Studies of Finnish in North
America and Scandinavia

Part I

Jarmo Lainio

Du.ring the 1980s and 1990s a vitaliza-
tion in studies of Finnish among Fin-
nish-speaking emigrants and minoritites,
L.e. Finnish ‘abroad’, has emerged. This
has been a consequence of several factors
coinciding.

First, the earlier paradigms of Fennis-
tics and Finno-Ugristics have been chal-
lenged by other, more recent theories and
views on language from the 1970is and
onward. It has thus become possible to
cope with the special linguistic circum-
stances in minority language situationsin
more accurate ways.

Secondly, the role of language as an
important factor for minority identity
and cultural maintenance has become
more apparent due to international
sociopolitical influences, among which
first and foremost the revitalization of
minorities should be mentioned. The
ideological changes influenced state level
decision-making as well, and thus the
attitudes of majority populations. In
parallel, the general political turbulence
following the student revolts during the
late 1960s also influenced linguistics at a
general level: interest in dominance pat-
terns connected to language as a means
of power grew rapidly (Newmeyer 1986),
and has untl the early 1990s been of
major importance.
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Thirdly, interest among individual re-
searchers — which partly is a result of the
second factor — stemming from the Fin-
nish-speaking minorities themselves, has
increased considerably.

Fourthly, the interest in crosslinguistic
comparisons within contrastive analysis,
universal features in language and ty-
pology has re-occurred or grown among
non-Fennists and non-Finns (both major-
ity and minority representatives). For ex-
ample, some interest among (mostly
general) linguists has been shown Fin-
nish as a language differing typologically
from Indo-European languages (Luthy
1973; Campbell 1980; Skousen 1987, 1991;
Sridhar 1988; Campbell & Muntzel 1989;
Comrie 1989, Maher 1991; Kallstrém
1992a, 1992b; cf. also Ringbom 1987).

To a high extent the question of edu-
cational achievement among immigrant
children has contributed further to this
trend, both as a matter of bilingual edu-
cation and within second language ac-
quisition studies, where Finnish has
been the first language. This has been a
matter of interest especially in Sweden,
lately also inNorway. Recently, as a fairly
rapidly growing field of interest, studies
on Finnish as a second language has
developed in Finland, which may in due
time connect to studies abroad in a con-
structive way.

Below I will try to give a brief account
of some of the studies and roughly de-
scribe the theoretical characteristics of
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language contact studies of Finnish out-
side Finland. The excursion will partly be
based on earlier overviews by Lainio
(1991, 1993) for the North American
scenario and for immigrant Finnish in
Sweden, and by Wande (1994), for the
North Scandinavian situation. Among
other literature used, the updated over-
view of Virtaranta (1993) has been useful.
In addition, studies not referred to in
these overviews are included. Earlier
overviews by Ureland & Clarkson (1984)
and Ureland (1987) also give an over-
arching picture of studies on language
contacts throughout history in the
Scandinavian area.

In Finnish there is also a volume of
articles on ‘foreign Finns’, Ulkosuomalai
sia (1982), which includes general and
linguistic papers on various groups of
Finnish-speakers abroad, from a Finland
Finnish perspective. The directions and
interests of these works are in various
ways complementary to the ones pre-
sented here. For the North American con-
text, the Finn Forum conferences (e.g.
Karni et al. eds, 1988) have added mainly
historical and social science reports on
especially the trans-Atlantic situation,
even though linguistic accounts have
beenincluded. Inmany cases, the linguis-
tic topics have been more elaborated
upon in other publications by the same
writers.

Finrush as a first Janguage in second
language acquisition studies has been
treated in overviews by, e.g. Hyltenstam
& Arnberg (1988), Hyltenstam (1989),
Hammarberg (1991), and Viberg (1991;
cf. also Voionmaa 1993) for Sweden.
Corresponding studies and overviews
have not been made in the other settings
discussed here, to my knowledge. On the
contrary, the Norwegian Kvens are for
example not even recognised as a sepa-
rate ethnolinguistic group inan overview

of the educational policies concerning bil-
ingualism in Norway (Hvenekilde
1993:174). Adult Finnish-speakers in the
US with English as their second lan-
guage have been studied by Pietild
(1989). These are only to a minor extent
integrated in the present description of
Finnish outside Finland. However, stu-
dies on Finnish-English bilinguals will
be closer integrated here (e.g., Lauttamus
1991; Halmari 1993a, 1993b, 1993c¢; Hir-
vonen 1993; Hirvonen & Lauttamus
1994).

Aims of the overview

The main objectives of an overview of the
kind I have been aiming at are both its
practical and theoretical values. Firstly, it
could offer possibilities to describe more
extensively especially the minority varie-
ties/Finnishes and their developments
on a global scale. It could give insights to
what characteristics have been found in
them at various stages of change and /or
shift. Secondly, it could give information
about which types of studies have been
done in the different settings and which
may be worth replicating in another set-
ting. Thirdly, it should give rise to cau-
tion as regards the use of terms like
American Finnish, Norwegian Finnish,
Sweden Finnish etc. — are they compat-
ible terms, and, have they been based on
similar assumptions and linguistic de-
scriptions?

As a consequence of a review of this
kind, it may also be possible to address
the question of whether the Finnishes dis-
cussed are developing into their own lan-
guage level systems. Last but not least,
important from a minority perspective is
that it could be of some support to know
that the case the individual researcher is
dealing with, is not a unique dilemma,
but has characteristics in common with



other settings, for the better and for the
worse. As a by-product the overview
may show to non-linguists, that linguis-
tics is a matter of multifaceted perspec-
tives on language.

The overview does not claim to be
complete or maximal, neither as regards
the divison of studies nor the treatment
of the studies mentioned. Another
delimitation has been made: I have con-
centrated on studies dealing with natural
spoken language, even if some other stu-
dies directly connected to the study of
spoken language have been referred to.
The general starting point is thus the lin-
guistic product of spontaneous speech,
which is a primary mode of linguistic
communication, especially in a minority
situation. Furthermore, though a few stu-
dies not published as monographs or in
periodicals and anthologies are men-
tioned, mainly reports available to the
large public are included.

It is my hope, that an overview of this
kind could give a contribution to a total
account of studies done with Finnish as a
contact language outside the source
country. With the aid of this it would later
be possible to draw conclusions on a
larger scale for descriptions and possible
predictions regarding the future route of
studies of Finnish, both as a minority and
a majority language.

Setting of studies

1. Geographical and historical settings of
minority Finnishes

Before the various kinds of studies of
Finnish in minority contexts are dis-
cussed, it may be useful to try to classify
the fields and studies according to some
general characteristics and to situate
them in their national contexts. I will start
with this task (see Table 1).

Siirtolaisuus — Migration 2/1995

Tlhree groups of Finns have lived
within the borders of Norway, the oldest
one of which is the Kvens in north-
ernmost Norway. Their history is that of
an extensive migration of Finns from
Northern Sweden and Finland, dating
back to the late 17th century and later.
The present-day population of Finnish-
speaking Kvens js estimated at about
1,500-3,000, of the 20,000-60,000 persons
who are believed to have Kven ancestry
(Andreassen 1992:39; Lindgren 1993a:21-
22).1 In the so-called Finn forests, both on
the Norwegian (especially in the Soler
region) and Swedish side (especially in
the Virmland region), migrants of
mainly east Finnish, Savo origin, and
their descendants lived highly isolated
for several centuries. It is believed that at
the most about 40,000 Finns were living
in these forestial regions (Iversen 19594,
fn. 4). In 1953 only five older speakers of
Forest Finnish were left in Norway (op.
cit.: 4). The third Norwegian group con-
sists of recent immigrants from Northern
Finland, especially to the fishing industry
in Northern Norway. The amount of re-
cent immigrants has been estimated at
several thousands in the 1980is ( Anttonen
1986).

The autochthonic groups of Finns and
their descendants in Sweden, which
would have included the mentioned For-
est Finns, counts about 20,000—40,000.
Around 1950 there were still 40 speakers
of VaFi left (Mégiste 1960:4), and 30 years
later, the last known speaker of VaFi
passed away (Virtaranta 1986:111). All of
the present-day Finnish-speakers of an
autochthonous ancestry are Tornedali-
ans, with their roots in Northern Sweden.
This minority came into being through
the split of Sweden in 1809, when the
eastern part was ceased to Russia.

The largest group of Finns in Sweden,
and probably also compared to other
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Table1l.  Potential populations of speakers in studies of Finnish outside Finland

Country  Recent Ethnic Minority Assimilated Autochthonic
Immigrants of Imm. Descent ~ Minority Minority

Norway  Immigrant Finns/ Kvens Forest Finns Kvens
(Norwegian Finns)

Sweden Immigrant Finns Sweden Finns Forest Finns / Tornedal Finng
(Sweden Finns} Varmland Finns

Canada Vancouver? Canadian Finns early 1st/2nd
(Canadian Finns) gen. immigrants

USA Florida, New York, American Finns early 1st/2nd

Oregon, California,
(American Finns)

gen. immigrants

cases elsewhere, can be found among the
post-war migrants and their descen-
dants, who have concentrated their habi-
tations to central Swedish industrial
towns and the capital Stockholm. Stock-
holm has had a continuous habitation of
Finns for about five or six centuries, not
in the sense that they would make up a
continuous Finnish ancestry to our day —
this line was possibly broken during the
first decades of this century — but in the
sense that there have always been Finnish
migrants in Stockholm during this pe-
riod. The amount of persons of Finnish
origin in Sweden (including the second
generation) is about 301,600 (in 1993;
Wande forthe.b), among which 20-25 per
cent are likely to be Swedish-speaking
Finnish migrants.

In Canada there were (in 1980), ac-
cording to the Census of Canada 1986,
40,565 persons with a Finnish origin for
both parents, and 51,770 with a multi-
ple (Finnish and other) ethnic back-
ground (total = 91,340). About 25,000 of
these have reported a non-official lan-
guage as their mother tongue, i.e., most
likely Finnish. A majority of these have
lived in Ontario, and at present a nota-
ble amount can be found in British Co-
lumbia.

According to an overview by Kul-
talahti (1989:15-16, data from 1980) most
people with a Finnish background in the
USA live in Michigan, Minnesota, Cal-
ifornia, Washington, Massachusetts, Wis-
consin, New York, Oregon, lllinois, Ohio
and Florida. There were (in 1980) about
616,000 persons with a Finnish ethnic
background in the USA (op. cit.:12). By
summarizing Kultalahti’s data, covering
all states, a total of 29,172 persons born in
Finland are found. The largest amount of
Finnish migrants still alive and born in
Finland (4,539) live in California. The
oldest habitations are to be found in Mi-
chigan (111,702 with Finnish back-
ground, and 2,292 born in Finland (data
from 1980) and Minnesota (98,783 with
Finnish background, and 1,959 born in
Finland (data from 1980).

It is questionable whether recent,
first-generation immigrants can — ob-
jectively and subjectively —be referred
to as belonging to an established mino-
rity. Kvens and Tornedalians do not, as
farI can see, receive new speakers from
the outside, though many Finnish mig-
rants have been integrated into these
groups, especially into the latter one.
Furthermore, at least ‘Sweden Finns’
and ‘American Finns’ have a semantic



load, which does not readily include
recently arrived newcomers. Most of
these populations are generally consi-
dered to speak their respective Finnish
languages (or varieties) — Kven Fin-
nish, Sweden Finnish, American Fin-
nish etc. — except for Tornedalians,
who in addition to Tornedal Finnish (or
its correspondents in different langu-
ages) nowadays refer to their language
as "Medn kieli’, i.e. “our language’ (cf.
Thomas 1991, for the tendency to use
this concept in recent minority langu-
age settings).

Throughout the paper I will refer to
the varieties involved as ‘languages’.
The use of ‘dialect’ may possibly be de-
fended when each of the cases is indivi-
dually compared to source country Fin-
nish (hereafter Finland Finnish, FiFi),
but when they are compared to each
other, several criteria point in the direc-
tion that they can be objectively called
different languages, with the exception
of Sweden Finnish. At least some crite-
ria, such as mutual comprehension, be-
longing to one nation-state or the same
political system, identification with the
same speech community, and even the
linguistic norms adhered to, hint at the
possibility that they are now evolving as
separate languages, if their speech com-
munities do not face language shift or
language death.> Their connection to
each other is mainly one of indirect con-
tact, mediated by FiFi, but they share the
common experience of a minority status
language in contact with an Indo-Euro-
pean language.

The question of where to situate the
Kvens is not easily settled. Though
formed by immigrants from Northern
Sweden (including Tornedalen) and
Northern Finland no later than the at turn
of the 18th and 19th centuries, their hab-
itations today in Northern Norway con-

Siirtolaisuus — Migration 2/1995

stitute local historical minorities. No
doubt do they form an ethnolinguistic
minority, but they are also developing
into an autochthonic regional minority.
One main difference as compared with
the Tornedalians is the span of time in
their present area. Anadditional problem
in the Norwegian setting is that the Kvens
to a high extent have been trilingual, with
Sami languages as the third component.
For recent immigrants to Norway from
Finland, this is regularly not so. In this
paper the Kvens will be treated under the
heading 'Autochthonic minority’.

The term “ethnic minority’ mainly re-
fers to the role of language and the aware-
ness of it among the populations in ques-
tion. Accordingly, the populations could
also be termed ethnolinguistic or linguis-
tic/language minorities. Though there
are obvious differences between the
Scandinavian contexts, where language
is of primary importance for Finnish
ethnicity and minority aspirations, and
the North American context, where lan-
guage is no longer considered the main
factor of ethrnic consciousness, I will use
ethnic for all contexts.

The classification above could be com-
plemented by some additional, on-going
studies of linguistic relevance from Ger-
many (Tuominen 1986} and France (Fer-
nandez-Vest forthc.), both of which could
be included as recent immigrant popula-
tions of the Atlantic nexghbourhood
Since major results from these projects are
inaccessible thus far, they will be left out
of the study. (For a world-wide presenta-
tion of Finns abroad, see Korkiasaari
1989, and regarding language contact in
Australia, see Hentula 1987, 1988). > There
are, most likely, other minor studies to be
found in various linguistic periodicals. In
addition, also Finland could be included,
since there are recent studies of return
migrant-children in school tests (e.g.
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Padkkonen 1993), and studies consider-
ing school accommodation and lan-
guage-connected issues.

Finnish as a second language is a field
booming at the moment, but few larger
studies have been completed (Grénholm
1993, Muikku-Werner 1993, Sundman
forthc., being the only extensive studies
thus far; for overviews, see Sundman
1992, Latomaa 1994). They do not, how-
ever, regard spoken language use. The
influence of return migrants from the
USA and Canada on FiFi during the ear-
lier decades of this century presents itself
as a potential object of study, but in addi-
tion to general inference of English im-
pact (Sajavaara & Lehtonen 1980, 1981,
Pulkkinen 1984), only scattered remarks
(see Virtaranta 1993) and minor studies
of influences on dialect vocabularies have
to my knowledge been made.

Some articles on Finnish vocabulary
development were published in a special
issue of Virittdjd (1981). Other possible
directions of extensions would be de-
scriptions of Finnish dialects that have
been in contact with Swedish dialects in
Finland for centuries (e.g. Grdénholm
1988; Tandefelt 1988; Paunonen 1990,
1993a). A vast field of study would be
Fennistics in Finland, which for more
than a century worked within the puristic
tradition, with an outspoken purpose to
eliminate traces of foreign influence,
especially Swedish. Swedish influence
has thus been treated extensively, as a
negative impact. As Paunonen (1993a)
has pointed out, however, the striving for
purism sometimes blindfolded the at-
tempts: internal inherent variation has at
times been banned as foreign influence.

2. Linguistic framework in the studies

Table 2 is an attempt to summarize the
traditional levels of language descrip-

tions. Under ‘Other” we find some ap-
proaches which cannot be easily charac-
terized according to the traditional divi-
sion in the table (e.g. conversational or
discourse analysis). Though further
levels of grammar (such as pragmatically
and semantically oriented) could be
labeled, this has not been done since they
have not been generally represented,
with the main exception of some second
language studies (e.g. Viberg 1985;
Voionmaa 1993). From the point of view
of the language users, it is doubtful
whether they have benefitted much from
the results of the traditional linguistic stu-
dies in their bilingual communicative en-
counters in the minority language con-
texts. Onomastic studies could, had not
the criterion of spoken language been
used, add several contributions to this
classificatory table.

For the sake of simplicity, the popula-
tions in North America have been col-
lapsed into one group (see discussion
about this in the forthcoming Part II).
Borders between different Finnish popu-
lations in North America are even more
difficult to establish than for the Scandi-
navian countries.

As could be expected (table 2), the
traditional aspects of language study
have been well represented, i.e. phono-
logy, morphology and lexicon. Syntax
has been less studied, just as the "Other’
category. The list is further to be cau-
tiously interpreted: some studies have
included minor aspects of the linguistic
levelin question, others have attempted
broad generalizations.

The "Other’ category is scarcely repre-
sented among the minority studies. Inmy
view, itis also more difficult to generalize
at the present stage of development, from
single informant studies on discourse
analysis and conversation analysis, such
characteristics that could be said to be
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Level of language

Country /Population Phonology

Norway
Autochthonic
Assimilated
Immigrants

X7
X
(x)
Sweden
Autochthonic
Assimilated
Ethnic Min.
Immigrants

X X

Canada
Ethnic Min./
(Immigrants)

USA
Ethnic Min./
(Immigrants)

>

Morphology

X
X)
X

Table 2. Linguistic studies on Finnish according to the grammatical level studied

Syntax Lexicon Other

XX

X
6
X
X
X
()

x)

X (x)

(Here and below, footnotes refer to studies representing each combination. Brackets ‘(x)” indicate that
the representation is questionable, or, studies have not been completed to date.)

representative and valid for a whole
population, or even a sample of it.
Regarding the linguistic paradigms
that have been represented, dialectology
has been a starting point for studies in all
countries, also for those who may be con-
sidered sociolinguistic in design. This is
natural, since Fennistic sociolinguistics
has oftenmost meant that methods and
ways of presenting data in dialectology
(have been altered to a small degree,
when adaptated for sociolinguistic stu-
dies. Regularly the linguistic features
studied havebeen the same or similar (for
a recent overview, see Juusela 1994).
Another direction that has been well
represented Is studies on the lexicon,
which partly is based on its strong
scholarly tradition both at Finnish and
Scandinavian universities. Within this
tradition several fietds of study havebeen
represented: onomastics (Norway, ToFi,
VaFi, AmFi), semantic fields (Kvens,
ToFi; Hirvonen 1993; Voionmaa 1993),
and dicfionaries.” The latter entails

dictionaries of AmFi (Virtaranta 1992),
Géllivare/Jellivaara Finnish (=GaFi;
Winsa 1992), ToFi (Kenttd & Wande
1992), and SweFi (dictionaries of the
Sweden Finnish Language Board, and
word lists in its periodical Kieliviesti).

Most of the extensive studies included
share some properties in their view of
language. In practice this means that basi-
cally structuralistic traditions are recur-
rently represented. Purely structuralistic
studies are, however, difficult to find,
though Lindgren (1993a) may be con-
sidered to be one example.

Autonomous linguistics was not very
successful in establishing itself in the
source country, Finland, one con-
sequence of which has been that studies
on minority Finnishes have generally
tacked this feature, as long as the majority
of researchers originated in Finland. The
Chomskyan tradition has been poorly
represented both in Finland and in
Sweden during the 1970is and 1980is.
This tendency has been obvious in lan-
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guage contact and spoken language stu-
dies, partly due to the inherent contradic-
tion between the Chomskyan concept of
‘ideal speaker/hearer’ and variable lan-
guage performance, such as speech.

The problems become multiplied
when two or several even more variable
contactlanguages are the objects of study.
Some studies have included the Govern-
ment & Binding aspect, however, in set-
tings where the tradition has been fairly
strong, as in Norway (Trosterud 1991,
1994) and in the US (Larmouth (1974) and
Halmari (1994) are inspired by this tradi-
tion). The striving in many originally
American linguistic paradigms to find
evidence for universal tendencies is not
only typical for post-Chomskyan tradi-
tions, but also for some directions of soci-
olinguistics: Shana Poplack and her col-
leagues (Poplack et al. 1987) have con-
ducted some research on Canadian Fin-
nish, which dealt with code-switching.
These studies contain features of ty-
pology and claims on universality (cf.
Part II).

Reasons for discussing typology as a
separate direction are not difficult to find.
For example, markedness theory has
been of some explanative value in lan-
guage contact studies, but it has been
rather vaguely represented in the Scandi-
navian context, except in second lan-
guage acquisition studies (e.g. Hylten-
stam 1992) and contrastive typology stu-
dies (e.g. Kallstrdm 1992b). Results from
typological considerations would also be
of help for classifications of the state of art
for Finnish in the various minority lan-
guage settings. It would tentatively be of
interest to situate the Finnishes in some
kind of typological spectrum or con-
tinuum as well. In my view there is
another important reason, namely that
typology as such would benefit from
using the kind of spoken language data

and generalizations that have been pre-
sented in studies of language contact of
Finnish and of Finnishes in minority set-
tings. Especially in those cases when ty-
pologically oriented studies aim at de-
scribing the dynamicity of gross lan-
guage contact patterns, would variation-
ist studies be ofsupport for conclusions
on directionality and ongoing changes
(see also Aitchison 1991; McMahon 1994).

The interest in this field and regarding
the Baltic area has been constantly in-
creasing during recent years (e.g. Dahl et
al. 1992, Dahl & Koptjevskaja-Tamm
1992; Tommola 1992). Data including
more than single informants should be
preferred to such where typological con-
clusions are made on the basis of single
language wusers, at least regarding
threatened languages, when a language
shift process could have caused attrition
among the remaining speakers of that
language. The obvious risk of making
inferences from single informantsi data
could possibly be minimized then (cf.
Dorian 1978; Schmidt 1985). This risk and
problem are at hand, for example, in stu-
dies concerning American Finnish (Leh-
tinen 1966; Larmouth 1974), Virmland
Finnish (cf. Taipale-Miesmaa forthc.; Tai-
pale forthc.) and Kven Finnishin Norway
(Lindgren 1993a). As a consequence of
this, Lindgren (1993a) has excluded semi-
speakers from her analysis.

Intermittent words

This first part has set the stage for the
studies reviewed. In a second part the
characteristics of the various studies will
be presented. This includes the ap-
proaches of scholars, time perspective of
studies, whether reseachers have had an
in- or outgroup perspective on the lan-
guage contact situation, what kinds of
informants have been studied, and a



countrywise summary of the state of art.
These aspects are not only relevant for
linguistic and theoretical evaluations of
the studies, but they are related to the
status of the languages involved, and
thus important for their evaluation
among the speakers of and listeners to
these Finnishes. This in turn, influences
the potential functions of the languages.
In the second parta conclusive discussion
will be given as well.
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Notes

1) Like in other cases, the number of speakers and/or
members of the Finnish ethnic communities in this
study varies considerably, depending on which cri-
teria have been adopted for their estimation. The
figures for immigrants are even more complex,
since figures based on citizenship, country of birth,
and parental background, often differ greatly. The
use of objective vs. subjective (e.g., identification
with opme group) factors shows a similar variable
outcome.

2) The main areas with a noticeable immigration
during the first years of the 1990s from Finland are
especially British Columbia, with Vancouver, and
the largest cities, such as Toronto (Sintonen
1992:8).

3) Though this mainly concerns spoken language, the
orthographies of Kven Fi, ToFi and to some extent
AmPFi, differ slightly from FiFi in practice regard-
ing phonological features introduced by recent
loan words. It seems that SweFi does not share this
development as yet. (These matters are discussed
more in detail in Lainio forthe. (cf. reference in
footnote 6).

4) A significant common factor for these studies, as
well as for much of the Norwegian ones, is that a
majority, if not all, of the to-be informants (and the
researchers), are women, one reason being that this
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is representative of the population at large. When
generalizing the results this should, however, be
recognized, since it may have bad a bearing on the
general picture evolving from the studies.

5) As could be heard at the aonual Finnish Applied
Linguistics meeting (AFinLA) in 1994, there are
ongoing studies also concerning Australian Finns
(paper by Gregory Watson).

6) The fact that for example phonology has been ex-
tensively studied both in dialectology and in soci-
olinguistic studies is natural, since they both study
variable representations in language, and the effect
of external factors (e.g., geographic and social) on
language variation and change. Phonology as a
linguistic system is more closed as a system than
most other ones, and therefore better suited than
for example syntax for studies with this aim.

7) For practical reasons alf references to studies in-
cluded in the tables are not given here. The inter-
ested reader can find them in a modified version of
these two papers: Lainio, Jarmo (forthce.) Studies
of Finnish in North America and Scandinavia — A
Classified Bibliography. Working Papers 3. De-
partment of Finnish, Stockholm University.

8) Both Iversen (1959) and Mégiste (1960) contain
general lexical items as well.



