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Abstract: This study has the intention of seeing whether Finnish English (FiE) resembles American 

(AmE) or British English (BrE) more. With that in mind, the two research questions focus on these two 

sides, first in what are the differences between BrE and AmE, as seen in written form data, and 

second in how these differences are seen in FiE in terms of which of the two FiE resembles more. 

Generally speaking, FiE has not been studied extensively and insofar as it has been studied, the 

current research is mostly been in more sociological domains, examining who use it and where and 

what is the status of English in Finland and so on. And with that in mind, this study has a more 

linguistic aim, in that by examining some unique aspects in AmE and BrE, I am trying to determine 

whether FiE aligns more with BrE or AmE. To do so, keywords and elements are gathered from 

literature (Algeo (2006) and Darragh (2000)) where differences have been observed. These 

differences are categorized into three larger groups: spellings, word forms (meaning single word 

differences larger than just spelling, for example, pronunciation, where meaning is still largely 

synomatic) and phrases and constructions (meaning multi-word formations). The key elements are 

first subjected to verification corpora, one in both variants to establish the characteristics and to 

discover how correct Darragh’s and Algeo’s estimation of differences truly are. When the differences 

have been established, three FiE corpora are used to likewise discover the same aspects in FiE. The 

results from FiE corpora are then compared with the results from BrE and AmE corpora to see 

possible similarities, connections, and differences between them. 

The results from the study are that at least the academic FiE was a lot like BrE. 

However, FiE had some aspects where in the tested sets BrE showed some unique characteristics, 

such as a strong influence of either French or Latin, and in these cases FiE did not resemble BrE, but 

was more akin to AmE. FiE does also share much of the modernized characteristics of AmE and 

when it came apparent that for any tested word or phrase a universal version was favored, FiE did not 

show any deviation from the larger variants. The probable reasoning behind ties with what was 

discovered in the background research, in the forementioned sociological studies, where the Finnish 

people had a highly pragmatic approach when it comes to their language use, and as such, it is to be 

expected that FiE is not simply an offspring of either of the two larger variants, but strives for the most 

understandable and modern style. 
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1 Introduction 
 

The domain of Finnish English is still widely unexplored territory. Some studies have 

certainly been done, but it would appear they, even when done within linguistics, are more 

about the social aspects of language – who is using it, how much is it used, what is its status 

and so on. This study will in this respect be slightly pioneering as the intention of this study is 

to explore the English variant which is spoken in Finland more in-depth, and try to 

understand its genetic make-up as it were. As far as Englishes go, there are many official 

codified and standardized Englishes, but when it comes to understanding what has influenced 

Finnish English I will focus on two: English spoken in the United Kingdom and English 

spoken in the United States of America. These of course are not monoliths, and partially for 

that reason, it is also my intention to understand these two variants more in-depth to make 

some generalizations that I can then apply to act as some sort of linguistic verifiers of what 

might be considered British English (henceforth abbreviated as BrE) and what could be 

considered to be American English (henceforth abbreviated as AmE). My research questions 

thus could be formulated as: 

1. How does the differences between British English and American English manifest in 

written form within the corpus-data? 

2. Does Finnish English bear more in common with British English or American English 

as described in the results from RQ #1? 

1.1. Why focus on these two variants in particular? 
Now, the reason why I have chosen these two variants to base all my study after is 

multifold. Firstly, my overall intuition is that these two variants are the ones we here in 

Finland are most exposed to. When I was first learning English, most of my study books were 

written with British spellings and all of my English-teachers spoke with British-accent, which 

has led me to believe that education of English in Finland seems to be very much based 
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around British English-standard. And this makes sense in looking at the facts as they are: UK 

is the closest major bastion of English from Finland’s perspective and very much a big 

influence in the European values and cultural ethos which Finland shares. I do not have any 

statistics for how much of educational material is in fact based on the UK-standard of 

English, but this leads me to my next reason: there are very pragmatic limitations to how 

much work one can do. There are certain considerations when it comes to the depth of this 

study that have to be taken into account and for that reason, I chose to only select the two 

variants with the most intuitive likelihoods. 

American English was chosen for similarly intuitive reason: outside of domestic 

entertainment and media, the entertainment that Finnish people seem to consume the most is 

American. And to note, I cannot even fathom a way in the age of streaming media that could 

offer that information; I think one of the issues if, for example, Netflix (or similar streaming 

service) statistics would be examined is that, quite simply, a huge majority of the content in 

Netflix is American, and barely any of it is Finnish, which already creates immense 

imbalance in the statistics even before looking over any of the actual numbers.  

American English is also the unofficial standard of the English of the Internet (although 

in Atwell et al (2007), study into this very question, the results were somewhat inconclusive 

and suggested that BrE might be preferred in some cases), which is why I suppose it could be 

argued that it is the most influential variant of English at this very moment, although I am not 

prepared to fully commit to that statement yet, since that too is an area of study where the 

data is lacking. There are of course studies about the Englishes of the Internet (see, for 

example, Seargeant & Tagg (2011) and Danet & Herring (2003)), but as it is still a relatively 

new phenomenon, the research has not yet been particularly interested in the more deeply 

linguistic, such as morphological, aspects of the Internet English, but for example study code-

switching or the place of Internet English in the entire catalogue of Englishes. 

But these two variants, (US) American English and British English, seem to probably 

have very different aspects through which they could influence Finnish speakers of English, 

and in a way which makes this study ask what is essentially a “nature vs. nurture”-type of a 

question. That said, it is most certainly quite difficult to make generalizations or assessments 

of any depth from the very limited number of aspects I will be examining. Language is not 

simply writing, and certainly not simply what is written in a certain format, but it 

encompasses a lot more than written and speech form combined, as language to certain extent 
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is thought. Taking myself as an example, I will often write more with British spelling even 

though I have been commented to have a generalized American accent. In this respect, my 

research will at best cover a corner of a larger abstract notion of what Finnish English 

consists of. 

1.2. About the research gap 
In terms of a research gap, I think it is appropriate to say that what I will attempt to 

accomplish is far less than how immense the research gap actually is. Generally speaking, 

most non-standardized, unofficial variants of English appear to be largely unexamined. One 

of the areas of research that is somewhat similar to mine is the study of Euro-English (which 

I will briefly discuss later, in section 2.1.1.), but even that seems to be far more interested in 

the more central European leanings (German English, French English and so on), than in any 

of the Nordic Englishes. Thus my research is hopefully just one of the first outings toward 

exploring Finnish English, especially since, as I will explain in later section 2.1.2., it is quite 

rapidly becoming a very integral part of the entire language culture of Finland. I would argue 

that even those opposed to the growing influence of English should care about research into 

Finnish English as domain loss, such as there is need to worry about it, can perhaps be 

minimized if the larger concept is understood. Domain loss, which is more or less inevitable 

whenever there is a largely growing influence of a new language, is something that is 

generally been explored in linguistic studies, but no two cases are the same, which is why, 

especially in the complex language landscape, such as the one that exists in Finland, it is 

important to understand what Finnish English is and where it is coming from. 

 In terms of the extent that the topic of Finnish English has been explored before, most 

of the research seem to be mainly understanding the spread and width, and to a lesser extent, 

its use. That is partially due to previous research largely being questionnaires or similar 

methods, which certainly are very good ways to understand said aspects of a language, but 

not especially useful in understanding the actual variant in any real depth. This is since as in 

any deep understanding of language, the processed data has to be language in use, and any 

form of research that requires active input will always have a risk of the people answering 

trying to perhaps write in answers with their highest fluency, where aspects of prestige that 

possibly exist even in the common variants that I have selected (BrE & AmE) might affect 

the results, in that in striving for higher fluency, there can be a possibility to mimic a variant, 

thought to be “better”, unintentionally. 
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 I would also argue that the research to all different variants of English is universally 

beneficial, especially in the field of natural language processing (NLP), as the more we 

understand deviations and tendencies within variants of all sorts, the more it gives way to 

how to create the most universally useful NLP-applications that hopefully will end up helping 

not only, say, the Americans and the British, but people everywhere. Of course, the 

discussion around NLP and English in general has to acknowledge the possibilities of 

language loss, and in this respect as well, I would argue for the universal benefit. Creating a 

more flexible abstraction of English will ultimately aid in English chosen for NLP-purposes 

to be more flexible as well, which might aid in more general language flexibility and as such 

hopefully aiding in preservation, rather than eradication of languages which are threatened by 

the growth of English. 

 To conclude, it is my hope that, while this perhaps is not a study in the greatest of 

depths, nor might it reveal the most profound of insights, it will uncover something about the 

nature of Finnish English that will inspire more linguists to not only examine Finnish 

English, but other localized Englishes. World seems to be underway, if not already at the 

point of, toward English becoming the undisputed dominant world language, and as such it 

should not merely be accepted, but examined and studied, maybe even understood. 

2 Background 
 

In terms of what is it that this study pertains to, few different disciplines and such needs to be 

explored. First of all, this is to some extent a study in variation, so while it is a fairly known 

discipline within linguistics, I will go over its idea and history briefly, and then relate it more 

towards my particular topic by first examining English in Europe in general when it comes to 

countries that do not have English as a L1 or even L2. After that, I feel it is important to 

briefly discuss linguistic history of Finland, to get a sense of the bigger picture and then go 

over to explaining history of English in Finland, at least so far as it pertains to my topic. Then 

I will discuss the overall differences between the examined variants of British English (BrE) 

and American English (AmE). Then I will conclude by briefly examining the acquisition of 

second language insofar as it is crucial to my study. 

2.1 Study of variations 
Study of variations is at this point in time fairly established form of linguistics, boasting one 

of the all-time classic studies in the entire field of linguistics, when one of the founders of the 
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field, William Labov, performed an empirical study of how clerks in New York City 

department stores pronounced phoneme [r] (Labov, 1972). His study in 1963, which 

examined phonetic variants in Martha’s Vineyard (Labov, 1963) is also considered somewhat 

of a classic and is one of the pioneering studies in what we now consider to be the field of 

variation studies and of sociolinguistics. Labov’s studies examined how social factors like 

social class, status and so on affected the unconscious choice of which phoneme to use and in 

which situation, which is an important factor in considering variation. Essentially, what 

Labov found was that people generally want to belong to a community or aspire to be a part 

of a class either equal to their surrounding populace or higher, so they try to accommodate 

even in the smallest parts of speech, such as phonemes. 

 But of course, not all study of variation is based so heavily on social factors. In 

another very famous variation study question, there seemed to be clear lines along USA on 

whether certain carbonated sugary drink is called “soda” or “pop” (for example, Von 

Schneidemesser (1996)).  

 Variation studies cover a lot of ground, as it is only defined by that it in fact studies 

variation, meaning that a study of what accents are spoken in any given place and the 

seeming border that separates it from an accent spoken nearby and a study in how influence 

of a minority language affects how a minority group uses a dominant language are both 

studies in variation. 

2.1.1 New variants, New Englishes, and the case of Euro-English 

English has become the very definition of a global language. Crystal (1997) marks that even 

the largest English-speaking nation in the world, the United States of America, only hosts 20 

percent (by 1997’s estimates) of the English-speakers in the world, which of course means 

that, at the very least, there were at the time at least five nations with significant amount of 

English speakers. This ostensibly means that there are no clear “owners” of the English 

language. There is, quite simply put, no one, who can claim that people in this or that country 

are using English incorrectly. There are however, as a result of this massive spread of the 

English language, the so-called New Englishes. 

The term New English generally denotes a distinct, unique form or variant of English 

that has emerged in a postcolonial setting in countries around the world, where they are 

“shaped by idiosyncratic historial conditions and contact settings” (Schneider, 2003, p. 233). 

While generally a common example of a New English would be Indian English, Fiji English 
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or other English from a previously colonized country, its meaning can be seen also more 

wider, as it is also sometimes used interchangeably with the term Global English or World 

English (Schneider, 2003, p. 234), which both lack, or at the very least, feature, a lesser 

connection to colonialism. And while I would not want to take anything away from the 

discussion as it pertains to postcolonialism, I will use the term New English in the wider 

definition (the one interchangeable with Global English or World English) in this study.  

This sense of the term mostly relates to it being so-called “non-native English” (as 

described, for example, by Kachru (1986)), but that once again leaves some level of 

interpretation possible. For example, if Indian English is indeed a New English, and some 

Indians speak it as their native tongue (L1), the definition reveals its inherit flaw, as then it of 

course would not be a “non-native” language, in the strictest definition. However, on the 

other hand, the non-nativity is a good measure for most Englishes I am interested in, as this 

marks them as being L2 at the very highest, and in this respect, we could consider the 

definition of New Englishes as being non-native Englishes to be sufficient indeed. Similar 

sentiment is echoed by Mufwene (1994), who would however include even American 

English as a New English, arguing that New English, as a term, would essentially cover all 

other Englishes except for England’s English, even the Englishes of other parts of the UK 

(Irish English, Welsh English and Scottish English). 

In the field of English variation studies, there has been discussion whether or not so-

called Euro-English constitutes as a new variant of English, like, for example, Indian English 

or Singaporean English, which are both acknowledged as full-fledged variants (Mollin, 

2007). Unofficially, it is held to mean “bad English perpetrated in Brussels” (McArthur, 

2003, p. 57), meaning that as a term, it has gained negative connotation with both: it being 

fairly badly spoken, but also it being seen as elitist. And at least in the latter respect, 

McArthur also argues that the discussion of English in Europe and Euro-English are in fact 

very comparable to India and Indian English – it is hated by the impoverished, who lack the 

access to it, and is filled with jargon that the elite uses to make clear concepts and 

communication more nebulous. 

But in fairer terms, Euro-English generally refers to the second-language variety that 

is spoken in Continental Europe, that has as its characteristic marks certain unique lexicon 

(Modiano, 2001), substitute pronunciations for phonemes not found in the native languages 

of its speakers and indeed differences in other phonetic parts such as vowel lengths, which 
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are likewise sometimes influenced by speakers own native tongue (Jenkins, 2001). As far as 

its reach and naming goes, even though it is called Euro-English, it does not simply refer to 

the entirety of Europe and the English spoken there, but more so just the continental part of 

Europe and even more specifically, countries in continental Europe that belong to the 

European Union, so the name should not be thought to be an abbreviation of European 

English (which it officially is), but European Union English. The name also excludes the 

countries within the UK, that were at the time of a lot of this discussion was uttered in 

European Union, quite simply because of their Englishes’ status as a native language (Mollin, 

2006). 

 However, there is opposition towards the idea of so-called Euro-English. Even though 

for example a critic such as Görlach admits that there is a profound influence of English in all 

European languages, he states that it is “difficult to pin down what shared, stable and 

accepted enough to justify postulating an entity ‘German English’” (Görlach, 2002, p. 151) 

which applies to Euro-English as a whole. However, this seems to be the crux of the issue: 

the overall lack of codification is one of the key factors that deny its status as a variant. So, a 

step towards acceptance would then have to be a systematical description that would lead to 

codification and onward to being available in, for example, the context of grammar and 

dictionaries (Seidlhofer, 2001), although since the writings of Seidlhofer and Görlach, a style 

guide has been created by European Comission (European Comission, 2016). But as it is 

now, most linguists agree that Euro-English is not a real variant and subsequently neither is 

any of the even more specified variants, such as Nordic English or Finnish English, as they 

too lack the exact same systematic aspects. 

2.1.2 A brief overview of English in the Nordic countries 

Although, as stated in the previous section, there is no Nordic English, as it were, English has 

a strong position in all of the Nordic countries (term which includes Finland, Sweden, 

Norway, Denmark and sometimes Iceland). One of the proposed reasons as to why English 

has a large domain within Nordic countries is, according to Airey et al (2015), that while all 

of these countries have a strong track-record when it comes to education, there are relatively 

few speakers of each of the languages – only Swedish, spoken in Finland and Sweden, is able 

to have a position in the listing for the 100 of the most spoken native languages, and even 

there, barely – and as such, it would be difficult to effectively maintain and develop their 

languages in a variety of specialty domains. 
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 Airey et al do however make this argument in the context of English-mediated 

instruction (EMI), and in that respect, they argue that the need to have been more favorable 

towards English when it comes to higher education has been beneficial, as the trend has since 

been that EMI in higher education has become more and more common through-out Europe, 

and countries that had previously been able to resist English due to their own large 

populations of speakers of languages other than English (for example, German) are now, that 

internationalization is playing a larger role, forced to catch-up to the Nordic countries. 

However, the results from the study conducted by Airey et al also revealed that there is still 

some imbalance when it comes to the extent of the EMI-studies: Finland and Denmark had 

more higher education programs than Sweden or Norway and technical fields, such as 

computer science and physics, have significantly more opportunities in EMI-education than, 

for example, humanities or law. 

 In another study by Aijmer & Melchers (2004), it is suggested that not only is the 

influence of English seen in terms of domains and so on, but in fact also in the languages in 

Nordic countries. Loanwords (i.e., lexical borrowing) are of course a common occurrence in 

Nordic languages (with the exception of Icelandic, which staunchly rejects them), but an 

influence of English has also been noticed to be visible in so-called construction loans, where 

grammatical constructions have been borrowed from English, with the linguistic elements of 

course still being in the original language, as was the case in Ljung’s (2004) study of relative 

infinitive constructions, which did not ordinarily commonly exist within Swedish. 

 As far as the general attitudes towards English go, Thøgersen (2004) found similar 

results as there were in the context of Euro-English, in that lower classes are more likely to 

oppose the influx of English, while the elite usually have far more negative attitudes towards 

purism and a more positive attitude towards English. 

 To conclude, not only does English have influence in the Nordic countries in terms of 

its spread in education, but it seems to also affect the languages themselves, and while there 

is still certain fear and hesitation towards the growth and impending dominance of English, it 

has been utilized effectively and, arguably, with more foresight than in most European 

countries. 
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2.1.3 Brief history of Finnish language culture 

To understand the status of English in Finland, it is also important to briefly explain what the 

overall history of languages in Finland has been like, as it plays a part in the discussion of the 

present day as well, especially when it comes to issues of domain loss. 

 According to the latest Statistics Finland results (from the very end of 2021), of the 

roughly 5.5 million Finnish citizens, Finnish is the native tongue for 4.8 million (86.5% of 

the population), Swedish for roughly 288,000 (5.2%) and the rest are various languages of the 

immigrant populations (Russian and Estonian being the largest, with Arabic, English and 

Somali coming with fairly equal representation after them). Saami languages, a group of 

languages that have an official status in northern Finland, have altogether only about 2000 

native speakers, which is only fifth or less of the presence of relatively rare languages like 

Chinese, Albanian and Vietnamese (Tilastokeskus, 2022). What this all means is that the 

overall language landscape of Finland is in many ways complex: there is clearly an extremely 

dominant primary language (Finnish), two minority languages, which vary greatly in 

dominance from each other (Saami and Swedish) and a great number of non-native languages 

(Russian, Estonian, Arabic, English, Farsi and so on). 

 Historically speaking, the language culture in Finland has been more varied than in 

many neighboring countries. Finland, as a vassal to Sweden, used to recognize Swedish as 

the sole official language up to 1863, when Finnish received lesser level of official status 

from a language degree by the Czar Alexander II (Taavitsainen & Pahta, 2003, p. 5), though 

Finnish only became de facto official language in 1902, when it gained legal equality with 

Swedish (Saari, 2012). This was further cemented in 1917 with the Finnish Declaration of 

Independence and even further in 1922, when the Finnish Constitution defined Finnish and 

Swedish as “official national languages of equal status” (Taavitsainen & Pahta, 2003, p. 5). 

From then on, Finnish gained more and more prominence at Swedish’s expense and Swedish 

consequently lost much of its domain as a language to the point we are in now, where it is a 

minority language, although one that has strong bastions (mostly in southern and western 

Finland), even being recognized as the sole language of Aland, an autonomous island 

province in the southern coast of Finland (Östman & Mattfolk, 2011). 

One of the biggest reasons for why Finnish language has risen and why it is still as 

important as it is, is very simply its ties to culture. Around the time of Finnish Independence 

(1917), in the so-called Fennomanian movement, one of the key things to change was that 

academia was no longer dominated by Swedish, but a lot of the academics and highly 
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educated people changed over to Finnish, and this in combination with the popularity of folk 

poetry and tales, such as the national epic, Kalevala (published in 1835, around a century 

before) contributed to a cultural identity, now tied to Finnish (Saari, 2012). 

2.1.4 English in Finland 

The position of English in Finland is a somewhat complex one. Finland, like many other 

countries in Europe and the western world in general, has adopted English in a multifaceted 

role, which includes its use as a lingua franca, as a secondary language and as the source of 

jargon for some aspects of professional life, namely information technology. Yet it has no 

real legal standing and the variant spoken in Finland has yet to evolve to anything particularly 

unique. But it still poses a danger in the form of domain loss as the identity-forming aspect of 

language in a native language is threatened by the fact that many modern and up-coming 

domains do not bother with creating lexicon in Finnish and English will be solely or almost 

solely used (such as the previously mentioned information technology (Taavitsainen & Pahta, 

2003), but also medical field (Taavitsainen & Pahta, 2008)). Somewhat to this end, 

Taavitsainen & Pahta have discussed in their 2003 study the theory of change as it pertains to 

the status of English in Finland and asked whether English is a lingua franca, L2 or even L1 

in Finland. They state in their 2003 article that there is a trend that can be seen in Finnish 

population where younger generations seemed to be more and more fluent in a foreign 

language than the older generations (something which is also shown in a study by Leppänen 

et al covered later in the chapter). So, assuming this same trend has carried on in the nearly 

20 years since that article, it is possible that overall fluency in a foreign language (which in 

all likeliness is most often English) has increased since, so that as postulated by Taavitsainen 

& Pahta, the position of English could to some extent be considered fairly widely as to being 

nearly L2.  

In a large-scale national survey on various aspects of English in Finland in 2007 

(Leppänen, et al., 2009), it was discovered that it did indeed seem that while English had a 

strong presence in Finland, and its overall fluency was fairly high, Finnish people approached 

English in a rational and pragmatic manner, meaning that people who were either minimally 

fluent or not fluent at all were mostly people who did not simply have a reason to be fluent. 

In terms of some key factors that show correlation with fluency, one is age: the youngest age 

group showed highest all-around fluency, and it very clearly decreased with each older age 

block (ibid., pp. 239). The fluency not only correlated with age, but with level of education as 

well, where the most highly educated people reported either effortless fluency or somewhat 
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effortless fluency with 66.8% in speaking English and only 8.9% reported hardly any or not 

any fluency at all, whereas the same numbers for the least educated were 4.7% in terms of 

good fluency and 87.2% in hardly any fluency or none at all (ibid., pp 240). Leppänen et al. 

also report that Finnish people did not fear English, but in fact valued it, even over Swedish, 

and the place of English was indeed quite pragmatic: it was seen as a part of working life, 

which gave people very pragmatic view of the uses and the place of English in Finnish 

society. 

 To speak of the extent of English in Finland, it can be said that alongside the 

previously mentioned use in jargon and other specialized use, it has become the language in 

international business, advertisement and to some extent academia, things like signs, 

billboards and shop signs are often also in English and a lot of companies have adopted at 

least some English in their name (Taavitsainen & Pahta, 2008). English has also lent itself to 

become a very common language for a job title, which has also showcased the connection 

point between Finnish and English, in that even if the job title is in English, it will commonly 

be inflected in Finnish and with Finnish grammar rules (for example, “Account Directoriksi” 

(“to an account director”)). There even has been calls to make Helsinki, the capital of 

Finland, to instate English as an official language in 2018 and even more recently in 2022 

(Teivanen, 2022). In another major Finnish city, Espoo, there has been another strong push 

towards making English more widely used as a service language, even by city council 

members, citing that even though there is already a clause in the city strategy to make English 

a possible service language, the overall level of English is not of particularly high standard 

and strengthening English education will allow Espoo to be a more “international” city 

(Mykkänen, 2021). 

2.2 Second language acquisition 
The results from the Leppänen et al. are in line with what is known about second language 

acquisition. Gardner, for example, discusses integrative motivation, which assumes that to 

gain near-native-level of proficiency, it takes time and effort, of course, but also that the 

learner has to have some level of identification with the L2-community (Gardner, 2001). This 

lines well with the pragmatic outlook Finnish English speakers seem to have: the need for 

fluency in English only arrives in contexts, where certain level of integration to a more 

international workforce is necessary, which also means that people who work and interact 

mostly with Finnish speakers have no need to gain particularly high level of English skills, 

which makes understanding the fluency pyramid very easy: young people, especially highly 
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educated ones, who have to exist in a more and more global workforce, have to conversely be 

able to communicate with people who cannot speak Finnish. 

 In a study of Polish students and their acquisition of L2, it was discovered that the 

students indeed did learn some English through simply using social media (Świątek, 2013) 

and Świątek actually advocates further use of social media as an educational tool. Similar 

sentiment is echoed by Meskill (2002), for example, who advocates inclusion of media 

(although not necessarily new media, like Świątek) as a teaching tool. Another study by 

Pikhart & Botezat actually remarked in the context of their study of L2 acquisition in respects 

to social media use, that when it comes to technological savvy, younger users might be even 

further along than those that were born before the ubiquity of social media (Pikhart & 

Botezat, 2021), where we might ironically find ourselves in a situation where older 

generations have to play catch-up. In this respect as well, they argue that the older 

generations should learn to fully utilize social media as an instrument of teaching as an 

instrument of teaching sooner rather than later. 

I point these results out, since as I described in my introduction, it is my suspicion that 

when it comes to the acquisition of English, various different aspects of media, both old and 

new, are in fact important factors in the acquisition process. Now, my data is mostly from the 

era before the now existing immense spread of social media, so it is hard to say if these are 

true for the producers of my data, but before the social media of today, there were of course 

various other forms of computer-mediated discourse, such as forums and chatrooms. This is 

without even mentioning media that does not have an aspect of interaction, such as TV, films 

and music, where American entertainment is consumed a lot more than domestic 

entertainment, at least in most of the western countries. For example, in a listing of the most 

watched movies in Finnish movie theaters in the 2010-2019, of the top 20 most watched 

movies, only 6 were Finnish, and the rest were American or other international, but (mainly) 

English-speaking productions (Koski, 2019). 

2.3 On American and British variants and differences between them 
In his paper, Biber (1987) marked that it is his observation that many Americans consider 

BrE to be “more formal and proper, while the British in turn consider American English to be 

markedly informal and relaxed” (Biber, 1987, p. 99). So, of all the differences there exists 

between American and British English, the most obvious one is speech form, in that most 

utterances are very noticeably different when spoken by a speaker of General American to a 

British Received Pronunciation-speaker (Rohdenburg & Schlüter, 2009, p. 1).  
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While this would arguably be a decent way to discern differences, it would also be 

laborsome to handle even quarter of the amount of data that can be done in terms of written 

language. So, fortunately enough, it is not the only part where a clear difference can be seen, 

and there are indeed some deviations in written form, an aspect of language where it is quite a 

bit easier to handle a lot more data. The two variants differ in not only choosing entirely 

different words for the same thing (such as British commonly using the word flat while 

Americans use the word apartment for the exact same concept), but also in choosing different 

word forms that might be separated by a single letter, or sometimes with an entire morph. 

 In a corpus-based study, John Algeo noticed in comparing American English and 

British English uses of various words, there could be seen noticeable differences (Algeo, 

2006). For example, he noticed that while British favored hanged, Americans seemed to 

favor hung and where Americans would use proven, British used a lot more frequently the 

word form proved. This is to demonstrate that even in smaller aspects like word choices or 

accents, there is a noticeable difference between how each variant is commonly used and how 

the variants favour different iterations on ways to express the same thing. This is also true in 

words where the difference is, to some extent, superficial. For example, the spoken form of 

burnt and burned are, depending somewhat on the clarity of pronunciation on part of the 

speaker and their accent, the same, as is the case for, say, armor and armour, but Americans 

will still commonly write armor and burned, while British are more likely to use the form 

burnt and will always write armor with that one additional u (as armour), which does not 

affect actual pronunciation of the word one bit. Baker (2017) argues that one of the reasons 

for the differences in spelling, where AmE-variant is shorter (such as armor), is densification, 

something that is relatively found in AmE. And it should be noted that densification is not 

only a factor affecting small changes in spelling, but in fact a lot of aspects as significant as 

sentence structure, as I will explain further on. 

 More generally speaking, however, Rohdenburg & Schlüter wrote that there are few 

generalizations that can be made about the differences in terms of grammar of BrE and AmE 

(Rohdenburg & Schlüter, 2009, pp. 5-6). First is that unlike BrE, AmE has “greater tolerance 

and inclination [...] towards structures characteristic of spoken colloquial use”, although there 

is some regional variation. They also marked AmE’s grammatical patterns (both 

morphological and syntactic) often seem to be more regular and more to that end, AmE 

favors structures that are easier to process and be understood and eschews grammatically 
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and/or semantically redundant words. Which also comparatively means that BrE favors more 

unorthodox patterns and structures and features relatively more filler words. 

  In a further study, Tottie (2009, p. 362) even mentioned that “as soon as we begin to 

scratch the surface of grammatical phenomena, we find unexpected differences between the 

two varieties”, as was the case for her study where it was discovered, for example, that 

British English uses tag questions (“Nice weather, isn’t it?”) more than American English. 

 When it comes to these differences, one of the factors that is generally (although not 

necessarily correctly) thought to cause the differences is what is called the colonial lag, 

described by Schlüter (2009) as the historical tendency that caused AmE to develop and 

evolve slower than its British counterpart due to the spatial difference, not only in terms of 

phonology, but also in parts of morphology and syntactic features. However, it should also be 

mentioned that Schlüter argues against the colonial lag, calling it too simplistic of a view to 

account for a far larger number of issues. She argues that, as opposed to the supporters of the 

colonial lags view of AmE being essentially an older version of BrE, AmE is the one that is 

leading in terms of grammatical changes and lexical innovations, although Baker (2017, p. 

238), for example, argues that they are not necessarily leading, although they are indeed 

ahead. 

 So, it is my hope that I have properly illuminated, at least that while American 

English and British English are of course essentially the same language, mutually understood 

and so on, they are different from each other in more facets than just the way they are spoken. 

And so I hope these differences are mirrored in their influence as well. 

3 Data and Method 
This section introduces my data, some of which has already been slightly covered in the 

background-section, and my method, which likewise has already been explained slightly. For 

easier understanding and a more logical structure, I have chosen to present my data and 

method in the same order as I used them in my research as well. 

3.1. The data 
In a corpus linguistic study, the data is always paramount, not only in terms of what the data 

is but how well it can be used to describe something about its source and how well it can thus 

be used to make generalizations of any kind about whatever it is that it tries to capture. That 

said, there are certain limitations to possible corpora that would be relevant to my research 

questions, and this will be further explored in the discussion-section (5) My data can be 



P a g e  | 15 

 

divided and categorized in a multitude of ways, but firstly, I will explain it through its basic 

functionality. 

3.1.1. Keyword- and phrase-list 

The first set of data is used mostly for the important identification purposes. I have 

selected a list of keywords and phrases, which are organized into sets, most of which are 

pairs, but some of which have three or even four elements. As far as their origin, the key-

elements where the difference is in spelling come from Darragh (2000) and the rest from 

Algeo (2006). Both of their books certainly have a lot possibilities from which to choose 

from, so I have tried to my best to use my own judgement as to which pairs fit a simple 

criteria of 1) having more or less the same senses and 2) having more or less the same uses so 

far as the syntactic structure goes, meaning that I have tried to select words that do not have a 

slang, jargon or other specialized use (such as being a part of longer phrase or construction), 

but I am most certainly not an expert in any of the mentioned fields, so it is entirely possible 

this does not always meet my own criteria. 

Here it should also be noted that even in the more in-depth studies in pragmatics and 

semantics, there has not been a case where two words (or constructions) in English are 

perfect synonyms, excluding the cases where the difference is merely in spelling. In her 

article, Stanojevic, for example, points out that absolute synonymy is “unnatural” (since it 

breaks the perennial logic of the economics of language – why would any language uphold 

two perfect synonyms instead of simply absorbing one into another) and ultimately only 

theoretical, as even near-synonyms differ in at least one context in meaning (Stanojević, 

2009). I point this out since that will certainly affect choices for language users and will as 

such also show in my results: even if there is favoritism towards a certain alternative in either 

language variant, it is always possible it will not show in the data if one of the alternatives 

will have more cases where it can be used that the other option simply does not. 

What also should be considered, as I mentioned earlier, in the case of singular words 

is that while there has been a strong attempt to select words that have limited meanings 

(senses), it is always possible I have missed a meaning that will affect the results. Similarly, I 

do have to mention an issue so great that it undermines the entirety of my study into spelling-

variations: auto-correct. There is absolutely no telling whether or not such function has been 

used by any of the writers post its popularization in the 2000’s, and as such, I will consider 

the selections in differences of spelling with less importance. I do not however think you can 

entirely dismiss the portion of data where difference is only in spelling, as even a thing such 
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as the selection of the correcting language is telling us something about the language users 

view of their own idiolectal English. In any case, I will explain more on these keywords in 

the methods section. 

3.1.2 Verification corpora 

The second set of data is used for verification purposes, the intention here being that if a case 

is made for some word, phrase, spelling or construction being more tied towards a singular 

variant, there should be more levels of verification than just the one (their categorization in 

the original writings of Darragh and Algeo in my case). So as the source for my verification 

data, I have selected to use the British National Corpus (henceforth referred to as BNC) 

(Davies, 2004) and Corpus of Contemporary American English (henceforth referred to as 

COCA) (Davies, 2008) to represent the British English and American English-variants, 

respectively. These corpora are differently sized (COCA is roughly one billion word tokens 

and BNC is 100 million), but for my purposes, it is more important that they are both so-

called balanced corpora, meaning that they do not simply reflect one aspect of language or 

writing (for example, just newspapers), but offer somewhat varied insight into how language 

is used in each variant.  

The reason why their size differences do not actually matter at all is simply that what 

this study is interested in, is what I call tendencies, where it is not de facto important whether 

even the less common variant spelling in American English is as common as the more 

common one in British English, because this still shows tendency: in a situation where 

someone is speaking AmE, it is more likely they would select differently than someone who 

speaks BrE. The idea here being somewhat psychological in its essence, instead of being 

solely linguistic. The main idea of tendency could be defined as: in a situation where British 

speaker wishes to express a certain idea, will there be a stronger tendency to use this variant 

or form or other variant. Hence the only numbers which are important are just the ones in the 

relation of these two variants from each other; the ones which come from the same English 

variant and the same keyword-set.  

This also is why I have chosen to represent my data in exact token amounts. Generally 

speaking, most corpus linguistic studies exhibit information in percentages or similarly where 

their amounts are attributed with more relation to a whole, be that whole the number of 

tokens in the entire corpus or in some other wide facet. However, for my particular study, I 

do not think that will work, since creating smaller sub-categories would be a toilsome task in 

itself and when it comes to differences between 15 tokens and 220 tokens, it would be hardly 
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noticeable if this consideration were done with them being represented as percentages in the 

whole corpus. And with this I mean that if the corpora are as large as the ones I have selected, 

where even the smallest is million tokens, there the difference between 15 and 220 tokens 

would be 0.0205%, meaning that it would be statistically insignificant, even if the real 

difference is intuitively clear, and can be made clearer, if we consider the two variants 

creating their own subset where their total (the sum of 15 and 220, for example) is used to 

make far smaller whole, from which the percentages are established, in cases where they are 

established. And though these differences are often far larger (to the point, where statistical 

significances are more easily seen in percentages from the corpus’ total number of tokens), I 

believe it is much more helpful, not to mention scientific, to create a constant that will be 

applied through-out the data and one that will be clear through-out and not only in certain 

sections of the data. 

3.1.3 Finnish-English corpora 

 The third set of data are the corpora for the Finnish English, where I have selected to 

use few of the corpora from Korp, a self-described concordance search program developed in 

Språkbanken (the Swedish Language Bank) and refitted for Kielipankki (The Language Bank 

of Finland) (Borin, Forsberg, & Roxendal, 2012). Most important of these corpora is their E-

thesis corpora (Helsingin yliopisto, 1999), that hosts 25 sub-corpuses, and totals at around 

200 million word tokens, consisting of the theses and dissertations from the students of 

University of Helsinki. It features academic works from all disciplines from 1999 up to 2016 

and should prove to be rich in vocabulary, if, of course, poorer in register. 

The main reason for selecting this corpus is that it is fairly certainly guaranteed to 

offer exactly the kind of material I require: English, which is written by people who speak 

Finnish (or, in some cases, Swedish) as their first language. There is of course the matter of 

exchange students and other students that speak some other language than Finnish as their 

first language, but there should be enough of a majority that we can consider most of the data 

to be of the kind this study requires. There sadly are no statistics on the first language of the 

students, although something can be inferred from the rate of admitted non-EU/EEA students 

(for the latest statistics, see University of Helsinki (2022)), but the statistics on those go only 

as far back as 2017 and show a rising trend, so here too we have to go by likelihoods. But as 

stated in previous sections, this is a study of tendencies, thus no absolutes are required, and if 

the two variants are somewhat close, the result is considered balanced enough to not mark it 

towards either.  
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The second corpus in this set is the ELFA-corpus (which stands for The Corpus of 

English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings) (Mauranen, 2008), that features transcribed 

spoken English that was recorded in academic contexts in the University of Tampere, and 

which is only about a million tokens in total. It features same issues as the previous data, as 

there is really no way to verify each speaker and their background individually in a way that 

would not be exceedingly laborsome, not to mention as transcription in itself is somewhat 

dependent on the transcriber that it cannot be used to verify any sort of spellings or anything 

of the like. That said, it has a lot of value in examining constructions, as in the spoken form, 

people will use the form or variant most familiar to them specifically, one that feels most 

comfortable for their speaking patterns. In this regard, I will only use it to examine parts of 

keywords and -phrases.  

The third and final part of this data set is a corpus of all of the material from a Finnish 

message board/online forum Suomi24 (City Digital Group, 2021), which is roughly four and 

half billion tokens in size, but there is a huge caveat: the language of the corpus is dominantly 

Finnish. It does however have a fair amount of English within it as well, as the corpus is 

entirely unedited (at least when it comes to what is included and what is not, only editing as 

far as I can tell is in the realms of ampersands and related logograms, such as hashtags). This 

corpus has a lot of issues, as it is not even an English corpus in the first place and has 

immense amounts of material and includes things such as quotations, which is why I consider 

it to be an auxiliary tool at the most. That said, there is a very unique information offered by 

this corpus that differs greatly from the two other corpora in this set. The register is unique 

and unfiltered, and it will greatly feature material that has more spontaneity than any thesis or 

a lecture will.  

I will note that I did attempt to gage the amount of English with various stop words 

(and, this and so on) and other common words, but the results were so immensely varied that 

it is hard to estimate even a ballpark-figure, but what is clear is that there is a lot of English, 

clearly a lot more than ELFA, for example. The token and, for example, returned roughly 

835,000 tokens, while this had about 165,000 tokens, which means that just these two tokens 

returned as much tokens as there are in the entirety of the ELFA-corpus. Fortunately, 

however, my research does not require the knowledge about exact numbers, as the 

quantitatively important figures are the ones in opposition with each other, as I explained in 

the previous section. 
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3.2. The method 
The method that I have devised has multiple different phases. The first thing is of course 

identifying potential keywords and phrases that can be examined and used as a constant 

between variants and registers. As stated in the previous part, the spelling-keysets come 

mostly from Darragh (2000) and few of the spelling keysets, and all of the construction-, 

phrase- and word form-keysets come from Algeo (2006). After the list of key-elements have 

been gathered, they will go through few different types of identification through the corpora 

explained in the previous section. 

First part of identification is, as somewhat explained before, verifying their belonging 

(or “allegiance”, if you will) to either of the two variants, British or American English by 

using a balanced corpora (BNC for British and COCA for American English) to identify their 

presence within the mentioned variants. These results are then categorized based on the 

internal ratios, meaning that what is compared within variants are not the exact figures but 

how common certain key-element is in one variant as opposed to the other, comparative, key-

element.  

However, quite unsurprisingly, there often are cases where there is no difference 

between the language variants when it comes to commonality of use, meaning that both 

variants in these cases more often choose one key-element over the other and there is no clear 

difference with the possible exception being the intensity of the favoritism. For these cases, a 

different categorization is used, one that also studies different aspect of Finnish English – 

does it follow these same trends? And lastly, in those cases where the results are too balanced 

either unilaterally or within both variants, the key element set is not explored further and is 

set aside. 

 In the next phase, the key-element-sets that either displayed strong difference in the 

sense of to which variant they tend to belong to (meaning that one word form, for example, 

was clearly more used in BrE and another in AmE) and those that showed the existence of a 

strong key element variant and a weak one (meaning that both language variants selected one 

word form and eschewed the other(s)) are then examined within the Finnish English corpora.  

As said before, when explaining these Finnish English corpora, they offer differing 

issues, which is why their use and relevance towards the final results will be different. The 

one that I consider to be the most trustworthy one, the E-thesis corpus, will have most 

importance, and the least trustworthy, the Suomi24 corpus, will have the least, but all three 
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will be used to examine all key elements. And as explained before, due to the issue of 

transcriptions and the spelling in them, I will exclude all key elements other than 

constructions and different words entirely from my search within the ELFA corpus, and due 

to the relative smallness of this corpus, it will also have less importance than the E-thesis 

corpus, but more in the elements measured than the Suomi24-corpus. 

 The examination of results will follow similar categorization as the phase that used 

the British and American English corpora, meaning that in this part as well it is important to 

decipher whether or not the differences in results were sizable enough to claim tendency. To 

that end, the results which are too balanced are ignored and excluded. Then, finally, the key 

elements that feature clear difference are analyzed and compared. How significant are the 

differences? Are the differences only happening in one register? Is there commonality with 

what is different, i.e., are only certain key element sets, such as constructions showing 

commonality? With all these questions in mind, the results are further explored in the 

discussion-section to assign relevance. 

4 The results 
The data for the five different corpora offered unexpected results but also confirmed many 

well-established facets of the differences between American (AmE) and British (BrE) 

English. In this chapter I will go through my results by first establishing the main differences 

as shown in the data between said variants and then go through the data for Finnish English 

(FiE) and finish by tying what the data shows to my research question. The data will also be 

processed by categories that were established earlier, in terms of their more linguistic nature: 

by differences in spelling, by different word forms altogether and by constructions. 

4.1. The American English and British English results 
As the internal logic of the study dictated AmE and BrE to be studied first and since the 

results from these sections are vital to understanding FiE-results, the results from these are 

examined first. It was overall interesting to see that while the results were not what I 

expected, they showed consistent features, for example by general tendencies in how AmE 

was more flexible in how much more relative variety it had as opposed to BrE. 

4.1.1. UK & US English: spelling 

In the spelling category, there are words that differ only in spelling (written form) and are 

commonly pronounced in the same way and that have absolutely no difference in meaning. 

Generally speaking, the difference is quite often a singular letter that is found in the British 
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spelling but is absent from the American one. Most often, this extra letter seems to be another 

vowel that is added (or subtracted from the AmE-spelling, depending on which way one sees 

the matter; subtraction does however make more sense from a historical perspective) next to 

another somewhat similar vowel to form a diphthong (such as in the case of armour). The 

clipping that sometimes occurs (such as in the words catalogue and doughnut, where 

pronunciation is unaffected and clipped parts are still pronounced) seem to occur more in 

AmE, perhaps due to the original forms being (as it is in the case of catalogue) a direct loan 

from another language, and the natural processes of word formation that were due to occur 

with the original loaning happening later, when AmE started to standardize. 

This process of densification was also discussed in background-section 2.2. 

Densification is, essentially, a pragmatic process where economy of language is put to the 

forefront and, as I explained in said section, AmE seems to favor economic language: shorter 

utterances with least amount of anything that is strictly speaking unnecessary to understand 

the utterance. And this densification is also likely part of the larger context reason to why 

AmE-spellings are generally shorter. 

Table 1 Exact amounts of tokens for the words armor, armour, catalog and catalogue within BNC and COCA 

 

However, it is interesting to note that these spellings commonly thought to be quite clearly 

endemic to different variants of English are not in fact strictly used just in either variant, but 

case-by-case it would appear that some British spellings are commonly used in AmE and vice 

versa. For example, in the results for the word armour and armor, as can be seen in Table 1, 

British used their own spelling dominantly, but in American English, while their own spelling 

was more common, it was not quite as dominantly so (8080 times versus 1465 times, which is 

roughly five and a half times as much). It can of course then be said, if we are strictly 

speaking about tendency, that it is more likely that if an AmE-speaker writes the word armor 

he will write it without the -u-, but it would not be entirely implausible that he would write it 

with a -u- either. In the other figure from Table 1, we can see that the same trend that has 

been discussed before, where BrE-spelling is a longer form and AmE is shorter, is continued 

with catalog and catalogue. And though in this word set BrE fairly extreme preference to 
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their own spelling is evident, it can be said that AmE displays even lesser preference than in 

armor – armour, as the deviation in how much more common their own spelling is, is only 

about two times larger. 

Table 2 Exact token amounts for words bureaus, bureaux, edema, oedema, fecal, faecal, hemoglobin, haemoglobin within 
BNC and COCA.  

 

So, it could be said, that in general, it seems like the American spelling allows more 

flexibility than the British spelling and the amount of flexibility varies. Although on the other 

hand, the clear influences of French and Latin are still visible in the British spelling, as can be 

seen in the words in Table 2. There is the word bureaux, which is French in origin, and is still 

in perfect loanword-form, where it is written exactly the same way in both BrE and French. 

Another three example sets from Table 1 feature word forms that show clear signs of Latin in 

their first vowels; in AmE, these diphthongs are commonly simplified to only feature the 

latter vowel in their written form. As seen here, the word form bureaux (plural of bureau), is 

in fact not only still used, but it is a lot more common than the more traditionally English 

plural form formed with an -s ending instead of the French -x. And similarly, the Latin words 

(huge majority of which, I have to add, are medical words) are still lot more common than 

their simplified counterparts in BrE. 

Now, when it comes to AmE-spellings of these words, these influences are to a large 

extent absent, or at the very least, diminished. If we look at the results in Table 2, we see how 

in terms of the French-loan example, it is nearly completely absent from AmE, and in fact of 

the entirety of 1296 cases of pluralization of bureau, only 1.62% are bureaux. Latin words 

are a bit more divided, and I suspect that one of the reasons for that is that at least in the sets 

of words that I am using, they seem often to be part of a specialized domain (medicine), 

which would probably affect who uses these words. One of the reasons for my suspicion is 

that if we look at words that are, in my estimation, rarer in public discourse, such as oedema 

and haemoglobin, the commonality differences are smaller than in words that vice versa 

would be more common in public discourse, such as foetus (or gynaecology).  
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But all in all, when it comes to Latin-sourced words, the results look quite complex. 

Considering beyond the results already explained, there is an odd amount of the same kind of 

flexibility that can generally be seen in AmE-results in BrE-results. For example, fetus and 

foetus had 128:218-ratio in tokens in the said BrE-results, while fetal and foetal had 354:107, 

not to mention the token amounts in the examples in Table 2 had between 1-10 instances of 

BrE-spelling and quite a bit more dominantly AmE-spelling. 

Table 3 Exact token amounts in BNC and COCA for most of the words in the -ize/-ise-sets

 

Another curious tilt is in the spellings for the -ize/-ise-set, where American spelling is very 

commonly dominated by their own form (-ize), but in British spelling the difference between 

using, for example, standardize or standardise (as seen in Table 3) is not quite as significant, 

even though the British spelling is more common in all of the BrE-samples. In this respect, 

this too is a case where the flexibility is reversed, much more so even, than in the 

Latin/French-word sets. AmE-results clearly show how much more dominant the -ize-

spelling is in their set, and these results might even slightly suggest that -ize ending words 

might be on their way to become the universal spelling, since, as I have remarked before, 

flexibility is far more the sign of American English, and seeing, in effect, a concession of this 

size might signal that there could be some sort of a move away from the -ise ending. 

Table 4 Exact token amounts in BNC and COCA for install, instal, enroll, enrol, judgment, judgement, karat and carat 

 

Another thing to note is that in few cases there seem to have manifested universal spelling for 

a word, meaning that across the corpora examined, one spelling was always much more 

common, no matter the variant. This happened, as seen in Table 4, for example in the case of 

the word install, where its BrE-variant instal was barely used in American, British or even 

Finnish English, and with such volume that it could not be explained with mere coincidences 

or typos. In other words of the same set, i.e., words that alternate between ending with either -
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l or -ll, there was a difference (as seen in Table 4, where the word set enroll – enrol is 

included for comparison) in which spelling belongs to which variant. British use spellings 

that have only a singular l and Americans use spellings that feature double ll, and this 

difference was consistent in all other cases except for install. 

Few of the other examples (which are included in Table 4) would be judgment, which 

was across all variants more used than judgement, although much more dominantly so in 

AmE than in Finnish English or BrE and karat, which was nearly absent from BrE and little 

bit more than half as rare as carat in AmE. It is, however, not my intention to insinuate that 

the less used variant will entirely vanish, although that most certainly is a possibility. 

4.1.2. UK & US English: word forms 

In word forms, there are way fewer generalities than within spelling, and in similarly 

constructed word forms, the results are not entirely consistent, certainly not to the extent as 

within spelling differences. It should of course also be mentioned that in word forms, there is 

a slightly larger possibility for a different word form to exhibit some nuance or difference in 

meaning either by themselves or as a part of a larger construction, which might 

unintentionally have affected the results. As a large number of words in English in general 

have a tendency to gather meanings over time, there were some cases in which it became 

obvious that there were two word forms that I compared which, while they had a sense that 

was synomatic, they also had some contexts where only one word form would fit the phrase. 

Take for example word forms hung and hanged, that I (and probably Algeo as well, 

whose categorization of synonymity I am trusting and using) considered to have only the 

sense tied with being executed by suspension with a rope (compare “John was hanged at high 

noon” with “John was hung at high noon” that are more or less synomatic utterances), but 

hung in fact is very commonly used in contexts other than that. I would even argue that in 

contemporary material, the sense of hung in the past tense of phrase hang out (hung out) is by 

far more common than the sense I originally visioned, the one that implies execution by a 

rope. This means that even if the interest lies only in the sense which is comparable, the 

results might not necessarily reflect this.  

Even outside of the new senses some words find in phrases and similar constructions, 

these new senses are sometimes hard to think of in advance, meaning that while it was my 

attempt to select words that have the least different senses, there is no assurance this is 

always the case. But with that in mind, there are also word forms where there is no such 
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explanations for why one word form is established as the commonly used one in both 

variants. 

Table 5 Exact token amounts in BNC and COCA for the mathematics-set and the nobody-set 

  

To first describe some interesting sets, one of them is the math – maths – mathematics-set, as 

seen in Table 5, where the relative commonness differs in each of the three English variants 

that I examined. In BrE, mathematics is by far the most used, twice as common as the next 

most used term, maths and math is only used a fraction of that. However, in AmE, math is by 

far the most common term, where mathematics is used roughly half as often, and relatively 

compared, maths is only used in fraction of times of that. So, while mathematics is common 

in both variants, there is a difference in what is the most commonly used abbreviated term. In 

another three-element set, nobody – no body – no one, oddly enough, something very 

different is seen: the two variants follow very similar internal balance. Both favor no one, 

nobody has (very roughly) 2/3 as many tokens and no body has a fraction of that. 

Table 6 Exact token amounts in BNC and COCA for the directional sets and the anymore-set 

  

Few other interesting sets, as explored in Table 6, are anymore – any more and the directional 

sets (backward – backwards, forward – forwards, toward – towards). It seems that in BrE, 

any more is by far more common (contributing 95.4% of overall tokens in this set), whereas 

in AmE, while the difference is far lesser (anymore is roughly three times as common). One 

could argue that any more is in itself very fluid, as it of course also covers all the possible 

uses where they are not in a fixed phrase, but instead two individual words with two 

individual meanings (as in, “I don’t have any more money to spend” as opposed to “I don’t 

like her anymore”, where the two examples have different senses and where you cannot 

replace any more with anymore in the first example), which makes the result more puzzling, 
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as it certainly could be expected that the variant with more uses would be more common in 

both BrE and AmE.  

In directional sets, only consensus seems to be in that both greatly favor forward as 

opposed to forwards although the relative difference is smaller in BrE, although still quite 

significant. The other two sets, however, are also quite curious. In both, BrE favors the longer 

word form (ending in -s) and AmE the shorter, but what I find odd are the inconsistent 

balances in preference. Backward – backwards are very close in AmE, with the difference 

being only around 7% of their sum, while the same difference in toward – towards set is 

around 51%. Same type of inconsistency is true to BrE as well, although there the 

percentages are off even more (47% and 92%, respectively). All in all, the directional sets are 

relatively odd in how inconsistent they are with each other, as common logic would dictate 

that they would share even relatively similar internal balances. But they are not de facto 

linked to each other and there are not any causal bonds, per se, between them, yet the 

complete lack of any balance seems intuitively odd and maybe even incorrect in some sense. 

In many of the previously seen sets, there has usually been some sort relativity that exists 

between variants, but that certainly, for whatever reason, is not the case here. 

Table 7 Exact token amounts within BNC and COCA for elder/older brother/sister and the -∅/-st-sets

 

 

As can be seen in Table 7, in the elder/older brother and elder/older sister-set, there was a 

clear difference in which adjective was used: BrE favored elder and AmE older, although the 

difference between elder sister and older sister in BrE was extremely slight, to the point that 

they could be considered to be balanced. I do have to note the lack of internal balance on 

these sets as well: in BrE, the difference goes from almost even to twice as many tokens, 

while curiously in AmE, the same differences are actually fairly close: of the total amount of 

tokens for both two forms, 89% of brother-set tokens were older and 94% of the sister-set 

were older. It is curious that while in AmE, these felt to be very much within the same realm, 

while BrE had such a huge difference in these internal balances. 

Moving on to the next sets in Table 7, the larger -∅/-st-set (where ∅ signifies a zero 

morpheme, i.e., morpheme that exists only theoretically and does not manifest), the results 
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once again seemed to align quite strongly with both English-variants. The internal balances 

were once again somewhat different, although it should be noted that while the zero 

morpheme-options were (with one exception) the more common of the two, it showed that, 

relatively speaking, compared to AmE, the -st ended forms were more used in BrE (for 

example, in the whilst – while-set, in BrE, around 10% of the overall tokens were whilst, 

while that same number for AmE was only 0.7%). The one curious exception, however, is 

unbeknown – unbeknownst-set, where BrE-results were more or less as expected (unbeknown 

was more used with four times as many tokens), but AmE showed an immense preference to 

the -st-form, and this was the only time in the entire set this happened. Reason for this 

anomaly is unclear and might warrant further study. 

Table 8 Exact token amounts from BNC and COCA for six different word form-sets

 

There were also some cases, where it seemed to be clear difference in which word form 

belonged to which variant and I have listed some of these into Table 8. For example, 

underhand is by far more used in BrE, whereas underhanded is more used in AmE, although 

not quite as dominantly. Another curious example would be the difference between a 

journalist and a reporter (which, of course, are not simply differences in word forms, but 

entirely different, yet fairly synomatic words entirely), and interestingly enough, the results 

display reporter being slightly more than twice as used in AmE, and journalist being slightly 

more used in BrE. This particular result is certainly by no means conclusive, but I have 

chosen to include it for its curiosity factor.  

To go further into the results, as seen in Table 8, firstly was more common in BrE and 

first of all (which is a construction, but I am including it here, because firstly is a word form) 

in AmE and in this particular set, most surprising find, in my opinion, is the lack of use of 

firstly in AmE. The two elements in the set are somewhat even in BNC, so the massive 

preference of first of all in AmE feels, in relation, odd. The results for the sawed – sawn-set 

likewise felt odd at first, as they did not seem to be in line with the relative harmony that for 

the most part was found in adjectives, but one of the reasons for this preference became clear 

upon looking at the KWIC’s for sawed in COCA: it was very often included in, what could 
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be called a fixed term, sawed-off shotgun (which was also sometimes abbreviated as sawed-

off). 

Lastly, in the larger set of (far) – farther – farthest vs (far) – further – furthest, the 

results from the BrE-samples suggest that British English tends to favor the far – further – 

furthest as the complete set, while the AmE-samples suggest that they might generally prefer 

far – further – farthest as the complete set. As far as the word form farther, which neither 

preferred, goes, it is relatively speaking more common in AmE, where it has around 11% of 

overall tokens, while the same percentage for BrE is only slightly over 1%. 

4.1.3. UK & US English: phrases & constructions 

Constructions are the primary type of differences examined in this study which are the most 

vulnerable to the issues arising from semantic and pragmatic considerations of synonymity 

and its lacking in both meaning and use. What I mean by this is that while, for example, in 

spellings, the differences in meanings and senses are nonexistent and differently spelled word 

forms retain their sense absolutely (i.e., center and centre carry the exact same meaning and 

are in fact synonymity-wise absolutely the same). That however might not be true for 

constructions, and they might have a variety of different uses, where their meanings can 

change and carry additional senses. And this is probably why they in particular yielded the 

least amount of data in terms of great differences when it comes to the choices for different 

variants of constructions. For example, as seen in Table 9 (below), in comparing at dead of 

night against in the dead of night, both favored the same version (the latter), although with 

differing intensity. Similarly, in seeing whether either language had preferences in whether 

using a comparative adjective or a more [adjective] type of construction (for example, riskier 

vs. more risky), there was no significant deviation between BrE and AmE, and both generally 

favored the shorter, comparative adjective-variant (with the singular exception being more 

risky vs. riskier in BNC, where the two elements in the set were almost balanced, with slight 

tip towards more risky). 

Table 9 Exact token amounts in BNC and COCA for various sets in the constructions category 
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Few of the sets that did in fact show difference, were, for example the on the cards vs. in the 

cards-phrase-set. Here the already established pattern of BrE having their own variant (on the 

cards) and sticking to it, while AmE has their own variant as well, but shows flexibility 

between the two choices is once again seen. It can also be seen in the all year round – all 

year long-set, where, once again, BrE very dominantly favors all year round and AmE 

clearly chooses all year long as their primary form to use, but have nearly half as much 

occurrences of all year round as well. One interesting set to note as well is the at the moment 

– right now-set, that has biggest difference out of all sets in terms of morphological 

consideration, as the two elements in the set do not have a single same word, but are only 

synomatic in terms of semantic and pragmatic consideration. With that in mind, it is 

interesting to note that there is such a clear deviation in terms of occurrences in BrE and 

AmE; it is clearly more common in BrE to use the form at the moment (which constitutes 

roughly 80% of all occurrences) and likewise right now is far more dominant form in AmE 

(constituting around 91% of all occurrences). 

Lastly, another interesting larger set is the world of-set, that has four elements, all 

listed in Table 9. Here the variables are the determiner a vs. the and the phrasal noun 

modifiers difference and good and while semantically both variants (here categorized by into 

pairs according to the modifier noun) have similar but not really synomatic use (world of 

difference denotes a massive deviation to either good or bad, but world of good is generally 

either only the same but towards good, or used in some sort of ironic or sarcastic manner), the 

differences in use are quite interesting. It would seem that the determiner a is favored in all 

cases except for BrE’s results in the world of good – a world of good although there too, they 

are fairly even. It seems that other than that, the results show that these are quite evenly used 

in both BrE and AmE, which is somewhat surprising, since Algeo (2006, p. 48) correctly 

estimated that the world of good – a world of good would be even, but that in others there 

would be more deviation between the two Englishes. But as they are, it seems that the results 

align somewhat with Algeo’s findings. 

Table 10 Exact token amounts in BNC and COCA for various phrases/constructions
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In the few instances of comparing constructions (and I have listed these on Table 10) where 

the only deviation in a set was in the order of words (and in a way which did not actually alter 

the meaning at all), there was once again one instance where one construction was more 

common in BrE and another in AmE (there and then (BrE) vs then and there (AmE)) and 

other time where there was no difference at all, and both favored the same order (bacon and 

eggs over eggs and bacon). However, one interesting and somewhat similar set of 

constructions which do in fact change a word and not just the order, but feature the same 

meaning was board and lodging vs room and board, and of the two, first seemed to be the 

BrE-phrase and latter AmE. 

Few sets where language variant preferences could be seen are two where the singular 

altered factor is plurality of the built-in noun, make head(s) or tail(s) and on second 

thought(s). Here, however, the plurality shifted between the two sets, as can be seen in their 

token amounts in Table 10. These, once again, are not really related phrases, but the shift is 

curious, still. 

 One important area of inquiry in the realm of constructions when it comes to this 

study is how constructions use, and their selection of, prepositions and in this area, results 

were also quite divided. For example, in respect of and the already discussed on the cards 

seemed to be BrE-word constructions, while AmE used with respect to and in the cards in 

their stead, respectively. Also, with reference to was more common in BrE while in reference 

to was more often used in AmE. There, unfortunately, was not enough decisive results 

coming from the preposition sets, and there were clearly not enough sets tested to begin with, 

so it is hard to say conclusively anything very definite about them at this moment. 

4.2. Finnish English results 
The results overall were quite mixed, although there were some consistencies in few of the 

categories. The data between each of the three corpora was somewhat different from each 

other however, so we have to be quite careful before making any real generalizations about 

Finnish English as a whole. As stated already in the materials-section, some internal weights 

have to be applied when looking at the data and considering what is it that it means. For the 

previously explained reasons, spelling differences have only been examined in the E-Thesis 

material and Suomi24 material, and completely ignored from the spoken ELFA corpus. 

Suomi24 material is also a lot less reliable in many aspects (listed in the materials section 

3.1.2) than either of the other two corpuses, so it does not hold as much importance as the E-

Thesis corpus. In those respects, the results concerning spelling data are mainly tied to E-
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Thesis corpus’ results, but with all other categories as well, E-Thesis should be considered to 

be the one weighted highest, as it is in all respects the most trustworthy of the three. 

 I will also note here that I will commonly include also the already reviewed BNC and 

COCA-results here, for few reasons. The first being that it allows for easier comparison 

between the variants and as this is a study focused on which of the two English variants, 

British or American, does Finnish English relate to more, I think it is important to at all times 

have the comparative samples ready. The second reason is that in some cases, I will use 

different number of key elements than I did in the previous sections or I will use sets that I 

did not explore in in previous sections, and it would not be plausible to represent the data 

differently here than in that previous section. 

4.2.1. Finnish English: spelling 

In E-Thesis, in most of the word sets examined, the BrE-spelling was more common. 

Generally, spelling included much of the signatures of BrE: diphthong -ou- instead of -o- in 

words like honour, labour and splendour, -re-ending instead of -er in words like calibre, 

fibre and spectre and single l and double ll according to the spelling rules established in the 

previous section for BrE (for example, enrol and equalled over enroll and equaled). This 

however was not entirely without exceptions, which will be discussed in later part of this 

section. 

Table 11 Exact token amounts from BNC, COCA, E-Thesis and Suomi24-corpus for all words in the comparative -ize/-ise-set 

 

One of the most interesting subsections when it comes to looking at tendencies in FiE are the 

-ize/-ise-sets (presented in full in Table 11, where I have also included the amounts from 
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BNC and COCA for easy comparison). As opposed to what was just established, however, 

this is one of the areas where the general leaning towards BrE is not true. In these particular 

sets, both E-Thesis and Suomi24 corpora are in fact much more heavily leaning towards the 

AmE-variant, -ize, although it should be remarked that in this particular set, anomaly can also 

be seen in the BrE-results, where previously discussed tendency to very strongly prefer only 

their own spelling is not the case, but in fact seems to have turned so that it happens more in 

the generally more flexible AmE-spellings. I would suggest that for these particular words 

this might suggest slight onset of solidifying universal spelling, as even the only variant (at 

least of the ones examined here) that chooses to use another spelling is not showing as strong 

of a commitment to it as could generally be expected from the said variant. This argument is 

also strengthened by the results from FiE-samples, since this shows that even a variant that 

seems to generally be heavily influenced by the variant that still uses the rarer spelling does 

not use it themselves. 

Table 12 Exact token amounts from BNC, COCA, E-Thesis and Suomi24-corpus for examples in the Latin/French-influences 
set 

 

One of the bigger areas where FiE seemed to lean more towards AmE-spelling were the ones 

where, when it came to BrE-spelling, they showed an atavistic leaning, meaning the spelling 

of the words showed their borrowed roots (French roots in bureaux, and Latin in, for 

example, leukaemia or haemoglobin). In Table 12, the tendency of BrE for using the atavistic 

spelling can clearly be seen; in all cases it greatly prefers that. Similarly, the tendency for 

AmE to prefer the altered, more generalized spelling is also seen. And in FiE-results, E-

Thesis, the internal balances are more even, with gynecology and hemoglobin only having 

roughly bit over twice as much tokens as gynaecology and haemoglobin, respectively. Of the 

three Latin-sets, leukemia – leukaemia is the one that is most different, which I postulate to 

be that way since in Finnish, leukemia is also leukemia, spelled exactly the same way. This 

becomes even more obvious in the Suomi24 corpus, where there is also Finnish and not only 
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English, and I believe that accounts for the immense difference in balances when compared 

to the two other Latin sets, where Suomi24 corpus showed preference towards the 

generalized spelling, but not nearly as immensely dominantly. And lastly, the French spelling 

of bureaux was very uncommon in both of the FiE-corpora, and while the word bureaus was 

rare, it very clearly was the more used spelling. 

It should also be mentioned that at times, the differences in which spelling was chosen 

was not altogether that big and, for example, in the previously mentioned equalled – equaled 

set, the difference was only 30 tokens. Generally speaking, the differences between 

commonality within any given set ranged from one of the spellings being nearly entirely 

absent (meaning that the other spelling was extremely dominant) to the two (or more) 

variants of spelling or form being more or less equally as common. Commonly the difference 

would be around a fourth or so (for example aluminium had 1,069 tokens in E-Thesis, while 

aluminum had 734), so while BrE seems to be the dominant variant in terms of influence to 

FiE in E-Thesis-material, it is altogether not exceedingly so. 

Table 13 Exact token amounts from BNC, COCA, E-Thesis and Suomi24-corpus for various sets 

 

To speak about the sets where the differences between the E-Thesis and Suomi24 corpora are 

clearly seen, some examples are listed in Table 13. Artifact – artefact-set, for example, shows 

very clearly that BrE pretty strongly prefers artefact and AmE artifact, and this same 

tendency is seen in the results for E-Thesis (which aligns with BrE) and Suomi24 (which 

aligns with AmE). This same pattern, with varying intensity, is true for all the sets in Table 

13 (and further), which led me to the suspicion of differing registers having varying degrees 

of influence from the two English variants, a concept I will further explore in the discussion 

section (5) of this study. 

In the Suomi24-corpus, AmE-spelling was generally a lot more common. This should, 

however, be more closely examined as well: one thing that was clear from looking deeper 
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into the results and looking at KWICs for a lot of the results is that there are two more 

reasons for these results to not be taken at face value. The first is that the corpus included 

each post as is and without any editing. And while it might not be problematic as is, in the 

case of Suomi24 corpus, it meant that if there is a long line of quotes from previous 

messages, every single quoted message adds to the whole token amount. So, in essence, any 

one thing could be repeated over and over again in a message that quotes a message that 

quotes another message and subsequently warp the token balances, without any actual input 

of the tokens that will cause the warp. The other thing is that a lot of topics discussed in these 

forums are about concepts like popular culture, cities and such, and a fair number of words 

examined are also part of, for example, the name of a building (World Trade Center) or a 

game (For Honor). So, with these factors in mind, it is possible that a long discussion about 

the videogame For Honor where its name is invoked multiple times will alter the entire 

internal relative balance between honor and honour and should as such be approached 

carefully. It would be an extremely laborious task to un-entangle these issues, so as stated 

before, this corpus should simply be approached as being weighted far lesser than the other 

two corpora. 

 The sizes of the deviations are also quite a bit less consistent; while, for example, the 

difference between dialog and dialogue was around 50 tokens (roughly 9%), the difference 

between traveler and traveller was nearly thousand tokens, making the increase over 500% 

larger. This kind of inconsistency seemed quite common, and it would thus prove hard to 

give same kind of overall estimate about the general sizes of the differences as it was for E-

Thesis. 

4.2.2. Finnish English: word forms, constructions and phrases 

ELFA proved to provide only few results, as most of the phrases and word forms showed 

only very few tokens. And within these tokens, they proved to be quite inconsistent: while it 

echoed the results of E-Thesis (which could be considered to be a very similar corpus in 

terms of register; both were done in academic settings), in the next part it showed clear 

alignment with AmE. For example, in the previously explained toward – towards-set 

(featured below on Table 14), towards (the clear BrE-choice) had 201 tokens in ELFA, while 

toward had only 27. However, in comparing firstly and first of all (Table 14), first of all, the 

clear AmE-choice likewise had 148 tokens against 11 of firstly. While some of these 

differences can perhaps be attributed to some aspect of a more pragmatic or semantic nature 

in these phrases, the immensity of difference is simply too gargantuan to put it solely on that. 
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And to speak in more detail about the results from ELFA, what can also be seen in the 

example set of amongst - among, is that it seems to follow along with what other corpora 

generally also show, when they are in unison. But it is hard to assign alignment to ELFA 

towards either of the examined variants, so it could be said that overall, ELFA seems quite 

evenly split between the two variants, thus giving no immediate precedence to either and as 

such, the results from it cannot be counted towards BrE nor AmE. 

Table 14 Exact token amounts from BNC, COCA, E-Thesis, ELFA and Suomi24 corpora for various sets 

 

Examining the results in Table 14 as it pertains to E-Thesis and Suomi24 corpora, it is 

surprising to see that in the toward – towards-set, Suomi24 corpus actually aligns with the 

results of not only BNC, but E-Thesis and ELFA as well, making COCA an anomaly in this 

particular case. I do not have a clear answer for why it is as it is, as even KWIC’s do not 

reveal anything that could explain it outright. Similar synchronicity happens in the phrase 

there and then and among, which are chosen in both corpora over the alternates, although 

these two are different cases with respect to the results from COCA and BNC. Among is the 

chosen word form in all corpora and there and then is the BrE-variant, although the 

difference between that and the alternative then and there (AmE) is not altogether immense. 

In firstly – first of all, however, the established pattern of E-Thesis leaning more toward BrE 

and Suomi24 toward AmE is seen. 
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Table 15 Exact token amounts in BNC, COCA, E-Thesis and Suomi24 corpora for the words in the -t/-ed set

 

As for the E-Thesis corpus as a whole, it once again clearly follows BrE through-out with 

few exceptions here and there, such as preferring -ed ending to -t ending in all words of that 

category (dwelled – dwelt, leaned – leant, burned – burnt, which are all featured in Table 15, 

although without ELFA, as it only give a single token occurrence in these sets (burned with 6 

tokens)), whereas BrE alternated between -t endings and -ed endings fair amount, so for the 

most part, these findings seem to be in line with what the spelling results displayed. Same 

goes for Suomi24-corpus, it once again aligns greatly with the results from the AmE-corpus, 

same as with spelling. Suomi24-corpus’ data follows it oddly closely, as for example, in the 

previously discussed math – maths – mathematics-set (listed in Table 14), it even displays 

fairly similar internal relativity between its elements as the AmE-set: math is the most 

common (871 tokens), with mathematics having roughly 2/3 as much tokens (561) and maths 

a fraction (67 tokens) of that. 

5 Discussion 
It is hard to say from an essentially pretty limited amount of data (especially source-wise) 

anything extremely definitive about the composition of Finnish English. This is also reflected 

in the meta-data of this study: the reason for why the results section for FiE-results is much 

shorter than the results for BrE/AmE is simply that there are so much fewer results and data 

to report. To make this whole issue clearer, I will state this: when I was selecting corpora to 

use for AmE and BrE, it was not at all hard to find corpora that featured both of these 

variants, but the difficulty became in selecting the most appropriate corpus to use, one that 

would best feature and represent a variant of English. This, however, was not the case for 

FiE. In respects to the issues with examining FiE, the true difficulty laid with that there 

simply were very few corpora to choose from and in this respect, my choice was to some 

extent dictated by the circumstances. In this respect, maybe a correct decision would have 

been to form a corpus of my own, but the point I am attempting to make here is actually to 

simply point out that lack of data and corpora in the entire domain of FiE, especially when 

compared to an established variant. 
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As I already stated as early as the introduction, Finnish English is not that much 

studied as a domain, and this fact became very apparent when conducting this study and 

gathering the data and possible sources of data. I think that while it made this study hard to 

conduct, it also revealed how much more there is to study in Finnish English and I would 

even guess that is the case for many, if not most, of the localized English variants, insofar as 

they can be considered variants. 

Although that too leads to another question that deserves to be asked: are all the 

different localized English variants different enough that they all warrant a study? And while 

at this point in time, I cannot definitively answer that, it leads me to give a partial answer in 

the form of acknowledgment that I do not know, but we should at the very least try to find out 

that particular aspect. Going forward, I do believe it would be worthwhile to, at the very least, 

examine similarities between Nordic Englishes. Nordic countries certainly have been always 

quite close in many respects, not only in respects to international relations and so on, but with 

a lot of general cultural aspects as well, and to that point, I will refer back to my background 

section 2.1.3, where, when examining the rise of Finnish language, I pointed out the ties to 

culture and cultural identities of people living in Finland, so there is a definite connection 

between language and culture, certainly in Finland. On the other hand, with the language 

situation in Finland being so different from the neighboring countries, I wonder how much of 

that translates to the differences in Englishes spoken in Nordic countries. And on top of that, 

it would be interesting to see whether the fact that Finnish is a vastly different language from 

the Germanic languages of Denmark, Sweden and Norway (which feature immense 

similarities with each other) affects any deeper, linguistic aspects of language at all. 

5.1 What the results might suggest about British and American English 
With respect to what my results suggest about the two variants that are already established 

fall quite a lot in line with my pre-conceived notions and general views I had on the matter. 

They differ most in terms of spelling differences, and from then on, the greater the difference, 

the smaller their deviation from one another.  

British English has some interesting aspects that differentiate it from American 

English. The first notable one I would argue is the prevalence of foreign languages and their 

influence, as seen when discussing Latin and French in terms of spellings that are still used in 

BrE. As seen in the results, these were far less prevalent in AmE, and in this respect, they 

could be, at least in the context of these two variants, considered a unique characteristic of 

BrE. Another notable aspect that I already mentioned multiple times when describing the 
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results, is that BrE shows a great preference to just using its own variations in each of the 

studied categories. 

American English does however have, as a flipside to the lack of flexibility seen in 

much of the BrE results, a lot of flexibility, which I would consider its most unique 

characteristic when it comes to the results of this study. This flexibility essentially means that 

while there are in many cases AmE-spelling or such, it is very common for alternative 

spellings to be much more prevalent than in BrE. I should also mention that in relation to not 

only the foreign influences, but also to a more general sense of many of the linguistic 

processes (such as clipping) feeling lacking or incomplete that was seen in BrE, AmE can be 

described as a more modernized variant, as it would seem that the variants that AmE uses 

have completed these processes, or are, at the very least, further along than BrE. 

However, it should be mentioned, that these things I describe exist in my 

categorizations of difference only in dualistic terms, meaning that since there are only these 

two variants that I am comparing with each other, it certainly is possible these are simply the 

ways these two contrast with each other, and should more variants be included, aspects 

considered and described as hallmarks could merely be one the variants lack of some aspect 

that is generally normal in Englishes. While these two variants are the largest and most 

dominant in the world, they are not the only ones, and certainly not the only ones that have a 

very long history and a lot of speakers, so it should just be kept in mind that I am viewing and 

discussing the variants I have included in my study in a vacuum of kinds, where I am 

completely ignoring all the other major variants. 

5.2 What the results might suggest about Finnish English 
One of the things my research does make me wonder is that maybe Finnish English, as 

unformed as it is, has multiple registers. The way in which the academic texts of E-Thesis 

aligned heavily with BrE, while the far more loosely gathered internet forum corpus that is 

the Suomi24 corpus aligned with AmE makes me wonder whether, in fact, there might be a 

question of overt and covert prestige when it comes to those two English variants. Generally 

speaking, especially RP (received pronunciation) and similar upper class British accents 

intuitively seem to have overt prestige, not only in Finland, but throughout the world. 

Additionally, I wonder that whether the prevalence of AmE in the forum corpus might be a 

matter of covert prestige. These certainly are not questions I can answer based on this kind of 

data, so influx of a lot more data is required in this respect as well. 
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 Outside of the prestige discussion, I do think that the link between academic texts and 

British English is fascinating, also in the respect that should there ever emerge a true, 

standardized variant of Finnish English, it seems from my work here that it would most likely 

be heavily based on BrE, but with the modernized touch of AmE, leaving the atavistic 

spellings largely behind. More studies should of course be done in the most general register 

of Finnish English to understand it with more detail, but is there a deviation toward BrE in 

the context of academia? The data I collected and analyzed shows that might be the case but 

leaves the case for Finnish English as a whole somewhat unanswered. 

 My study is one of Finnish English, but in comparing with how much easier it was to 

get results from the BrE and AmE corpora, it ended up discovering more about those two 

variants than about FiE. That said, some descriptions can be made: Finnish English does not 

appear to hybridize as much as expected. FiE does not carry over the remnants of other 

languages with it, in so far as the discussed Latin/French-influences goes. FiE is striving for 

some sense of modernity, in that if there is a variant that feels antiquated, it will not generally 

use it, even if the influencer variant does. And finally, and perhaps most importantly: at this 

moment, it would appear that Finnish English is not a direct progeny of either of the 

examined variants, even if generally it would appear that British English might in fact be 

more influential of the two. 

5.3 Thoughts and observations on the domain of inquiry 
The main problem I had during researching this topic seems to be the lack of good research 

data. One of the reasons for the difficulties is that there has to be some way of verifying the 

speaker/writer as someone who speaks Finnish (or (Finnish) Swedish) as a L1 and English as 

a L2. This will prove problematic for various reasons, the first being that data should be 

anonymized to some extent, especially in the context of a corpus. Other reason is that in the 

face of a growing population from various backgrounds, the way in which we consider these 

categorizations have to be examined as well. For example, in cases of second-generation 

immigrants living in Finland, who speak language other than Finnish, Swedish or English not 

only in their home, but also in their community, but who retain high fluency of Finnish (or 

Swedish) and in fact use it when at school or at similar daily occupation, should a 

categorization system lump them in with people who only speak Finnish (or Swedish) in their 

homes, communities and occupations? This is not an argument toward either side, I am 

simply trying to remark that the world has changed and there is more nuance to this 

discussion than there used to be. So maybe having a view of language as simple as having 
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L1, L2 and maybe lingua franca as categorizations is not enough. There is no need to make 

systems that categorize language in an overly complex way either, but I would argue that they 

certainly feel lacking at this point in time. 

In any case, maybe the correct approach to a topic like this would be something that is 

smaller in scale, such as a questionnaire, but that too might prove to affect the register, as in 

similar situations, psychological studies have noticed the presence of reactivity. What this 

means is that in one of the observed effects of reactivity, called the Hawthorne effect, the 

realization of a participant in a study that they are being observed will affect their behavior, 

which subsequently could in this context mean that they might choose higher or lower 

prestige register and thus affect results. Though this would certainly mean that the registers 

themselves should also be studied to find whether or not Finnish people do in fact have 

multiple registers, especially in a secondary language. These are the issues of any relatively 

understudied domain: a lot of factors relate to each other, so the necessities form a chain 

between each other, i.e., factor A needs to be studied in order for factor B to be studied, 

which requires factor C to be known, which is linked to factor A and so on. 

 But the main fact remains, that without a lot more corpora, which very specifically 

have Finnish English, there are definite limits as to what can be done in this field at the 

moment. However, that is not to say that nothing can be done. My selection of key elements 

to study had its limitations, and to that end, I think that one valid avenue would be expanding 

the research, and, in that respect, it would be a good start. I believe that studying more 

complex parts of language is the key to understanding the influence, as spelling, for example, 

surely is a very hard thing to study in the present time where auto-corrections and other types 

of automated word-processing are quite ubiquitous. But even more than that, the more 

complex the studied part is, more it reveals how speakers of a certain variant think in that 

language, which is why I think there is added value there in particular. 

 So, in the future, one of the things that should be done in order to progress the 

research into Finnish English would simply be at the very least a collection of a new balanced 

corpus, if not multiple corpora. It would be ideal to have a lot more registers represented and 

perhaps more importantly, more social classes and fluency levels represented. The fluency 

level of the users of Suomi24 might be all over the place, but I think it is reasonable to 

assume that the majority of speakers in ELFA corpus and the writers in E-Thesis corpus are 

fairly fluent and it would be interesting to see speakers and writers of lower-level fluency use 
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English, as it might in fact simmer down language use to the most used parts. When doing 

my research, I did find out that a corpus of Finnish English was in fact being collected, but at 

least in the time of writing/researching, alas, it was not publicly available. 

5.4 Reflection on the shortcomings of this study 
In my view, the largest shortcoming were in terms of the selection of data, and while there 

are certainly issues when it comes to the simple factor of available corpora, as described in 

length in the previous section, I do think that in the face of that, I perhaps should have 

collected a corpus of my own, as I have done before. It was a decision I made due to 

collecting, for example, newspapers with Finnish English, I would have ultimately had far 

smaller amount of data, which would require a lot more work than relying on already existing 

corpora. This is because when it comes to something as specific as making sure that the 

speakers are indeed what they need to be for the purposes of this study, it would have 

required a lot of vetting for the speakers. In a newspaper, such as Helsinki Times, the largest 

Finnish English newspaper in Finland, not all writers are in fact people who speak Finnish as 

their first language, nor necessarily even Finnish by nationality, which is why it would be 

necessary to examine and differentiate those that fall within my parameters and those who do 

not, and doing these kinds of  judgements for a very large pool of people is not only 

laborious, but something that feels dubious to some extent, to me. 

 In terms of the methods used for this study, I am still very strongly in favor of my 

three-layered approach, although I suppose now that to some extent my layer that focuses on 

verification, might have to some extent led the research towards an unintended path. While I 

think that what I found out about British English and American English is valuable, it clearly 

overshadows the real point. On the other hand, however, I do feel that proper research 

etiquette encourages one to go where the research leads, and in this respect, I feel that my 

study succeeds in being of value to the field of research. It is not for me to judge, but as far as 

how my study relates to all the things discussed in my background section (2), I can only 

hope that the lineage I see clearly is also apparent to the readers of this study. 

6 Conclusion 
This study intended to study the differences between two dominant, major variants of 

English, the British English and the English of the United States of America, to understand 

how the differences seen in them can be seen in the contemporary Finnish English, to 

understand its roots and lineage. This is partly since English is not a national nor official 
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language of Finland, but does seem to have ever growing domain in Finnish society and 

culture. The study was conducted by examining what I am calling tendencies, meaning 

selections in various linguistic contexts between two or three options, to see if these 

selections seemed to align more closely with British English or American English. 

In this study of the tendencies when it comes to influences from American English 

and British English in the composition of Finnish English, perhaps more was discovered from 

the two influences than the actual central focus variant of the study. That said, there are some 

aspects of FiE that can be inferred from the data I used. Finnish English is not an English 

variant that has characteristics that would make it seem in any way odd compared to 

American English or British English, but in fact resembles the two a lot. Considering which 

of the two it resembles more, the more trustworthy data would suggest that would be British 

English, although it does so in a somewhat generic manner, and does not carry over some of 

the more unique aspects of BrE, but instead, in these situations, it seems to be more akin to 

American English. American English can overall be considered to be a strong influence as 

well, even if it is somewhat lesser than British English. Finnish English follows the main 

lines of the two variants, and where there is agreement between BrE and AmE, Finnish 

English aligns with it, as well. 

 As already stated in few occasions, study into Finnish English has just scratched 

surface at this point. So, in terms of where to go next, there are endless possibilities, however, 

personally, I would hope for more corpora to be assembled. This is because in the early 

stages of a study, I do generally think that it is better to go quantitative instead qualitative, 

i.e., find out answers for the bigger questions first, to establish some verities to the field, and 

then explore their true nature. 

 As far as what I discovered about BrE and AmE goes, I can say that based on the data 

used, American English seems to generally be a more flexible variant in that, it, as opposed 

British English, will very commonly use the spellings and word forms that are generally 

endemic to BrE. BrE however does not show same flexibility towards AmE, except for in 

various miscellaneous cases, where (in conjunction with evidence from FiE corpora) such 

word forms or spellings are in fact becoming, to some extent, universal. There are not great 

disagreements between more complex parts of speech like constructions and phrases in the 

two Englishes, with some fairly minor exceptions. However, in the types of word differences 

that I called word forms (signifying that something more than spelling changed, namely 
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spoken form), there are certainly more elements unique to each variant, but the general rule 

found of flexibilities found in spellings remained largely in place here. 

 As far as the future of this domain goes, it is an open field. The difficulties of any 

largely unexamined field are true here and the hardest part is in choosing where to start. 

Although to that, I repeat my suggestion that the first order of business should be collection 

and organization of a balanced corpus of Finnish English. As I discovered in my use of 

balanced corpora of BNC and COCA, they do seem to reflect a very general sense of a 

variant. A balanced corpora will showcase major tendencies, and I believe they are most 

useful as comparison tools, and as such I would perhaps slightly venture beyond my scope to 

suggest that in connecting the dots between larger concepts, it would not be a terrible idea to 

also further invest in balanced corpora for, at least, rest of the Nordic countries. As Euro-

English is defined now, it is clear that Nordic countries are not included, so instead of trying 

to directly connect Finnish English to Euro-English, perhaps it would be a better idea to first 

establish the smaller concept of Nordic English, which could then be established, at least in 

relation, with Euro-English. 
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