during the pandemic, as it 

is an expensive task, and it is not profitable in the current crisis. This led to the 

language in question disappearing from the LL of the business. Bruyèl-Olmedo and 

Juan-Garau (2009: 396) and Lu et al. (2020) even give examples where staff’s poor 

language skills lead to customer dissatisfaction. 

The second rule tells to write the signs in the language(s) of the target audience. As 

the audience has changed, the signs have changed too. However, not all companies 

decided to make changes. Some companies increased their use of English, despite the 

fall in the potential English-speaking customers. Sometimes the staff’s language 

abilities reflected on the LL not changing, as they were capable to equally update all 

of their languages. 

Finally, the third rule encourages to write the signs in the “language with which you 

wish to be identified” (cited in Gorter and Cenoz, 2008: 345). I would say that in this 

research, this rule was applied especially for Swedish. Displaying Swedish divided 

the opinions of the respondents. Many times, the refusal to use Swedish on the signs 

resulted from the fact that the owner does not want to serve the customers in Swedish 
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and let them know that it is a possibility. Usually this is due to the poor skills in 

Swedish (in the opinion of the respondent). On the other hand, the companies with 

some Swedish speaking personnel were very eager to let the potential customers 

know that they provide services in Swedish. 

All of these factors demonstrated how much influence the staff linguistic skills may 

have. The first rule boils down to the employees’ skills as well – when there is no 

need to pay the extra costs of the translation services, the in-house language skills are 

used even during the pandemic, increasing multilingualism in the LL of a company. 

This explained from a different perspective why the appreciation of all the language 

skills increased during the crisis.  

The research clearly offered the respondents an outlet for sharing their problems and 

difficulties. It might be that the research made them feel heard and cared for. Based 

on the negative treatment of the tourism professionals presented in Kopytowska and 

Krakowiak (2020), the tourism professionals needed special moral support during 

these times. The proper feedback on the research and its purposes was given by 5 

companies. 4 of them were positive and happy that such research was conducted. 

They found it interesting and the results useful for their work. One company was 

sceptical whether the research will bring any new information to the world and 

pointed out that the survey is not suited for a small company with no texts to form a 

LL. While the comment is valid, most of the companies do have texts in different 

contexts and they are worth researching. The majorly positive comments prove that 

this research is needed, both in linguistic and tourism world.  

There are countless possibilities for the future. As of May 2021, is does not look like 

we would be returning to normal in the summer 2021. The question is whether the 

companies employ the same techniques in 2020 and in 2021. Similar research can be 

conducted in other locations, with various degrees of the importance of tourism to 

the locals. Especially the bigger and more tourism-oriented locations than Helsinki 

should be investigated, as there the number of participants might get significantly 

higher, bringing more statistically significant observations. The companies should be 

also asked to estimate the percentages of domestic vs. foreign clients. One should 

also consider including the question about pandemic-related signs already in the 

questionnaire. We will be able to see whether different places have similar linguistic 
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reactions or not. What will happen to the LL of those locations when the world 

eventually resumes travelling like before? How about the situation when the next 

crisis hits us in some years – will the companies have learned anything from this 

experience? We do not need a global pandemic to conduct dynamic LL research 

when rapid change is concerned. Locations can become quickly touristy or lose their 

prestige, with opposite or similar consequences as we are experiencing now. There is 

certainly still a lot to do and to develop in this field.
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

This appendix has all the data discussed in section 3.2 summarised in the tables. It is 

added to help to see the Helsinki tourism statistics in one place, without having to 

resort to the original source that has a lot of irrelevant data. The numbers are taken 

from www.visitory.io/en/helsinki, unless indicated otherwise. For a specific month 

/year-month is added to the link, e.g. www.visitory.io/en/helsinki/2019-07 to see the 

complete statistics for July 2019. 

Appendix A.1 

Number of foreign visitors in Helsinki. The % indicates the change compared with 

the same month in the previous year. There is no data for 2018. 
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NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

2019 

Total 

Daytrip 

 

Overnight 

191k 171k 163k 168k 246k 253k 383k 369k 259k 217k 185k 222k 

44,5k 53,9k 40,2k 41,5k 74,5k 53,8k 148k 121k 84,9k 57,9k 47k 57k 

146k 117k 123k 127k 171k 199k 235k 248k 174k 159k 138k 165k 

2020 

Total 

 

Daytrip 

204k 

+6,8% 

162k 

-5,0% 

57k 

-65,1% 

2,1k 

-98,7% 

2k 

-99,2% 

7,3k 

-97,1% 

39,2k 

-89,8% 

42,5k 

-88,5% 

18,7k 

-92,8% 

13,3k 

-93,9% 

13,2k 

-92,8% 

13,4k 

-94,0% 

47,5k 51,2k 14k 0,53k 0,6k 1,6k 15,2k 13,9k 6,1k 3,6k 3,4k 3,4k 
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Overnight 

156k 111k 43k 1,6k 1,4k 5,8k 24,0k 28,6k 12,5k 9,8k 9,9k 9,9k 

 

Appendix A.2 

Number of visitors arrived to official accommodation. The percentage indicates the 

change compared to the same month from previous year. Each slot has three layers: 

total, domestic visitors, foreign visitors. 

 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

2018 

Total 

Domestic 

 

Foreign 

170k 

+7% 

169k 

+3% 

169k 

-3% 

169k 

-2% 

211k 

-1% 

224k 

0% 

241k 

-6% 

247k 

-3% 

205k 

-2% 

207k 

+4% 

208k 

+1% 

197k 

-2% 

86,7k 

-2% 

93,9k 

0% 

88,5k 

-8% 

92,8k 

-3% 

113k 

0% 

95,5k 

+8% 

107k 

-11% 

101k 

-1% 

98,2k 

-4% 

115k 

-1% 

126k 

0% 

99,9k 

-9% 

83,6k 

+17% 

75,2k 

+6% 

80,4k 

+4% 

76,6k 

0% 

98k 

-3% 

128k 

-5% 

134k 

-1% 

145k 

-5% 

107k 

0% 

91,5k 

+10% 

82,6k 

+2% 

96,6k 

+7% 

2019 

Total 

 

Domestic 

 

Foreign 

173k 

+3% 

174k 

+3% 

182k 

+8% 

178k 

+5% 

219k 

+4% 

243k 

+9% 

272k 

+13% 

263k 

+7% 

215k 

+5% 

221k 

+7% 

224k 

+8% 

192k 

-2% 

91,7k 

+6% 

98,5k 

+5% 

101k 

+14% 

100k 

+8% 

114k 

+1% 

110k 

+16% 

137k 

28% 

109k 

+8% 

95,3k 

-3% 

122k 

+6% 

137k 

+9% 

93,6k 

-6% 

81,6k 

-2% 

75,4k 

0% 

80,4k 

0% 

77,9k 

+2% 

105k 

+7% 

133k 

+3% 

135k 

+1% 

153k 

+6% 

119k 

+11% 

99,5k 

+9% 

86,7k 

+5% 

98,4k 

+2% 

2020 

Total 

Domestic 

 

Foreign 

192k 

+11% 

179k 

+3% 

70,6k 

-61% 

6,3k 

-96% 

8,7k 

-96% 

35,5k 

-85% 

109k 

-60% 

91k 

-65% 

62,5k 

-71% 

64,3k 

-71% 

54,5k 

-76% 

43,9k 

-77% 

105k 

+15% 

107k 

+9% 

42,5k 

-58% 

5,3k 

-95% 

7,9k 

-93% 

31,6k 

-71% 

95,1k 

-31% 

73,3k 

-33% 

53,8k 

-43% 

58,2k 

-52% 

48,3k 

-65% 

38,0k 

-59% 

87,1k 

+7% 

71,6k 

-5% 

28k 

-65% 

0,99k 

-99% 

0,84k 

-99% 

3,9k 

-97% 

13,8k 

-90% 

17,7k 

-88% 

8,6k 

-93% 

6,1k 

-94% 

6,2k 

-93% 

5,9k 

-94% 
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Appendix A.3 

Monthly nights spent by those who sought official accommodation20 

 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

2018 

Total 

 

Domestic 

Foreign 

1,7 1,6 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,9 1,9 1,7 1,7 1,6 1,7 

1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,6 1,7 1,7 1,5 1,5 1,4 1,4 

1,9 1,8 1,9 2,0 2,0 1,8 2,0 2,0 1,9 1,9 1,8 1,9 

2019 

Total 

Domestic 

Foreign 

1,7 1,6 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,8 1,9 1,9 1,8 1,8 1,6 1,7 

1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,6 1,7 1,7 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,6 

1,9 1,8 1,9 2,0 1,9 1,9 2,1 2,1 2,0 2,0 1,9 1,8 

2020 

Total 

Domestic 

Foreign 

1,7 1,7 1,9 3,8 3,0 1,9 1,7 1,8 1,8 1,8 1,7 1,8 

1,5 1,6 1,8 3,7 2,9 1,9 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,7 

1,9 1,8 2,0 4,3 4,3 2,2 2,1 2,2 2,2 2,5 2,4 2,3 

 

Appendix A.4 

Arrivals by international cruise ships. The % indicates the change compared to the 

same month in previous year. 

 

 
20 Data from Statistic Service Rudolf 

http://visitfinland.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/en/VisitFinland/VisitFinland__Majoitustilastot/visitfinland_m

atk_pxt_116n.px/table/tableViewLayout1/ 
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 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

2018 0 0 0 1k 

 

76k 

+13,3% 

116k 

+11,8% 

124k 

+3,4% 

129k 

+0,3% 

56,2k 

+52,4% 

10,7k 

+30,4% 

0 0 

2019 0 0 0 7,7k 

+644,1% 

86,6k 

+13,9% 

124k 

+6,8% 

144k 

+15,6% 

143k 

+10,6% 

71,8k 

+27,6% 

23,7k 

+122,6% 

0 0 

2020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Appendix A.5 

Foreign visitor spending, in millions of euros. The % indicates the change compared 

to the same month last year. 

 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov Dec. 

2018 NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

NO 

DATA 

2019 44,2 36,6 37,4 38,4 53,2 59,6 75,9 77,9 54,6 48,6 

 

42,0 50,2 

2020 47,2 

+7% 

34,7 

-5% 

13,0 

-65% 

0,488 

-99% 

0,429 

-99% 

1,7 

-97% 

7,8 

-90% 

9,0 

-88% 

3,9 

-93% 

3,0 

-94% 

3,0 

-93% 

3,0 

-94% 

 

Appendix A.6 

Top 10 Helsinki Marketing (Helsinki tourism) Website's users by language. At the 

time of writing this, the website is called myhelsinki.fi. Abbreviations: FIN = 

Finnish, UK = English, RUS = Russian, GER = German, SW = Swedish, JP = 

Japanese, FR = French, SPA = Spanish, CH = Chinese, IT = Italian, NL = Dutch, NO 

= Norwegian 
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 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov Dec. 

2018 1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. FR 

7. JP 

8. SPA 

9. CH 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. RUS 

5. SW 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. NO 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. CH 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. SPA 

8. FR 

9. CH 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. SPA 

8. FR 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. JP 

6. RUS 

7. SPA 

8. FR 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. JP 

6. RUS 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NO 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. NO 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. RUS 

5. GER 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. RUS 

4. GER 

5. SW 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. CH 

10. IT 

2019 1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. RUS 

5. SW 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1.FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. SPA 

8. IT 

9. NL 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. RUS 

5. GER 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. CH 

9. SPA 

10. IT 

2020 1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. RUS 

5. GER 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. NL 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. SPA 

8. FR 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. SPA 

8. FR 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. SPA 

8. FR 

9. CH 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. NO 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. GER 

4. SW 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. SPA 

7. FR 

8. JP 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. FR 

7. JP 

8. SPA 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. JP 

7. FR 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1. FIN 

2. UK 

3. SW 

4. GER 

5. RUS 

6. NL 

7. JP 

8. SPA 

9. FR 

10. IT 

 

Appendix A.7 

Top 10 countries by bed nights. FIN = Finland, SW = Sweden, RUS = Russia, UK = 

United Kingdom, GER = Germany, US = United States of America, CH = China, JP 

= Japan, EST = Estonia, FR = France, NL = the Netherlands, SPA = Spain, NO = 

Norway, DM = Denmark, IT = Italy, SWL = Switzerland, IN = India, UA = Ukraine, 

SGP = Singapore, LAT = Latvia, BG = Belgium 
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 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov Dec. 

2018 1. FIN 

127k 

2. RUS 

35,600 

3. SW 

11,300 

4. UK 

9,900 

5. GER 

8,500 

6. US 

7,400 

7. CH 

7,000 

8. JP 

6,700 

9. EST 

4,100 

10. FR 

4,000 

1. FIN 

139k 

2. RUS 

12,900 

3. CH 

11,800 

4. UK 

10,100 

5. GER 

10,100 

6. SW 

9,100 

7. JP 

8,900 

8. US 

7,300 

9. FR 

4,300 

10. EST 

3,800 

1. FIN 

135k 

2. RUS 

15,700 

3. GER 

11,400 

4. SW 

10,800 

5. UK 

10,800 

6. US 

9,500 

7. JP 

7,100 

8. CH 

5,600 

9. NL 

4,700 

10. SPA 

4,300 

1. FIN 

140k 

2. RUS 

14,300 

3. SW 

12,400 

4. GER 

12,000 

5. UK 

11,400 

6. US 

8,200 

7. NO 

6,000 

8. CH 

5,600 

9. JP 

5,100 

10. NL 

4,400 

1. FIN 

169k 

2. GER 

17,900 

3. US 

17,700 

4. SW 

14,300 

5. UK 

14,200 

6. RUS 

12,500 

7. JP 

11,000 

8. NO 

7,200 

9. CH 

6,200 

10. FR 

5,200 

1. FIN 

152k 

2. US 

25,500 

3. GER 

21,700 

4. UK 

15,400 

5. RUS 

14,500 

6. JP 

13,700 

7. CH 

11,700 

8. SW 

11,600 

9. NO 

6,800 

10. FR 

6,300 

1. FIN 

184k 

2. US 

27,600 

3. GER 

25,500 

4. RUS 

18,800 

5. JP 

17,300 

6. UK 

16,700 

7. SW 

14,300 

8. CH 

12,500 

9. SWL 

9,600 

10. SPA 

8,900 

1. FIN 

168k 

2. GER 

27,000 

3. US 

23,200 

4. JP 

22,500 

5. UK 

19,600 

6. RUS 

18,100 

7. SPA 

15,600 

8. IT 

14,400 

9. CH 

14,200 

10. SW 

13,400 

1. FIN 

147k 

2. US 

18,700 

3. JP 

16,500 

4. GER 

16,100 

5. UK 

14,700 

6. SW 

14,400 

7. CH 

13,300 

8. RUS 

12,200 

9. NO 

6,700 

10.DM 

5,100 

1. FIN 

173k 

2. RUS 

15,800 

3. GER 

14,500 

4. SW 

13,900 

5. US 

12,300 

6. UK 

11,400 

7. JP 

9,700 

8. CH 

8,200 

9. NO 

5,000 

10. NL 

4,600 

1. FIN 

182k 

2. RUS 

16,400 

3. SW 

12,000 

4. GER 

11,300 

5. UK 

11,200 

6. JP 

10,400 

7. US 

8,800 

8. CH 

7,400 

9. NO 

4,900 

10. EST 

4,000 

1. FIN 

144k 

2. RUS 

22,300 

3. UK 

13,700 

4. GER 

13,500 

5. US 

10,500 

6. SW 

10,100 

7. CH 

9,900 

8. JP 

8,700 

9. SGP 

7,900 

10. FR 

5,200 

2019 1. FIN 

139k 

2.RUS 

29,800 

3. CH 

9,800 

4. UK 

9,600 

5. GER 

9,500 

6. SW 

9,100 

7. US 

7,900 

8. JP 

6,100 

9. EST 

3,800 

10. FR 

3,700 

1. FIN 

149k 

2. CH 

13,100 

3. RUS 

11,400 

4. UK 

10,700 

5. GER 

9,900 

6. SW 

8,800 

7. JP 

8,200 

8. US 

8,000 

9. FR 

5,800 

10. NL 

4,200 

1. FIN 

154k 

2. RUS 

14,900 

3. GER 

11,300 

4. US 

11,200 

5. UK 

10,800 

6. SW 

10,700 

7. CH 

7,400 

8. JP 

7,300 

9. FR 

5,000 

10. NO 

4,700 

1. FIN 

155k 

2. GER 

13,400 

3. RUS 

13,300 

4. SW 

12,700 

5. US 

11,200 

6. UK 

10,700 

7. JP 

7,900 

8. CH 

6,000 

9. NL 

5,500 

10. FR 

4,800 

1. FIN 

177k 

2. RUS 

20,300 

3. US 

20,200 

4. GER 

17,100 

5. UK 

14,800 

6. SW 

14,300 

7. JP 

11,900 

8. CH 

8,700 

9. FR 

6,200 

10. NO 

6,000 

1. FIN 

181k 

2. GER 

25,400 

3. US 

24,400 

4. RUS 

16,400 

5. JP 

15,600 

6. UK 

15,500 

7. SW 

12,100 

8. CH 

11,900 

9. FR 

7,500 

10. NL 

7,000 

1. FIN 

240k 

2. GER 

29,000 

3. US 

23,000 

4. RUS 

21,600 

5. JP 

18,300 

6. CH 

14,800 

7. UK 

14,300 

8. SW 

13,900 

9. SPA 

9,100 

10. SWL 

8,900 

1. FIN 

185k 

2. GER 

29,600 

3. JP 

24,300 

4. US 

23,600 

5. RUS 

23,000 

6. UK 

19,900 

7. CH 

18,400 

8. IT 

16,800 

9. SPA 

15,300 

10. SW 

14,800 

1.FIN 

151k 

2. US 

20,100 

3. JP 

17,300 

4. GER 

17,300 

5. UK 

16,500 

6. SW 

13,700 

7. CH 

12,100 

8. RUS 

11,000 

9. NL 

7,300 

10.FR 

7,200 

1. FIN 

195k 

2. GER 

15,700 

3. RUS 

15,000 

4. SW 

14,400 

5. UK 

13,300 

6. US 

12,500 

7. CH 

10,800 

8. JP 

10,600 

9. NO 

6,300 

10. FR 

6,200 

1. FIN 

202k 

2. RUS 

17,600 

3. SW 

12,600 

4. GER 

11,500 

5. UK 

11,200 

6. US 

10,300 

7. CH 

8,000 

8. JP 

7,100 

9. NO 

5,600 

10. FR 

4,900 

1. FIN 

151k 

2. RUS 

21,100 

3. CH 

14,500 

4. GER 

13,100 

5. UK 

10,500 

6. JP 

10,000 

7. US 

9,400 

8. SW 

8,700 

9. SGP 

8,400 

10. FR 

5,700 

2020 1. FIN 

160,000 

2. RUS 

35,000 

3. CH 

15,300 

4. SW 

9,900 

5. GER 

1. FIN 

167,000 

2. RUS 

14,200 

3. UK 

11,200 

4. GER 

10,400 

5. US 

1. FIN 

75,700 

2. RUS 

6,900 

3. GER 

4,800 

4. US 

4,000 

5. JP 

1. FIN 

19,400 

2. EST 

420 

3. GER 

360 

4. IN 

260 

5. DM 

1. FIN 

22,700 

2. GER 

450 

3. EST 

340 

4. US 

260 

5. SW 

1. FIN 

58,800 

2. EST 

1,100 

3. US 

840 

4. GER 

560 

5. SW 

1. FIN 

160,000 

2. GER 

5,000 

3. NO 

3,900 

4. EST 

3,100 

5. SWL 

1. FIN 

125,000 

2. GER 

11,000 

3. EST 

4,300 

4. IT 

2000 

5. UK 

1. FIN 

90,800 

2. EST 

3,100 

3. GER 

2,700 

4. SW 

1,300 

5. UK 

1. FIN 

98,200 

2. EST 

2,400 

3. GER 

1,700 

4. SW 

1,400 

5. UK 

1. FIN 

80,400 

2. EST 

2,300 

3. SW 

1,400 

4. GER 

1,300 

5. UK 

1. FIN 

63,900 

2. EST 

1,600 

3. US 

1,300 

4. GER 

1,200 

5. SW 
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9,300 

6. US 

9,100 

7. UK 

8,700 

8. JP 

7,500 

9.FR 

4,200 

10. EST 

3,600 

9,200 

6. JP 

9,100 

7. SW 

8,500 

8. CH 

5,400 

9. FR 

4,800 

10. EST 

4,300 

3,800 

6. UK 

3,600 

7. SW 

3,500 

8. NL 

2,100 

9. EST 

2,100 

10. FR 

1,900 

220 

6. US 

220 

7. UA 

199 

8. JP 

189 

9. CH 

187 

10. RUS 

163 

230 

6. JP 

200 

7. IN 

200 

8. DM 

189 

9. RUS 

174 

10. FR 

147 

500 

6. UK 

430 

7. NO 

390 

8. IT 

270 

9. DM 

260 

10. FR 

250 

2,300 

6. US 

1,600 

7. UK 

1,300 

8. DM 

1,200 

9. NL 

1,200 

10. SW 

1,000 

2000 

6. NO 

1,700 

7. NL 

1,700 

8. US 

1,600 

9. SW 

1,500 

10. DM 

1,300 

1,200 

6. US 

1,100 

7. LAT 

760 

8. FR 

750 

9. IT 

640 

10. NL 

590 

970 

6. US 

930 

7. IT 

690 

8. NL 

560 

9. FR 

550 

10. JP 

440 

910 

6. US 

780 

7. RUS 

640 

8. NL 

480 

9. IT 

470 

10. FR 

460 

1.100 

6. UK 

1,000 

7. NL 

600 

8. FR 

460 

9. BG 

390 

10. RUS 

350 

 

Appendix A.8 

Top 10 monthly most important languages in Helsinki. The table is based on the top 

10 Website visitour languages and top 10 countries by bednight data (presented in 

the tables above). As Finnish and English are obviously most important, this table 

does not include them. SW = Swedish, RUS = Russian, GER = German, JP = 

Japanese, FR = French, CH = Chinese, SPA = Spanish, EST = Estonian, IT = Italian, 

NL = Dutch, NO = Norwegian, DM = Danish, UA = Ukrainian, LAT = Latvian 

 Jan. Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov Dec. 

20

18 

1/2. 

SW/ 

RUS 

3. GER 

4. JP 

5/6. 

FR/CH 

7. SPA 

8. EST 

9. IT 

1. 

RUS 

2. 

GER 

3. 

SW 

4/5. 

JP/ 

CH 

6. 

FR 

7. 

SPA 

8. IT 

9. 

EST 

1. 

GER 

2. 

RUS 

3. SW 

4. JP 

5/6/7.

FR/ 

SPA/

CH  

8/9. 

IT/NL 

1/2/3. 

GER/ 

SW/RU

S 

4. JP 

5. NO 

6. FR 

7/8/9. 

SPA/ 

CH/NL 

1. GER 

2. SW 

3. RUS 

4. JP 

5. FR 

6. CH 

7/8. 

SPA/ 

NO 

9. IT 

1. 

GER 

2. 

RUS 

3/4. 

SW/ 

JP 

5. 

CH 

6/7. 

FR/ 

SPA 

8. 

NO 

9. IT 

1. 

GER 

2. 

RUS 

3/4. 

SW/ 

JP 

5. 

SPA 

6. FR 

7. CH 

8. IT 

9. NL  

1. 

GER 

2. JP 

3. 

RUS 

4/5. 

SW/ 

SPA 

6. IT 

7. FR 

8. CH 

9. NL 

1. 

GER 

2. JP 

3. SW 

4. 

RUS 

5/6/7. 

FR/CH

/NO 

8. SPA 

9/10. 

NL/ 

DM 

1/2/3. 

GER/ 

SW/ 

RUS  

4. JP 

5. FR 

6/7/8/

9. 

SPA/

CH/ 

NL/ 

NO  

1/2. 

SW/ 

RUS 

3. 

GER 

4. JP 

5. FR 

6/7. 

SPA/

CH 

7/8. 

NL/ 

NO 

9/10. 

IT/ 

EST 

1. RUS 

2. GER 

3.SW  

4. JP 

5. CH 

6. SPA 

7. IT  

20

19 

1. RUS 

2. GER 

3. SW 

4/5. 

JP/CH 

1/2. 

GER

/ 

RUS 

3. 

1. 

GER 

2. 

RUS 

3. SW 

1. GER 

2/3. SW/ 

RUS 

4. JP 

5. FR 

1/2. 

GER/ 

RUS 

3. SW 

4. JP 

1. 

GER 

2. 

RUS 

3/4. 

1. 

GER 

2. 

RUS 

3. JP 

1. 

GER 

2. JP 

3. 

RUS 

1. 

GER 

2/3. 

SW/JP 

4. 

1. 

GER 

2. SW 

3. 

RUS 

1/2. 

SW/ 

RUS 

3. 

GER 

1. RUS 

2. GER 

3/4. SW/ 

CH 

5. JP 
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6. FR 

7. SPA 

8/9. 

EST/NL 

SW 

4/5. 

JP/ 

CH 

6. 

FR 

7/8. 

SPA/

NL 

9. IT 

4. JP 

5. FR 

6. CH 

7. 

SPA 

8. NL 

9/10. 

IT/NO 

6/7/8. 

SPA/CH

/NL   

9. IT 

5. FR 

6/7. 

SPA/ 

CH 

8. NL 

9/10. 

IT/NO 

SW/ 

JP 

5. 

FR 

6/7. 

SPA/

CH 

8/9. 

IT/ 

NL 

4. SW 

5/6. 

SPA/

CH 

7. FR 

8. IT 

9. NL 

4. SW 

5/6. 

SPA/ 

IT 

7/8. 

FR/ 

CH 

9. NL 

RUS 

5. CH 

6/7. 

SPA/ 

NL 

8. IT 

9. FR 

4. JP 

5. FR 

6. CH 

7. 

SPA 

8/9. 

NL/ 

NO 

10. IT 

4. JP 

5/6. 

FR/ 

CH 

7. 

SPA 

8/9. 

NL/ 

NO  

6. FR 

7. SPA 

8. IT 

20

20 

1. RUS 

2. SW 

3. GER 

4. CH 

5. JP 

6. FR 

7. SPA 

8. IT 

9. EST 

1. 

RUS 

2. 

GER 

3. 

SW 

4. JP 

5. 

FR 

6/7. 

SPA/

CH  

8. 

NL  

9/10. 

IT/ 

EST  

1/2. 

GER/

RUS  

3. SW 

4. JP 

5. FR 

6. NL 

7. 

SPA 

8/9. 

IT/ 

EST 

1. GER 

2. EST 

3. 

SW/JP 

4. RUS 

5. DM 

6/7. 

SPA/UA 

8/9. 

FR/CH 

10. IT 

1. GER 

2. SW 

3. JP 

4/5. 

RUS/ 

EST 

6/7. FR/ 

SPA  

8. DM 

9. IT 

10. CH 

1/2. 

GER

/SW 

3. 

EST 

4. 

RUS 

5. JP 

6/7/8

/9. 

FR/ 

SPA/

IT/ 

NO  

10/ 

11. 

CH/

DM 

1. 

GER 

2. NO 

3. SW 

4/5. 

FR/ 

EST 

6. 

RUS 

7. JP 

8/9. 

SPA/

DM 

9. NL 

10. IT 

1. 

GER 

2/3. 

SW/ 

IT 

4. 

EST 

5. 

RUS 

6/7. 

JP/ 

NO 

8/9. 

FR/ 

NL 

10. 

SPA 

1/2. 

GER/ 

SW 

3. EST 

4. FR 

5. 

RUS 

6. SPA 

7/8. 

IT/ 

LAT 

8. JP 

9/10. 

CH/ 

NL 

1/2. 

GER/

SW 

3. 

EST 

4. FR 

5. 

RUS 

6/7/8. 

JP/IT/

NL  

9. 

SPA 

1. SW 

2. 

GER 

3. 

RUS 

4. 

EST 

5/6. 

FR/JP 

7. IT 

8/9. 

SPA/

NL  

1/2. 

SW/GER 

3. NL 

4. EST 

5. RUS 

6. FR 

7. JP 

8. SPA 

9. IT 

 

Appendix B 

The companies chosen for the study were sent the following e-mail. 

Headline: Osallistumispyyntö gradututkimukseen  
Hei!  
Olen Maria Protassova ja teen parhaillani gradua kielitieteen oppiaineessa Helsingin 
yliopistossa. Tutkin sitä, kuinka koronaepidemia ja ulkomaalaisten turistien lasku on 
vaikuttanut maitkailijoiden suosiossa olevien yritysten kielien käyttöön mm. kylteissä ja 
somessa jne.  
Tutkimuksella selvitetään koronan vaikutuksia yhteiskuntaan uudesta näkökulmasta. 
Tuloksilla voi olla myös arvokasta tietoa yrityksille, mikäli samanlainen tilanne toistuu 
uudelleen.  
Tutkimus toteutetaan yhteistyössä Helsinki Marketingin kanssa.  
Pyytäisin teitä osallistumaan tähän tutkimukseen täyttämällä linkin takana löytyvä lomake. 
Kyselyyn vastaamiseen menee 5–10 minuuttia. [here the link is given]  
Kiitän teitä ajastanne ja jään odottamaan vastaustanne.  
Parhain terveisin  
Maria Protassova 
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Appendix C 

The questionnaire used in research. The questions come one under another, but here 

they are grouped for the aesthetical purposes. The blackened part is my e-mail 

address (available to the participants). 

 

Questions on background information: 
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Core questions about changes: this is how the core questions looked like. The 

answering table followed each question, but here I included it only once for 

illustrative purposes 
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Final reflective questions 
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