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As migration constantly increases, diversity in the workplace has also increased in Finland.
In order for organisations to benefit from a diverse workforce, successful diversity
management should be carried out.

The purpose of this thesis was to study whether the lack of or poor performance in Finnish
affects the well-being at work of foreign employees and if so, to what extent, and whether
it influences more the actual work performance or the social well-being of the employees.
The focus was on the social and mental well-being of foreign workers and the question
was addressed through mastery at work and social interaction of employees.

The research was conducted as a quantitative study carried out with a survey
questionnaire. To deepen the knowledge on the topic, the quantitative part was followed
up by an additional qualitative study that included three interviews. The questions of the
survey and the interviews focused on basic aspects of well-being at work. The findings
were analysed quantitatively and qualitatively.

The findings suggest that overall, foreigners in Finland seem to be very satisfied with their
well-being at work, both socially and mentally. Furthermore, the results indicate that there
is some relationship between language and occupational well-being, but the level of
Finnish is not a major contributor. The mother tongue and working language of the
respondents affected especially the mastery at work; those who worked purely in English
were less or not at all affected by the lack of knowledge in Finnish.

Keywords well-being at work, occupational well-being, foreign
employee, language, diversity management

A
-

/ Mé?rbpolia

University of Applied Sciences



Contents

List of Figures and Tables

Introduction

1 Working life in Finland and the modern changes
2 Important concepts and theories

2.1 Well-being at work
2.1.1 Physiological well-being
2.1.2 Social well-being
2.1.3 Mental well-being
2.2 Foreign employees, immigrants and expatriates
2.3 Diversity at work
2.3.1 Diversity management
2.4 Culture and communication
2.4.1 High-context and low-context cultures

3 Research methods

3.1 Quantitative and qualitative methods
3.2 Data collection

3.2.1 Survey

3.2.2 Interviews
3.3 Response rate

4 Findings and analysis of the results

4.1 Survey results
4.1.1 Respondent profile
4.1.2 Language background
4.1.3 Mastery at work
4.1.4 Social Interaction

4.2 Statistical analysis of the results
4.2.1 Analysis of variance
4.2.2 Association analysis
4.2.3 Correlation analysis

4.3 Examination of the interview answers

4.4 Final analysis of the findings

y =

[

10

10
13
13
14
15
15
16
17
19

21

21
22
22
26
26

28

28
28
32
36
39
41
42
48
49
52
55

7.

Metropolla

rsity of Applied Sci



Conclusions
References

Internet sources

Appendices

Appendix 1. Survey Questionnaire
Appendix 2. Interview questions
Appendix 3. Cross tabulation tables

Appendix 4. CEFR Criteria Grid

58
60

61

63
67
69

74

%;opolia

University of Applied Sciences




List of Figures and Tables

Figure 1. Migration of foreigners to Finland between 2000 and 2012 (Official Statistics
of Finland 2012) 7

Figure 2. Evaluation of immigration between 2000 and 2012 by continent of origin
(Official Statistics of Finland 2012) 8

Figure 3. Occupational well-being presented with the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs
(Otala and Ahonen, 2003: 21) 12

Figure 4. Example of a fictional work sociogram adapted from Moreno (1978) 14

Figure 6. Ladder of countries from low-context to high-context cultures adapted from
Hall (1989) 20

Figure 7. Distribution of respondents by their educational background 29

Figure 8. Distribution of respondents by the length of their employment in the current
organization in Finland 30

Figure 9. Share of respondents and number of employees in their current organization
31

Figure 10. Distribution of respondents by their mother tongue 33

Figure 11. Official working language of the respondents in their current organization in
Finland 34

Figure 12. Languages spoken at the workplace in addition to the corporate language 35
Figure 13. Level of Finnish of the respondents (CEFR) 36

Figure 15. Social interaction of foreign employees working in Finland 40



Table 1. Forwarding of the survey by participant 27
Table 2. Age of the respondents 28
Table 3. Share of non-Finns in the current organization of the respondents 32

Table 4. Frequency distribution of degree of agreement of the respondents on the
question “Does your level of Finnish affect negatively the pace of your work?” 38

Table 5. New variables for demographic questions 42

Table 6. Comparison of means by age “Does you immediate superior treat workers

fairly and equally?” 43
Table 7. Comparison of means by length of employment 44
Table 8. Comparison of means by number of employees 45

Table 9. Comparison of means by share of non-Finns in the current organization of the

respondents 45
Table 10. Comparison of means by official working language of the respondents 47
Table 11. Comparison of means by level of Finnish 47
Table 12. Correlations “Are you content with the quality of work you provide?” 49

Table 13. Correlations “Does your level of Finnish affect negatively the quality of your
work?” 50

Table 14. Correlations “Have you noticed any disturbing conflict between co-workers”
51



Introduction

It is often said that Finland is such an international country that one can easily manage
with only English when living here; everybody speaks English. Last autumn the author
was on a work placement in the commercial department of the French embassy in
Helsinki. The working language was French and most of the employees were of French
nationality. The rest of the staff also spoke French, so there were no problems

communicating at the office.

However, the writer became increasingly aware that her colleagues needed language
assistance with some of their tasks; when reading web pages of Finnish companies,
browsing news on Finland or even when contacting people on the phone. Although
many websites have the option to change the language to English, usually only the
first page is translated and the rest, containing more detailed information, is only
available in Finnish and Swedish. More than once a Finnish person refused to speak
English on the phone and requested to speak with someone that knows Finnish.
Colleagues who had recently moved to Finland, or had only been living here for a short
period of time, also needed help with practicalities related to their arrival.

These situations naturally frustrated the author’s colleagues and made them lose a lot
of their working time as well as hers. The writer also started noticing frustration at the
coffee table at the office. Often when two or more Finns were having lunch or a coffee
break at the same time, the conversation easily turned to Finnish even if some French
colleagues were also present. The corporate language in this case did not mean that it
would be the only language spoken at the office. This type of behaviour is often
justified by Finns by referring to the idea that foreigners should learn the local

language and hearing the language would help them in doing that.

The experiences encountered during the work placement made the author want to
examine this phenomenon more closely. The writer wanted to know more about the
situation of foreign people working in Finland and how they perceive their level of
Finnish affects their daily working life, not only purely professionally but also on an
interpersonal level. In order to study and understand the phenomenon, the following

research questions were formulated: Do foreign employees feel left out or detached



from the work community due to not understanding the discussions between
colleagues? Does good language skills in Finnish increase occupational well-being of
foreigners in Finland or does the lack of or poor performance in Finnish affect
negatively the well-being at work of foreign employees and if so, to what extent, and
whether it influences more the actual work performance or the social well-being of the
employees?

In order to ensure that the theoretical basis for this study would reflect the working
environment and sociological surroundings in Finland, the main sources were selected
from studies by established and well-respected researchers focused on the situation in
Finland. It can be assumed that the concept of well-being as well as the whole
structure of the working life varies between countries and therefore it was of interest
to use mainly local sources to present the working life in Finland and the key concepts

used for this thesis. The sources will be further justified at the beginning of chapter 2.

This thesis will first briefly discuss Finnish working life and specifically review the
modern changes in working life in order to provide the reader with background
information on foreigners and working in Finland. The key concepts important for this
study are explained, followed by a presentation of the research methods, the actual
research carried out for this study, and an analysis of the research findings. Finally, a

conclusion based on these results is given.



1 Working life in Finland and the modern changes

The labour market in Finland is considered to be very strong and centralized on an
international scale. Finland has strong labour market organizations and at the end of
the year 2009, 2, 148 000 Finns were members of labour unions (Ahtiainen 2011: 35).
There are three players in the Finnish labour market model: the labour market
organization representing the employers, the labour market organization representing
the employees and the central organization of the employers. (Kauppinen 2005: 330)
The Finnish government aims, inter alia, to decrease unemployment by labour market
policies. The working life in Finland is fairly equal; both men and women work and

equal treatment of job applicants and employees is promoted.

As the whole economy of Europe is constantly evolving, significant changes have also
taken place in Finland during the past decade. One of the changes already visible is the
increasing need for a foreign workforce in the future. As the Finnish population gets

older, the need for new workforce increases. (Vihavainen 2009: 195)

Immigration is an old phenomenon, but this study will concentrate on 20" century
immigration. Larger scale immigration to Finland started in the 1970’s and 1980’s. The
first immigrants at that time came from Vietnam and Chile followed by Somalis at the
beginning of the 1990’s. Since then the number of immigrants has constantly
increased. (Viitala 2007: 307-309) One of the main factors affecting the increase in
immigration is Finland’s membership in the European Union in 1995 permitting free
movement of labour within the EU zone. The Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (European Commission) entitles EU citizens and citizens of Iceland,

Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland to:

e look for a job in another EU country

o work there without needing a work permit

o reside there for that purpose

o stay there even after employment has finished

e enjoy equal treatment with nationals in access to employment, working

conditions and all other social and tax advantages

(European Commission)



In 2006, more foreign people moved to Finland than ever and as the overall number of
foreigners increased in Europe, the topic of discrimination became relevant. The
International Labour Organization (ILO) investigated discrimination in the recruitment
processes in Europe in the 1990’s and the results showed that a foreign name was
enough to reject an applicant in Belgium, Germany, Spain and Switzerland. (Viitala
2007: 307-309)

In February 2014, the Finnish Ministry of Employment and the Economy published a
study on the employment of immigrants in Finland with the aim of assessing their
employment situation in Finland. The material was collected between the years 2000
and 2010 and gives a very current introduction to the situation of foreign employees
and job seekers in Finland. The foreign workforce has an essential position in keeping
an economically favourable rate of working age people in Finland in the future. In the
long run, to keep the economy growing, a sufficient workforce is required and people
moving to Finland can contribute in increasing this workforce. Therefore, it is very
positive that the share of immigrants in the Finnish population has increased during the
last decades. The reasons for immigration vary from work-related (almost a third of all
immigrants), family reasons, studies etc. and the immigrant population in Finland is

very heterogeneous. (Eronen et al. 2014: 12-15)

On 19.10.2006, the Finnish Government approved a new immigration policy. The main
objective of the policy is to actively increase work-based immigration to Finland. The
policy aims to make the Finnish society more diverse in ethnicity and to decrease
discrimination. (Viitala 2007: 308) Making Finland a more open country with regards to
discrimination could contribute to keeping the skilled foreign workforce in Finland.
(Eronen et al. 2014: 75)

Today, 80% of foreigners living in Finland are of working age. There are also an
important number of foreign students studying in Finland. At the moment more people
move in than out of Finland, which may increase the number of foreign workers in the
country. At the end of the year 2012, the number of people with a foreign nationality
living in Finland was 195,511 (3.6% of the total population). The number of people
having a mother tongue other than Finnish, Swedish or Sami living in Finland at the
end of the same year was 266,949 (4.9% of the total population). This last number is

often used as an indication for the share of people with a foreign background living in



Finland, although it leaves out the Swedes (8,500 in 2012). (Eronen et al. 2014: 12—
15)

Immigrants are increasingly highly educated and bring in valuable skills and
knowledge. (Eronen et al. 2014: 16) Diversity of any kind, not only ethnic, in the
workplace is increasingly considered by specialists as an asset for a company. It can
bring the organization valuable intellectual capital, and a more diverse workplace is
often seen to be innovative as new ideas and work methods are added to the already
existing ones. However, these benefits do not come without any work and the
organization needs to strive to achieve them. (Viitala 2007: 308). Increased diversity at

the workplaces also brings society benefits by helping in the integration of foreigners.

Although immigration has rapidly increased since the beginning of the 1990s, the share
of foreigners in Finland remains low by international comparison; the proportion was
3.6% at the end of the year 2012 compared to approximately 10% in the United
States, Sweden, Germany and Norway (Eronen et al. 2014: 13). Figure 1 illustrates the
increase of foreigners moving to Finland between the years 2000 and 2012. The
number has drastically increased during these 12 years. However, as the share of
foreigners remains low, their integration into the Finnish working life should be carried
out with care in order to avoid discrimination and to promote integration of foreigners
to the Finnish society and work life. Finland has already gained much valuable
experience of consolidation of different working styles, especially with those of other

Nordic countries and Estonia (Lindstrém and Leppanen 2002: 268).
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Figure 1. Migration of foreigners to Finland between 2000 and 2012 (Official Statistics of Finland
2012)



Most (two out of three) of the foreigners moving to Finland are European citizens. The
share of EU citizens is constantly increasing and in 2012 they represented almost 45%
of all immigrants. The increasing share of EU citizens moving to Finland could be
explained by the challenging economic situation in the southern countries of the EU.
The challenging situation forces EU citizens from less fortunate areas to migrate in
order to find work. This also supports the claim of job seeking being the primary
reason for immigration. In Figure 2, the evaluation of immigration between 2000 and
2012 is presented by the continent of origin. Most immigrants arrive in Finland from
the European Union. The second biggest group of immigrants comes from Asia,
followed by Europe (non-EU), Africa, and the Americas, and the smallest group of

immigrants by continent of origin is Oceania.

12 D00
10 000
—EU(27)
8000 = EUrope
Africa
B — Americas
m— Asia
4000 Oceania
Mo nationality or
2000
unknown

0 = —

Figure 2. Evaluation of immigration between 2000 and 2012 by continent of origin (Official
Statistics of Finland 2012)

In the study conducted by the Ministry of Employment and the Economy (Eronen et al.
2014: 75) the topic of language is also addressed. It became clear that the knowledge
of Finnish does have an impact on the employment of immigrants in Finland. However,
measuring to what extent local language skills affect the employment opportunities of
immigrants is very challenging as also many other factors influence the employment of
immigrants; discrimination in recruiting, difficulty in comparing degrees, facing
prejudice etc. The same phenomenon may occur once employed; the level of
knowledge could affect the occupational well-being of foreign workers, but it is hard to

measure to what extent as other factors are also involved.



Eronen et al. (2014: 75) suggest that foreign employees in Finland should learn
Finnish, as it would benefit everyone involved; from the individual (the employee) to
the organizational level this would be beneficial up to having a positive impact on the
whole society. The benefits for the employee can be seen in a better integration and
easier progression of the career. The organization would benefit from a more skilled
employee who would most likely be more committed to the country and the
organization. On a societal level, in the event of an employee becoming unemployed,
there would be a higher possibility of fast re-employment and therefore, the society
would benefit from the skilled worker staying in Finland. (Eronen et al. 2014: 75
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2 Important concepts and theories

The research question of this thesis is how performance in Finnish affects the well-
being at work of foreign employees in Finland. In order to approach the research
question, the main concepts used in the study will be elaborated. The concepts are
well-being at work, including physical, mental and social well-being, the concepts of
foreign employee, immigrant as well as expatriate and inpatriate, diversity at work and
diversity management, and culture and communication applying the theory of high-

context and low-context cultures.

As mentioned in the introduction, when presenting the working life in Finland and the
key concepts and theories, the author chose to use Finnish authors and other Finnish
sources to a large extent. The reason for this choice was to gather information specific
to the Finnish labour market and the occupational well-being as it is in Finland. The
well-being at work is seen very differently in different countries and it could be
assumed that Finnish researchers know the local situation the best. The sources used
for this thesis were evaluated according to their relevance before using them; the
study by Eronen et al. was conducted by the Ministry of Employment and the
Economy, Leenamaija Otala is a Finnish researcher specialised in management and
occupational well-being, Ritva Viitala is a university professor of management whose
literary work is mainly focused on human resource management and the study by
Valtanen et al. is a relevant study by Turku School of Economics. The four sources
mentioned were the main Finnish sources for this thesis. It was very important for this
study that the literature used would have Finland as a focus and that the theories
cover occupational well-being, diversity management and the topic of language. It
could be said that the main foreign theories used in this thesis, Maslow and Hall, are

generally approved as they have established their position in their fields of study.

2.1  Well-being at work

The concept of well-being has developed considerably since it was first introduced.
According to Anttonen et al. (2009: 16) “Well-being results from the fulfilment of the
important needs of individuals and the realization of goals and plans set for one’s life.
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Goal-oriented activity and commitment to tasks creates well-being”. However, the
concept of guality and productivity of working life has not been used for long and it
has only been recently attached to concepts such as /earning and social activities.
Anttonen et al. (2009: 17) highlight that well-being at work is a demanding, holistic
and integrated concept. It does not have a well-rooted hame which sometimes creates
confusion when measuring it. In different countries, a variety of terms are used for
well-being at work, or activities similar to it. The following are some examples of the

terms used. The list is not inclusive. (Anttonen et al. 2009:16-17)

e Quality and productivity of working life (Germany and Finland)
e Workplace as supporting health (Ireland, Netherlands, Sweden)
e Work ability (Finland)

e Inclusive working life (Norway)

e Work environment (Denmark, Netherlands, UK)

e Employee involvement in company development (Norway, Poland, Romania)

The concept of well-being at work is complex and difficult to measure. It varies
between individuals and is of such nature that it easily includes almost everything that
happens at the workplace, both professionally and non-professionally. It can include
everything from the actual work, meaning the tasks executed at work, to social
interactions and physiological factors such as the chair and the desk appointed to the
employee. Should it be only based on the experiences and feelings of the employees or
should it be measured using factual indicators? Which factors should be taken into
consideration? (Anttonen et al. 2009: 17) These are some of the questions related to
measuring of well-being at work. As the answers vary between countries, organizations

and individuals, the results of studies are hard to compare.

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs can be applied to give a better idea of all the factors that
influence an employee’s well-being at work. Maslow’s pyramid has 5 different levels;
the physiological needs safety and security, love and belonging, self-esteem and self-
actualization (Maslow 1943). Otala and Ahonen (2003: 21) applied Maslow’s hierarchy
of needs to the concept of well-being at work. Figure 3 summarizes the factors that
affect a person’s well-being and how they apply in working life. The factors are
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e physical well-being, meaning a person’s heath condition, coping with the
workload

e mental well-being, balance between work and private life

e social well-being, relations with co-workers, friends and family

e values and attitudes towards a person’s own work, appreciation of work

e professional ability and development

Inner drive

Professional -
ability and
development
Values, attitudes,
Self-esteem appreciation of
work

Self-
actualisation

» Mental wel-being

a

Relation with
Love and belonging | coworkers, family and

friends Social well-being
Safety and securi Balance between work
o R and private life
Physiological
Health conditions, coping with wel-being

Physiological the workload

Figure 3. Occupational well-being presented with the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Otala and
Ahonen, 2003: 21)

The pyramid of needs can be divided into three categories in light of a person’s well-
being: the physiological, the social and the mental well-being. All three types of well-
being at work can be measured. It is clear that simply collecting information is not
enough in order to influence the well-being situation at a workplace. The hardest part
is to analyse the information and act on it. It is essential that the measurements are
continuous because that will allow seeing the results of the actions taken and the
direction the organization is going towards. Next, a closer look at these three
categories will be taken in order to better understand them and what they include. The
different measurements for each factor will also be introduced.
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2.1.1 Physiological well-being

The two needs that can be applied to physiological well-being are the physiological
needs and safety and security. Physiological well-being also includes an individuals’
healthy lifestyle and diet, sufficient rest and sleep, and a satisfactory physical
condition. Physiological needs and the need for safety and security are closely linked
together because being tired or in an unsatisfactory physical condition may cause
unnecessary absences or raise the risk of accidents at the workplace. Physiological
well-being may also affect a person’s ability to learn and develop. The physiological
needs and safety and security needs represent the two lowest levels in Maslow’s
pyramid and they are considered to be the basic needs that lay the foundation for the
other needs in the hierarchy. The measurements used to observe physiological well-
being at work include, for example, absence rates, working ability measurements, body

mass index and blood pressure measurements. (Valtanen et al. 2006: 119-124)

2.1.2  Social well-being

The two needs related to a person’s social well-being are safety and security and the
need for love and belonging. Social well-being includes cooperative and interactive
skills, networking and relations with colleagues, family and friends. Maintaining a
feeling of positive social well-being at work is a very important aspect as a decrease in
social well-being may lead to deterioration of the general atmosphere at the workplace
and consequently increase the risk of social exclusion and deterioration of the social
and interpersonal skills of the staff. (Valtanen et al. 2006: 120-124)

The work community may increase social well-being of the staff by enabling
familiarization and interaction between colleagues which can lead to informal
networking and develop the staff members’ interpersonal and communication skills.
The measurements used for the observation of social well-being at work include
customer feedback surveys, atmosphere measurements, networking (professional and
non-professional) and sociograms. Sociograms, introduced in the 30’s by the
psychiatrist J.L. Moreno, illustrate the relations between employees; who works with
whom. Figure 4 is a fictional example of a work sociogram and represents a very

simple model. To develop the sociogram further, it is possible to add information about
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the quality of the relationships to the sociogram; for instance, do the persons involved
enjoy working with each other. (Valtanen et al. 2006: 120-124)

/o O

o \

O/ Qo/o \30
7 ™\

Figure 4. Example of a fictional work sociogram adapted from Moreno (1978)

Language is an important factor for the social well-being. A person easily feels left out
if he cannot understand the language spoken around him. It is important to place
employees in the sociogram in such a way that they share a common language and

feel comfortable with each other.

2.1.3 Mental well-being

The workforce’s mental well-being is closely related to the employees” motivation and
commitment to the work and it is therefore a very important aspect of well-being.
Motivation and commitment easily decrease if the employee’s mental well-being
deteriorates. Mental well-being consists of, for example, an employee’s commitment,
objectives, enthusiasm, skills, and ability to affect one’s own work. It is possible to
influence the employees’ mental well-being within the work community by monitoring
the employees and reacting to their stress levels, by offering support, and by
promoting both personal and professional development. The measurements for mental
well-being include instruments such as work satisfaction surveys, absence rates,
overtime hours, stress and sleep disorder measurements. The needs in the Maslow’s
hierarchy of needs related to mental well-being at work are the need for love and
belonging, self-esteem and self-actualisation. These are the three highest needs in the
pyramid. (Valtanen et al. 2006: 119-124)
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2.2 Foreign employees, immigrants and expatriates

For this thesis, the general term foreigner will be used to include all foreigners
regardless of their background. This term was used in the research question and
throughout the questionnaire. It will also be used to present and analyse the findings.
In this thesis, the term incorporates all types of foreigners, immigrants and inpatriates.
In order to define the group further, the concepts of immigrant, expatriate and

inpatriate are explained.

In Finland, a person living in Finland, born in another country of non-Finnish parents, is
usually referred to as an immigrant. In 2013, over 300,000 immigrants were living and
working in Finland, either temporarily or on a regular basis. Some of them are in
Finland to stay; some of them are in the country only for a limited period of time.
(Finnish Institute of Occupational Health 2013)

Expatriate is another term often heard when referring to foreigners or foreign
employees. According to the Oxford Business English Dictionary (Parkinson & Noble
2005: 202) an expatriate (or expat) is “a person living in a country that is not their
own”. Brayer Hess and Linderman (2002: XV) define an expatriate as “anyone who is
living outside of his or her home country, either on a permanent or temporary basis.”
Leaning on these definitions, anyone living outside their home country would be seen
as an expatriate. However, it has become more and more common, that the word is
used for only a certain group of foreigners living abroad. In international Human
Resource Management, the concepts of expatriates and inpatriates are essential. The
concept of expatriate refers to employees that are sent by the mother organization to a
foreign subsidiary for a limited period of time. For Finns, an expatriate is a Finn living
in a foreign country. An inpatriate, on the other hand, is a foreigner living in Finland.
The length of the period abroad may vary from short assignments of some months (3
to 12) up to several years (1 to 5). (Viitala 2007: 299)

2.3 Diversity at work

As more and more people live in another country that their own, diversity has
increased in workplaces. A workforce that consists of employees with different
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nationalities and different ethnic backgrounds is often referred to as a diverse
workforce. It can also be expressed by saying that the workforce consists of employees
that represent or come from different cultures (Trux 2000: 263). A diverse workforce is
composed of women and men to a nearly equal degree and includes employees of
different age groups. Sexual orientations, religious affiliations and family structures
may differ according to each employee’s own choices. (Guirdham 2005: 12)

The number of culturally diverse work communities has increased due to the
globalization of the economy, international migration and new structures in the labour
market. Many organizations actively aim to gain cultural diversity as it is considered to
benefit the company in one way or another (Sorainen 2007: 19). The more there is
diversity in the workplace, the more important it is to make well-being at work goal-
directed and to actively increase the staff’s well-being at work by taking into
consideration the diversity of the work force. (Otala and Ahonen 2005: 49)

2.3.1 Diversity management

Cultural diversity in an organization provides both opportunities and challenges. The
concept of diversity management started finding its way to management of
organizations, to trainings and strategies already at the beginning of the 90’s (Lahti
2008: 32). Diversity management does not only consist of managing employees with
different cultural backgrounds, but also age, sex, physical condition and so on. The list
continues to the point that all employees are different when measured by different
indicators (Trux 2000: 269). However, the concept of diversity management is most
often used in association with ethnic minorities (Viitala 2007: 308). When an
organization manages the diversified staff successfully, the situation brings economic
benefits to the company. The benefits may be a competitive advantage in areas such
as creativity, problem solving and adapting to change. According to Mead (2005: 18),
diverse groups are more likely to succeed when its members are tolerant of difference,
cooperative and respective, and when the work is organized so that diversity is an
advantage. Work where diversity is considered to be an advantage is often said to be
non-routine work where the workers can choose themselves how to complete the
work; for example, which method of work to use, how to divide the tasks so that every
member of the group can bring in valuable knowledge or even where to work and at
what time. (Mead 2005: 17-19)
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It is possible to maximize the benefits and minimize the disadvantages it may bring to
the organization by successfully managing a diverse workforce. It is, however, even
more important that the attitudes of the whole work community, the staff, and the
labour unions support the diversity management strategy (Sorainen 2007: 19). When it
comes to the language question in diversity management, the management should
ensure that all staff members are able to communicate in a common language and that
they are familiar with the specific vocabulary in that language in that industry. This is
very important in order to avoid confusion. The most important guidelines and
instructions should be available in the staff’s native language or in a language that the
employees are able to understand well. In addition, all surveys conducted among the
staff, such as work satisfaction surveys, should also be performed in a language that
all employees are able to understand well. (Viitala 2007: 309-310)

2.4  Culture and communication

It is important to consider the language and culture of the employees when managing
a diverse workforce with the aim to promote well-being at work. Language and culture
are closely linked with each other. Several theorists have linked the two elements
together and claim that communication is one of the key elements of culture. In Figure
5 the theories of five theorists on the topic of communication and culture are shown.
Many theorists have been criticized for giving mere lists of characteristics such as
worldviews, values and behavioural characteristics to define different cultures. For
example, Hofstede, Trompenaars and Schwartz et al. received criticism for over-
simplifying and being too static when determining the different cultures. (Guirdham
2005: 59)
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Kincaid (1883)
Communication is the work needed to
sustain a human group Haslett (1089)
Culture exists because people Communication and culture are
communicate more within than outside acquired simultaneuously
their group

Communication

and culture are Hall (1997)
Aldridge (2000) closely linked Culture is about

Language is culture’s glue sharing
Culture is derived from meanings, using
communication the same codes
People regulate and co- Discourses
create culture during Burke (2003) embody power

interaction relations

Culture is the process of
creating and using shared
meanings

Figure 5. Culture as communication (Guirdham 2005: 47)

Language and culture are factors that determine how a message is communicated
from one person to another. When a person wants to communicate a message to
another person, he needs to think of the receiver’s language, the organizational policy
on language, the language associated with the task and the status of the language in
the particular industry. (Mead 2005: 103) Different communication styles linked to
different cultures exist and they can be analysed from different points of view. One
way to analyse them, introduced by E.T. Hall, is to separate cultures into low-context
communication and high-context communication (Hall 1989: 101-116). This division
was chosen for this study as it addresses cultures, the content of the communication
situation and the language. In many theories the emphasis is on the culture and not
so much on the actual language. In this thesis, however, language has a fundamental
role in the research and therefore Hall’s division was chosen. Next, these two concepts

will be further explained.
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2.4.1 High-context and low-context cultures

To illustrate the main idea of the division, it can be said that in high-context cultures
people pay more attention to the whole communication situation and the people
involved and therefore the message itself has less emphasis. This means that the
actual words spoken do not have to be very precise. On the other hand, in low-context
cultures, people rely much more on words to interpret the content of the message. In
high-context cultures, people often adopt a role-oriented communication style. This
means that the person communicates according to a role set by a social status and the
situations he finds himself in. (Hall 1989: 101-116)

Finland, according to Hall would be seen more as a low-context culture. This means
that communication in Finland is performed more with actual words, and the
communication situation or other factors do not play a big role. This is something
worth keeping in mind when studying the well-being at work of foreign employees in
Finland who have limited knowledge of Finnish. It is more difficult for non-Finns to
understand a Finn, because not much body language, such as hand gestures or
intonation, is used to give ideas on the content of the message. It can also be difficult
to understand the mood of a Finn as the message is explained with words rather than
facial expressions or other non-verbal methods. Figure 6 presents the ladder of
countries extending from low-context to high-context cultures. In this context, Finland
shares the same low-context communication style as other Northern European
cultures. The closest communication cultures to this group are Germany and the United
States.
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High Context

Low Context

Figure 6. Ladder of countries from low-context to high-context cultures adapted from Hall
(1989)

Even though language is the most noticeable feature of ethnicity in symbolic terms, so
far only a few researchers in the field of communication have concentrated on the
communication behaviour of people with different ethnic backgrounds (Thompson
2003: 56). The evidence so far would suggest that people from different ethnic
backgrounds use different communication behaviours such as expressing and
interpreting positive and negative messages. Differences have been found in the
accuracy in which the message was sent and decoded by people with different ethnic
backgrounds. Studies suggest that there are fewer differences among female speakers.
(Guirdham 2005: 114-115)
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3 Research methods

The aim of this study was to research how performance in Finnish affects the
occupational well-being of foreigners in Finland. The author wanted to examine
whether good language skills in Finnish would also mean that the foreigner feels better
at work and vice versa; does a foreign employee with poor skills in Finnish feel

unsatisfied with occupational well-being?

The topic of this study, as interesting as it may be, is difficult to examine in terms of
how to measure it. Social interaction and mastery at work are both rather abstract
subjects and therefore the measurements rely somewhat or entirely on the
experiences and feelings of the respondent. Nevertheless, a quantitative research
method was chosen for the main part of this study because it allows a wider
perspective on the situation with its higher degree of accessibility than an in-depth
interview with only a small number of respondents. In addition, a qualitative research
method was used to deepen the findings. The choice of the data collection methods is

discussed and justified in detail in the sections 3.1 and 3.2.

3.1 Quantitative and qualitative methods

Research methods are referred to as "systematic, focused and orderly collection of
data for the purpose of obtaining information from them, to solve/answer a particular
research problem or question” (Ghauri and Gronhaug 2005: 109). Data collection can
be classified into two main groups which are quantitative and qualitative methods. The
main difference is often described as the quantitative researchers employing
measurement and the qualitative researchers not (Layder 1993; Bryman and Bell 2003
in Ghauri and Gronhaug 2005: 109). However, the question is not only about
quantification but also about different perspectives and research objectives. It can be
said that the choice of method depends on the research question and the purpose of
the study and the decision on whether to use the qualitative or the quantitative
method should be weighed against these. The two methods are also often used
together and both methods will be used in this study as well. For the first part of the
data collection, the writer chose to collect data by means of a survey, and the method
of collecting and analysing the data is quantitative. For the second part of the data
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collection, additional interviews were conducted among a small nhumber of respondents

and the data will be analysed using a qualitative approach.

3.2 Data collection

When conducting a study, it is possible to use either data collected by others or to
collect data yourself. The data collected for the purposes of a particular study is
referred to as primary data and the data that has already been collected by others and
is reused for the purposes of the study in question is referred to as secondary data
(Curwin & Slater 2004: 264). The choices of collecting primary data in order to answer
the research question include observation, experiment, interview or survey. For the
purpose of this thesis, the choice of collecting primary data was by a survey and

interviews.

For the purpose of this study, both primary and secondary data were used. Secondary
data was used to explore the relevant theories and concepts and primary data was
collected by conducting the survey and the interviews.

3.2.1 Survey

One of the main reasons for choosing to conduct a survey was to ensure the
anonymity of the respondents. This ensures that all may express their opinions openly,
without being identified. This may encourage greater freedom of expression for the
participants and therefore result in more reliable responses. (Collis & Hussey 2003: 35)
The survey composed for this study was conducted in Finland. The first phase in
designing the survey was defining the population. The term of population refers to the
people that are of interest for this study (Curwin & Slater 2004: 264). The population
of this survey included a person if he or she filled all of the following criteria:

e a foreigner who lives in Finland at the moment
e currently employed in Finland
e does not have Finnish as mother tongue

In this study, only a sample of the population was used. The term sample indicates
that only a selection from the population of interest is used for a study (Curwin and

Slater 2004: 265). In this study, the reasons behind this choice were the limits set by
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time and budget constraints. Once the focus group is clear, the next step in designing
a study is the question of sample selection; how to select the sample? One of the most
important concepts of sample selection is randomness. According to Curwin and Slater
(2004: 266), “a random selection gives each individual (...) a calculable chance of
being included.” This would include a required sample frame, in this case a complete
list of all foreign people currently living and working in Finland. Therefore, complete
randomness was impossible to achieve because a complete list was impossible to
obtain. Another limitation was that the questionnaire was written in English and thus,
the respondents had to have an understanding of English as a minimum requirement.
Bias therefore included language barriers and lack of accessibility to demographics on

foreigners working in Finland.

As it was not possible to achieve randomness, the writer chose to use the sampling
method of snowballing. This means that first a small sample of foreign employees was
collected. This was done within the writer’s social group, including friends, colleagues
and other acquaintances. After having completed the survey, participants were asked
to point out other people they knew to be in the same situation. This way the sample
size was increased. (Oakshott 2009: 70-71). In order to keep track of the response
rate, each participant was asked to let the writer know if they had forwarded the
survey to other possible respondents and to inform the writer of the number of new

potential respondents.

An online survey was chosen in order to reach people regardless of their location and
to avoid postal charges. Digium Enterprise software was used to compose the
questionnaire. The application is specialized in surveys and has been developed by
Questback, a company founded in Oslo in 2000 with the aim “to make customer and
employee surveys work online” (Questback - our story). With the program, it was
possible to create an online questionnaire that allows the respondents to remain
completely anonymous throughout the study; a factor that is very important when you
wish to collect truthful feedback also from respondents working for well-known

corporations.

The aim of the survey was to gather information about how language affects
foreigners living and working in Finland. The main focus was on studying the effect
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language may have on the well-being at work of the foreign employees especially with
regard to their mastery at work and their social interactions. In order to create a
suitable questionnaire for this study, an overview of other similar studies was
performed. As the thesis was to explore and understand the relationship between
language and occupational well-being, some factors of occupational well-being could
be left out from the questionnaire. These included, for example, the topic of
physiological well-being. The QPS Nordic General Questionnaire for Psychological and
Social Factors at Work (National Institute of Occupational Health Norway) was used as
inspiration for the layout and structure of the questionnaire created for this study. It is
a project by the Nordic Council of Ministers and the questionnaire can be used to
identify the psychological and social factors at work of employees especially in the
Nordic countries. According to the National Institute of Occupational Health of Norway,
(National Institute of Occupational Health Norway) “The General Nordic questionnaire
for psychological and social factors at work (QPSnordic) is thoroughly psychometrically

tested and tried in many organizations. The instrument is the core of surveys.”

In order to keep the answering time reasonable and thereby aiming at increasing the
response rate, the number of questions in the survey was kept small. The
questionnaire consists of 29 questions with 7 questions targeted at identifying the
demographics of the respondent. The full questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1.
The nature of the questionnaire was structured, meaning that the answers were pre-
determined (multiple choice) (Ghrauri and Grohnaug 2005: 123). The questionnaire

was divided into four sections. Each section had its own heading:

1. Personal background (7 questions)

2. Language background (6 questions)

3. Personal mastery (1 question with 6 items)
4. Social interaction (1 question with 10 items)

The aim of the first section was to gain general information about the respondent. The
demographics gathered in this section would be used when analysing the answers by
comparing the answers of different groups of respondents. The demographics were
age, sex, educational background, position in the current organization, time spent
working in the current organization and the number of employees in the current

organization.
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The second section was very important for this study. Its aim was to obtain
information about each respondent’s native language and knowledge of the Finnish
language. In order to make sure that information on the level of Finnish would be as
accurate as possible, a common scale needed to be used. The Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) was chosen as it gives a very detailed
description of the level of knowledge of the foreign language. The framework is set by
the Language Policy Division of the Council of Europe. With the CEFR, the foreign
language proficiency of a person can be described at six levels: Al and A2, B1 and B2,
C1 and C2. The Criteria Grid for each level can be found in Appendix 4. According to
the Council of Europe (2014), empirical research and widespread consultation shows
that the framework “makes it possible to compare tests and examinations across
languages and national boundaries”. It is widely used in Europe but it is also in use in
other continents and therefore it could be assumed that at least some of the
respondents would be familiar with the scaling thereby making the answering easy and

fast. (Language policy division of the Council of Europe 2009)

The third section, personal mastery at work, aimed to collect information about the
respondent’s performance at work. The focus of the questions was on the level of
performance at work of the foreign employee who does not have perfect knowledge of
the Finnish language; how much this affects the performance of the actual work, the
pace of work and the problem solving abilities. The answers gathered in this section
are based on the respondent’s feelings and not on facts. The answers were based on
the Likert scale. The possible answers regarding the different items varied from 1 to 5,

with 1 corresponding to “very seldom or never” and 5 to “very often or always”.

The fourth and last section of the questionnaire focused on social interactions at work.
The main aim was to gather information on the respondent’s personal feeling on the
social well-being at work. How does the lack or poor performance of Finnish affect the
respondent’s social relationships at work? Does the respondent feel as part of the
group or left out, and is lack of the Finnish language the reason behind the feeling?
Similarly to the third section, the answers gathered in this last section are based on the
respondent’s feelings and sensations rather than facts, and the answers are based on

the Likert scale.
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Before sending out the questionnaire, a test run was done with the help of a small test
group of 3 respondents. The aim was to test whether all questions were easy to
understand, whether the questionnaire worked without any technical problems and
what the response time would be. Some minor changes were made after the test run
in order to make the questionnaire easier to fill in. The answering times of the testers
were 5 minutes, 6 minutes 20 seconds and 6 minutes 30 seconds. Consequently, in the
message to introduce the survey, the answering time was estimated to be
approximately 6 minutes. It is important to give the respondents an estimation of the
answering time so that they can choose a suitable situation in which to respond.

The questionnaire was sent out between the 14" of February 2014 and the 22" of
March which allowed for snowballing 5 weeks to collect answers. Most answers were
received within the two first weeks and only a small number during the last three

weeks.

3.2.2 Interviews

In addition to the survey, 3 interviews were conducted in order to get some real-life
examples of situations where language has affected the well-being at work of
foreigners in Finland. The second purpose of the interviews was to collect ideas on

how to improve the situation of foreign workers in Finland.

Due to time restraints of both the interviewer and the interviewees, face-to-face
meetings could not be arranged. Nevertheless, three remote interviews were
conducted via e-mail. In order to keep the answering time reasonable, the number of
questions was set to three. The e-mail interviews were semi-structured, where the
questions were predetermined but the respondents were free to answer in their own

way. The interview questions can be found in Appendix 2.
3.3 Response rate
The survey was sent to 81 potential respondents; 11 were included in the first sample

and the rest were reached by the snowballing method. In total, 7 respondents took the

role of spreading the survey forward and the distribution is summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Forwarding of the survey by participant

Participant Number of people the
survey was
forwarded to

1 4
2 21
3 16
4 3
5 3
6 19
7 4

All recipients of the survey (both initial and other recipients) were all part of the focus
group; they are foreigners who live in Finland, are currently employed and do not have

Finnish as their mother tongue.

The response rate of the survey was 77.8% which could be considered as a reasonable
response rate for this type of study. The adequacy of the response rate depends on
the use of the responses. An exact number determining a reasonable response rate
does not exist. However, the higher the response rate the more reliable the findings as

the results give a more comprehensive view of the opinions.
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4 Findings and analysis of the results

In this section of the thesis the findings for both the survey and the additional
interviews will be reviewed. The findings for each question will be presented as
percentages, frequencies and averages. Figures and tables are used to visualize the

findings.
4.1 Survey results
The findings of the survey questionnaire were analysed using the Digium Enterprise

application, Microsoft Office programme Excel and IBM’s analytic software for statistical
analysis SPSS.

4.1.1 Respondent profile

This section presents the answers to the seven questions concerning the personal

background of the respondents.

Question 1: Age

The respondents were distributed between the 6 age groups with approximately 50%
in the 25 to 34 age group and approximately 20% in both the 35 to 44 and the 45 to
54 age groups, representing approximately 90% of the respondents. Only about 8%
were under 25 years old and only 1.59%, meaning 1 respondent, was over 54. No
respondents were 65 years old or older. The distribution of the age range of the

respondents is summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Age of the respondents

Age Frequency |Relative frequency (%) |20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
18-24 5 7.94% .l

25-34 32 50.79% _

35-44 12 19.05% -

45-54 13 20.63% -I

55-64 1 1.59% ||

65 or more |0 0.00%

Total 63 100%
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Question 2: Sex

The majority of the respondents were men. In the respondent population 58.73% (37

respondents) were male and 41.27% (26 respondents) were female.

Question 3: Educational background

For the question on the educational background, the respondents were given the
choice between the following: comprehensive school, secondary school, college
degree, higher university degree. None (0%) of the respondents had the educational
background of comprehensive school. The majority of the respondents (76.19% or 48
respondents) had a higher university degree, followed by the group having a college
degree (19.05% or 12 respondents). Figure 7 illustrates the distribution of

respondents by their educational background.

Distribution of respondents by their
educational background

5%

B Secondary school

E College degree

76 % Higher university
degree

Figure 7. Distribution of respondents by their educational background

Question 4: Position in the current organization

The largest group of respondents (39.68% or 25 respondents) was in an employee
position in their current organization. There were 16 respondents (25.40%) in a
specialist position and 15 respondents (23.81%) in a manager position. The number of
respondents currently holding a top management position in Finland was 7 (11.11%).
None of the respondents categorized themselves as being in a supervisor position in

their current organization.
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Question 5: Length of employment in the current organization in Finland

The fifth question aimed to gain information on how long the respondents had worked
for their current employer in Finland. The aim was to see if the length of the
employment has an effect on the well-being at work. The distribution of respondents
by the length of employment in their current organization in Finland can be seen in
Figure 8. The largest group of respondents had been working for their current
organization in Finland from 2 to 4 years (29 respondents), 14 respondents had been
working for their current organization for a period of one year or less. The group of
respondents having worked for their current employer in Finland for 5 to 10 years
included 12 respondents and 8 respondents had worked for the same employer more
than 10 years. Figure 8 illustrates the distribution of respondents by the length of their

employment in the current organization in Finland.

Distribution of respondents by the
length of their employment in the
current organisation in Finland

12 %

m(Q-1 years
m2-4 years
5-10 years

more than 10 years

Figure 8. Distribution of respondents by the length of their employment in the current
organization in Finland

Question 6: Number of employees in the current organization in Finland

The aim of this question was to gain information on the size of the organizations where
the respondents currently work. The size of the organization may have an effect on the
management style, the HR processes and the overall atmosphere at the workplace.
The distribution of respondents by the number of employees in their current
organization in Finland is illustrated in Figure 9. Approximately 25% of the respondents
currently work in an organization with fewer than 10 employees. Similarly,
approximately 25% work in an organization of 11 to 50 employees in Finland. Only a

little over 3% of the respondents were currently employed in an organization with 51
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to 100 employees. Close to half of the respondents worked in an organization with
more than 100 employees.

30 28
25
)
620 16 16
2
S 15 -
(% lo |
g B Respondents
5 2
0 - ||
0-10 11-50 51-100 more
than 100
Number of employees in the current organisation

Figure 9. Share of respondents and number of employees in their current organization

Question 7: Share of non-Finns in the current organization in Finland

The writer wanted to collect information on the distribution of Finns and non-Finns in
the current workplace of the respondents. It is often difficult for the respondents to
provide an exact answer to such a question and an estimate of the share was
requested. The aim was to see if being the only foreigner is related to the well-being of
a foreign worker and whether language plays a lesser role in occupational well-being if

an important part of the employees are foreigners.

In total, 8 respondents (12.70%) were the only non-Finns in the organization and 17
respondents (26.98%) estimated that less than 10% of the employees are non-Finns.
Among the respondents, 12 (19.05%) estimated that between 11 and 25% of the
employees in their current organization were non-Finns whereas 14 respondents
(22.22%) estimated that between 26 and 50% of the employees were non-Finns.
Finally, 12 respondents (19.05%) estimated that they currently work in an organization
with more that 50% of the employees being non-Finns. Table 3 illustrates the
frequency of respondents and their relative frequency according to the share of non-

Finns in their current organization in Finland.
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Table 3. Share of non-Finns in the current organization of the respondents

Relative
Frequency |frequency [20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
(%)
I am the only one (8 12.70%
Less than 10% 17 26.98%
11-25% 12 19.05%
26-50% 14 22.22%
More than 50% |12 19.05%
Total 63 100%

4.1.2 Language background

In this section the findings regarding the six questions concerning the language
background of the respondents will be presented.

Question 8: Mother tongue of the respondents

The respondents were asked about their mother tongue. The three languages that
accumulated the most answers were English (33.33%), Spanish (20.63%) and French
(19.05%). German was the mother tongue of 4 respondents (6.35%). Two
respondents mentioned Russian or Estonian each corresponding to a 3.17% share of
the answers. The rest of the respondents mentioned languages which were the mother
tongue of only one respondent which corresponds to a share of 1.59% of the answers.
These languages were Dutch, Czech, Akan, Italian, Urdu, Hindi, Turkish,
Chinese/Cantonese and Norwegian. Figure 10 illustrates the distribution of the

respondents by their mother tongue.
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Mother tongue of the respondents
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Figure 10. Distribution of respondents by their mother tongue

Question 9 and 10: Official working language and other languages used in the current

organization
The aim of the two questions was to find out what languages are used at the

workplace. The official corporate language is not always used in day to day social
interactions at the workplace. The answers to question 9 revealed that the official
language of the organization was in most cases English with 41 respondents (65.08%).
The second largest group of respondents had Finnish as the official language at work
representing 16 respondents (25.40%). 5 respondents (7.94%) had French as their
official working language and only one respondent (1.59%) had Spanish as the official
working language. Figure 11 illustrates the distribution of the official working

languages of the respondents.
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Official working language
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Figure 11. Official working language of the respondents in their current organization in Finland

For question number 10 the respondents could give more than one language as an
answer. The aim was to see if the official language corresponds to the languages
actually spoken at the workplace. Figure 12 illustrates the unofficial languages spoken
at the workplaces of the respondents. A total of 70 answers were given for this
question and only 4 respondents stated that in addition to the official language, no
other language is used at the workplace. 36 respondents said that Finnish is also
spoken in their organization, 18 gave English as an additional language. At the
workplace of 6 respondents also French was spoken, in 6 cases Swedish was also used
in the current organization while 3 respondents said German was being used and 1
respondent mentioned Estonian as an additional language to the corporate language of
the current organization in Finland. Figure 12 illustrates the unofficial languages

spoken at the workplace of the respondents in Finland.
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Unofficial languages spoken at the work place
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None
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Figure 12. Languages spoken at the workplace in addition to the corporate language

Questions 11, 12 and 13: Level of Finnish of the respondents

For question 11, the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR) was used to describe the current level of Finnish of the respondents. See
Appendix 4 for detailed assessment criteria. The framework is widely used in Europe
and therefore enables consistent answers among the respondents. It was very
important to gain accurate information on the level of Finnish because language is the
core question of the study. The respondents were well distributed between the levels
and there were at least 4 respondents on each of the 7 levels. There were 5
respondents that had no knowledge of the Finnish language. 15 respondents had a
beginner level (A1), 12 had an elementary level (A2) and 15 respondents categorized
themselves as intermediate (B1). The Al, A2 and B1 groups were the largest groups of
respondents and 66.7% of the respondents classified themselves in one of these 3
groups. A total of 8 respondents ranked themselves in the upper intermediate level
(B2), only 4 in the advanced (C1) and also 4 respondents ranked their knowledge of
Finnish in the proficiency (C2) category, the highest level after native speakers. Figure
13 demonstrates the distribution of the level of Finnish of the respondents.
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Figure 13. Level of Finnish of the respondents (CEFR)

Additional questions were asked on the current situation and attitudes of the
respondents towards the Finnish language. Based on the responses to questions 12
and 13, 22.22% of the respondents are currently studying Finnish while a large
majority, 77.78%, are not. However, almost 90% of the respondents wished they had
a better knowledge of the Finnish language. Only 4 respondents (6.35%) did not wish
for a higher level of Finnish and 3 respondents could not answer either yes or no and

ticked the “I don't know” box.

4.1.3 Mastery at work

The next group of questions concerned the personal mastery at work of the

respondents. In this next chapter the results of those six questions will be presented.

Question 14 on Mastery at work

The aim of this question was to gather information on how the respondents feel they
perform in their work and whether the level of their Finnish affects their performance.
In general, the respondents felt content with their mastery at work. They were rather
often content with the quality of work they provide (average 4.40/5). Similarly, they
felt rather often content with the amount of work that they get done (average 4.24/5).
On average, the respondents were very often or always content with their ability to
solve problems at work (4.51/5). For the question on whether the level of Finnish of
the respondent negatively affects the mastery at work of the respondents, the
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responses were very positive. The respondents only rather seldom felt that the level of
Finnish affects negatively the quality of their work (average 1.56/5). Similarly, they felt
that the level of their Finnish only rather seldom affected negatively the pace of their
work (average 1.57/5). The most positive results were found on the question regarding
the problem solving ability of the respondents. On average, the respondents felt only
very seldom or never that their level of Finnish had a negative influence on their ability
to solve problems at work (average 1.48/5). This means that the ability to solve
problems at work was seen as the least problematic for the respondents among the
three themes of mastery at work. Figure 14 illustrates the range of answers of the
respondents on the mastery at work in their current organization in Finland. For items
1, 3 and 5, the higher the average, the more content the respondents were on their
mastery at work. For the items 2, 4 and 6, the lower the average, the less their level of

Finnish negatively affects their mastery at work.

Mastery at work

Very often |Rather ) Rather |Very seldom
Sometimes

or always |often 3) seldom |or never

(5) (4) (2) (1)

Are you content with the quality of

work you provide? (avg: 4.40)

Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively the quality of your
work? (avg: 1.56)

Are you content with the amount

of work that you get done? (avg:
4.24)

Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively the pace of your work?
(avg: 1.57)

Are you content with your ability
to solve problems at work? (avg:
4.51)

Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively your ability to solve

problems at work? (avg: 1.48)

Figure 14. Mastery at work of foreign employees working in Finland.
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Irrespective of how positive the overall image of the answers of the section Mastery at
work is, some of the respondents felt very negatively about their current situation at
work. One respondent felt the level of Finnish affected negatively the quality of work
very often or always. 6 respondents felt that their level of Finnish sometimes affected
their quality of work. 11.11% of the respondents (7) thus felt that the level of Finnish
does affect their quality of work negatively sometimes or more often.

On the question related to whether the level of Finnish negatively affects the pace of
work of the respondent, one respondent felt that this happens very often or always,
one respondent felt that this happens rather often and 7 respondents felt that this
happens sometimes. This means that 14.29% of the respondents (9) felt that the level
of their Finnish affected the pace of their work at least sometimes. Table 4 presents
the frequency distribution of the degree of agreement of the respondents on their level

of Finnish negatively affecting their pace of work.

Table 4. Frequency distribution of degree of agreement of the respondents on the question
“Does your level of Finnish affect negatively the pace of your work?”

Frequency [ Percent
Very seldom or never (1) 39 61.9
Rather seldom (2) 15 23.8
Sometimes (3) 7 11.1
Rather often (4) 1 1.6
Very often or always (5) 1 1.6
Total 63 100.0

There were also some negative answers to the question on the ability to solve
problems at work. One respondent felt that the level of Finnish does affect this ability
very often or always. Another felt that it affects this ability rather often and 4
respondents felt that their level of Finnish sometimes affected negatively their ability to
solve problems at work. Thus, these three groups equalling to 9.52% of the
respondents felt that the level of Finnish has an effect on the problem solving at work

at least sometimes.
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4.1.4 Social Interaction

In this section the results of the last group of questions will be presented. This section

concentrates on social interaction and includes 10 items.

Question 15 on Social Interaction

The last 10 items were related to the social relations between the respondents and
their co-workers. The aim of the question was to find out whether the level of Finnish
affects the social interaction of a foreign employee in Finland and if yes, to what
extent. The themes of the questions were the relationship with co-workers, conflicts
and bullying, equal treatment of employees, sense of belonging and being a member

of the team.

In general, the respondents felt content with their social interaction. They were rather
often content with their relationship with co-workers (average 4.35/5). They only
rather seldom felt that their level of Finnish affected negatively their relationship with
co-workers (average 1.68/5). They had rather seldom noticed any disturbing conflicts
between co-workers (average 1.79/5) and were very seldom or never subjected to
bullying or harassment (average 1.13/5). On average, the respondents rather often felt
that their immediate superior treats workers fairly and equally (average 4.49/5). A
great majority had very seldom or never noticed inequalities in the treatment of
employees due to their level of Finnish (average 1.43/5). The respondents felt on
average rather often a sense of belonging to their organization (average 4.10/5) and
rather seldom felt left out because of their level of Finnish (average 1.87/5). They felt
rather often an important part of their team (average 4.40/5) and felt respected and
valued at work (average 4.41/5). Figure 15 presents the respondents’ answers to the
questions in the section of Social Interaction. Similarly to Figure 14, foritems 1,5, 7, 9
and 10 in Figure 15, the higher the average, the more content the respondents were
on their social interactions at work. For items 2, 3, 4, 6 and 8, the lower the average,
the less their level of Finnish negatively affects their social interaction at work.



Social Interaction

Very often |Rather . Rather  |Very seldom
Sometimes

or always |often 3) seldom |or never

(5) 4) (2) (1)

Are you content with your
relationship with your co-workers
at work? (avg: 4.35)

Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively your relationship with
your co-workers at work? (avg:
1.68)

Have you noticed any disturbing
conflicts between co-workers?
(avg: 1.79)

Have you been subjected to
bullying or harassment at your
current workplace? (avg: 1.13)

Does your immediate superior
treat workers fairly and equally?
(avg: 4.49)

Have you noticed any
inequalities in how employees
are treated at your workplace
due to their level of Finnish?
(avg: 1.43)

Do you feel a sense of belonging
to this organization? (avg: 4.10)

Do you feel left out because of
your level of Finnish? (avg: 1.87)

Do you feel an important
member of your team? (avg:
4.40)

Do you feel respected and
valued at work? (avg: 4.41)

Figure 15. Social interaction of foreign employees working in Finland
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As we can see, the overall responses are very positive. However, some of the
respondents felt that their level of Finnish affected their social interaction at work. 2%
of the respondents felt only very seldom or never content with their relationship with
co-workers. Another 2% felt this way rather seldom and 10% sometimes. The
respondents, who felt that their level of Finnish affected negatively their relationship
with their co-workers very often or always, represented 2% of all respondents. The
group that felt this way rather often represented 3% of all respondents and those
respondents that felt that their level of Finnish sometimes affected negatively their
relationships with co-workers represented 14% of all respondents. 27% of the
respondents felt that they were left out by their co-workers because of their level of
Finnish sometimes or more often. This means that roughly every fourth respondent’s

social interaction suffered because they do not master Finnish.

4.2 Statistical analysis of the results

For the purpose of the statistical analysis of the findings, three different methods of
statistical analysis were used: cross tabulation, comparing means and Pearson’s
correlation. The analysis was started by recoding some of the independent variables
into different variables in order to gather larger groups of respondents and to thereby
gain more statistical significance for the analysis. The new variables were created for
the age, length of employment in the current organization, number of employees in
the current organization, share of non-Finns in the current organization, mother
tongue, official working language and current level of Finnish. The answers of each
question were divided into two groups as presented in Table 5. The number of
respondents corresponding to each new variable is given in parenthesis. The variables
of the educational background could not be recoded as the distribution was

concentrated on higher university degree by 76% of the respondents.
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Table 5. New variables for demographic questions

Variable 1 Variable 2
Age 18-34 years old (37) over 34 years old (26)
Length of employment 0-4 years (43) 5 years or more (20)
Number of employees up to 50 employees (32) over 50 employees (31)
Share of non-Finns less than 10% (25) 10% or more (38)
Mother tongue English (21) other (42)
Corporate language English (39) other (24)
Level of Finnish No knowledge — A2 (32) B1 -C2 (31)

4.2.1 Analysis of variance

After recoding the independent variables, the means of each item of questions 14 and
15 of the survey questionnaire were compared according to the two groups of
respondents. By comparing means directional information on whether there is a

relationship between the independent and the dependent variables could be gained.

The writer decided to examine further only those relationships where the difference
between the means was 0.3 or higher. The findings of such relationships are now
presented. The age of the respondents affected the feeling that the immediate
superior treats workers fairly and equally; younger respondents felt that their superior
treated workers fairly with a mean of 4.33 and the respondents that were over 34
years old felt so with a mean of 4.72 on the scale of 1 to 5, 1 being “very seldom or
never” and 5 “very often or always”. This would suggest that older respondents felt
that their superior treated workers fairly and equally more often than the younger

respondents. The findings for the comparison are presented in table 6.
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Table 6. Comparison of means by age “Does you immediate superior treat workers fairly and
equally?”

Age Does your
immediate
superior treat
workers fairly

and equally?

18-34 years  Mean 4.33
old N 36
over 34 years Mean 4.72
old N 25

Mean 4.49
Total

N 61

When taking the length of the employment of the respondents in their current
organization in Finland as an independent variable, several items of questions 14 and
15 gave a difference in the means of 0.3 or higher. Differences could be found when
comparing the answers on relations with co-workers, equal treatment of workers and
feeling of being left out. Table 7 presents the findings of comparing the means by
length of employment. The clearest difference could be seen in the results for the
question “Do you feel left out because of you level of Finnish?”. The difference was
0.41: the mean for the respondents having worked in their current organization for 0-4
years was 1.74 and the mean for those employed for more than 5 years in their
current organization was 2.15. This would suggest that those who have worked longer
in their current organization would feel more affected by their level of Finnish when it
comes to feeling left out due to the level of Finnish. We could presume that the ones
who have worked longer in the same organization have Finnish as working language as
they would not be in Finland for a limited amount of time, and those who only work a
shorter time in Finland would be working in English and therefore not be influenced

that much by their level of Finnish.



Table 7. Comparison of means by length of employment
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Length of employment Are you Does your Does your Do you feel
content with [ level of Finnish| immediate left out
your affect superior treat because of
relationship negatively workers fairly | your level of
with your co- your and equally? Finnish?
workers at relationship
work? with your co-
workers at
work?
Mean 4.47 1.56 4.38 1.74
0-4 years
N 43 43 42 43
Mean 4.10 1.95 4.74 2.15
5 or more years
20 20 19 20
Mean 4.35 1.68 4.49 1.87
Total
N 63 63 61 63

The next independent variable chosen to use was the number of employees in the

current organization of the respondents. When comparing means, two questions had a
difference greater than 0.3 between the two groups of respondents (up to 50
employees and over 50 employees). The questions were whether the level of Finnish of
the respondent affected negatively the pace of work and whether the immediate
superior treated workers fairly and equally. Table 8 presents the findings for both
questions. The findings would suggest that in organizations with up to 50 employees,
the level of Finnish affects the pace of work of the respondents more often than in
organizations with more than 50 employees. Furthermore, according to these findings,
in organizations with more than 50 employees, employees feel more often that their

immediate superior treats workers in a fair manner.



Table 8. Comparison of means by number of employees

Number of employees Does your Does your
level of immediate
Finnish affect | superior treat
negatively the | workers fairly
pace of your | and equally?
work?
0 50 : Mean 1.75 4.32
up to 50 employees
P PioY 32 31
Mean 1.39 4.67
over 50 employees
31 30
Mean 1.57 4.49
Total
N 63 61
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When comparing the means of the answers to the items included in questions 14 and

15 by the share of non-Finns in the current organization of the respondents, a total of

5 questions had a difference in means of over 0.3. The results are presented in table 9.

Table 9. Comparison of means by share of non-Finns in the current organization of the

respondents

Share of non-Finns Does your Does your | Does your level Are you Do you
level of level of of Finnish affect | content with | feel left
Finnish affect Finnish negatively your your out
negatively the affect ability to solve | relationship | because of
quality of negatively problems at with your | your level
your work? | the pace of work? co-workers | of Finnish?
your work? at work?
Less Mean 1.88 1.88 1.84 4.12 2.32
than N
10% 25 25 25 25 25
More Mean 1.34 1.37 1.24 4.50 1.58
than N
10% 38 38 38 38 38
Total Mean 1.56 1.57 1.48 4.35 1.87
N 63 63 63 63 63
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The most significant differences in means by share of non-Finns (less than 10% or
10% or more) were found for the question “Do you feel left out because of your level
of Finnish” (difference in means of 0.74) and for the question “Does your level of
Finnish affect negatively your ability to solve problems” (difference in means of 0.60).
This would suggest that in organizations where the share of foreigners is smaller, the
level of Finnish of foreigners affects some aspects of both mastery at work and social

interaction more than in organizations where the share of foreigners is larger.

The only question where a difference in means greater than 0.3 by mother tongue of
the respondent could be found was on feeling of being an important member of the
team. The mean for the respondents with English as mother tongue was 4.19 and for
those with a mother tongue other than English the mean was 4.5. The difference was
only slightly above 0.3 (0.3095) and the variables will therefore not be subjected to a
further analysis. The official language of the respondents’ current organizations did,
however, seem to have an effect on several factors of occupational well-being. There
were great differences between those with English as the official working language and
those with a working language other than English. Table 10 presents the findings when
comparing means by official working language of the respondents. As we can see, the
respondents with English as the official working language were less affected by their
level of Finnish when it comes to quality of work, pace of work and ability to solve
problems. The respondents that had English as the official working language also felt
more a sense of belonging to the organization and had noticed less inequalities caused
by the level of Finnish of other employees. The differences in the means were largest
among the independent variables analysed by comparing means; 0.85 for quality of
work, 0.89 for pace of work and 0.71 for ability to solve problems at work.



Table 10. Comparison of means by official working language of the respondents

Official working Does your Does your | Does your level | Have you noticed | Do you
language in level of level of of Finnish any inequalities in feel a
current Finnish affect Finnish affect how employees | sense of
organization negatively the affect negatively your | are treated at belonging
quality of negatively | ability to solve | your workplace to this
your work? | the pace of | problems at | due to their level | organizati
your work? work? of Finnish? on?
English Mean 1.23 1.23 1.21 1.26 4.34
N 39 39 39 38 38
Other  Mean 2.08 2.13 1.92 1.70 3.71
N 24 24 24 23 24
Total Mean 1.56 1.57 1.48 1.43 4.10
N 63 63 63 61 62

The last independent variable that was used to compare the means of the items of
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questions 14 and 15 was the level of Finnish of the respondents. This is an important

variable for this study as the focus is on the Finnish language and on how not having

enough competence may affect occupational well-being. Two of the dependent

variables seemed to be affected by the level of Finnish of the respondent: the pace of

work of the respondents and their relationship with co-workers. The findings regarding

the two questions are presented in Table 11.

Table 11. Comparison of means by level of Finnish

Level of Finnish Does your Does your level

level of Finnish | of Finnish affect
affect

negatively the

negatively your
relationship with

pace of your | your co-workers

work? at work?
No knowledge - A2 Mean 1.81 1.44
Elementary N 32 32
B1 Intermediate - C2 Mean 1.32 1.94
Proficiency N 31 31
Total Mean 1.57 1.68
N 63 63
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The findings would suggest that the pace of work of the respondents with a lower level
of Finnish would be more affected than that of those with a higher level of Finnish.
However, when it comes to the relationship with co-workers, the respondents with a
lower level of Finnish claimed to be less affected by their level of Finnish than those
with a higher competence. This would suggest that a lower level of Finnish would not
affect negatively the relationship with co-workers of foreign employees. However, as
mentioned earlier, comparing means only gives a figurative suggestion on the
relationship between the variables. The variables presented in this section will be how
subject to further analysis.

4.2.2 Association analysis

At this stage, the association between the variables presented in the previous chapter
will be examined. The tool used for this part of the analysis was cross tabulation which
measures the strength of association of the variables. Five of the sections that were
further analysed resulted in statistically significant findings according to the Chi-square.
In those five cases the Sig.-value was equal or smaller than 0.05 which would
correspond to an at least 95% probability of stating a true relationship between the
variables. However, in all the cases there were more than 20% of the cells in the table
with a frequency number less than 5. For this reason, the tests are not reliable and
more cases or a larger study in general would be needed in order to gather reliable

findings.

Nevertheless, the findings of the association analysis could point towards the possibility
that the official working language of foreign employees and their level of Finnish may
have some effect on the quality of work, the pace of work and the ability to solve
problems at work. The findings could suggest that respondents who were working in
English were less affected by their level of Finnish than those whose working language
was other than English. Furthermore, the foreigners who were working in English may
have a stronger feeling of belonging to the organization than those working in another
language. As mentioned, these findings are not reliable but they may give us some
directional lead of the situation. The cross tabulation tables for the association analysis

together with the Chi-square test can be found in Appendix 3.



4.2.3 Correlation analysis
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Correlation analysis is used to examine whether there is a linear relationship between

two variables. In this study correlation analysis was used for all items of questions 14

and 15 in order to understand whether there is a relationship between the different

variables.

The first correlations found were between the level of satisfaction on the quality of

work and the amount of work, the ability to solve problems, the satisfaction on the

relationship with colleagues, the superior treating workers fairly and equally and the

feeling of being respected and valued at work. Table 12 presents the findings of the

correlation analysis for the item “Are you content with the quality of your work?”.

Table 12. Correlations “Are you content with the quality of work you provide?”

Are you Are you Are you Are you Does your Do you
content content content | content with | immediate feel
with the | with the | with your your superior | respected
quality of | amount of | ability to | relationship treat and valued
work you | work that solve with your workers at work?
provide? | you get | problems | co-workers | fairly and
done? at work? at work? equally?
Are you content Pearson 1 655" 449" 518" 3517 .303"
with the quality Correlation
of work you Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .006 .017
provide? N 62 62 62 62 60 62

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

There is close to a 100% (Sig.-value < .001) statistical probability that the respondents

who are content with their quality of work are also content with the amount of work
that they get done (r=.655), their ability to solve problems at work (r=.449) and their
relationship with co-workers (r=.518). There is a strong positive correlation between

the variables. There is also a positive correlation between the level of satisfaction of

the quality of work and how the respondents perceive their immediate superior treats

workers (r=.351); the more content the respondent is with the quality of work, the
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more often he feels that his superior treats workers fairly and equally. There is a
99.4% statistical probability for this positive correlation. The last correlation was found
for the question “Do you feel respected and valued at work?”. There is a 0.17% risk of
error for the positive correlation between the level of satisfaction of the quality of work
and the feeling of being respected and valued at work (r=.303); this would suggest
that when a foreign worker is content with the quality of work, he also feels respected

and valued at work.

The next correlations were found for the level of Finnish affecting the quality of work

of the respondents. When the respondents felt that their level of Finnish affected the

quality of their work, they also felt that it affected the pace of their work, their ability

to solve problems and the frequency of being subject to bullying. Table 13 presents

the findings of the correlation analysis for the item “Does your level of Finnish affect

negatively the quality of your work?”.

Table 13. Correlations “Does your level of Finnish affect negatively the quality of your work?”

Does your Does your Does your Have you
level of level of level of been
Finnish affect | Finnish affect | Finnish affect | subjected to
negatively negatively negatively bullying or
the quality of | the pace of |your ability to| harassment
your work? | your work? solve at your
problems at current
work? workplace?
Does your level of Pearson 1 670" 673" 3927
Finnish affect Correlation
negatively the quality  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .001
of your work? N 63 63 63 63

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

There is close to a 100% (Sig.-value < .001) statistical probability that the foreign

workers that feel their level of Finnish affects negatively the quality of their work also

feel that it affects negatively the pace of their work (r=.670) and their ability to solve

problems at work (r=.673). There is a strong positive correlation between the

variables. There is also a positive correlation between the level of Finnish affecting the
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quality of work of a foreign worker and the frequency of being subjected to bullying or

harassment at the workplace (r=.392). There is a 99.99% statistical probability of a

linear relationship between the variables.

Positive correlations (r=.326) were also found between the variables “*Have you noticed

any disturbing conflicts between co-workers?” and “Have you been subjected to

bullying or harassment at your current workplace?”. There is a 99.91% statistical

probability to state: “the more often a foreign worker has noticed conflicts between co-

workers, the more often he has also been subjected to bullying or harassment at the

current workplace.” A positive correlation (r=.261) was also found between the

variables “Have you been subjected to bullying or harassment at your current

workplace?” and “Does your level of Finnish affect negatively your relationship with

your co-workers?”. When there is more frequency in one, there is also more frequency
in the other. There is a small risk of error of 99.61% (Sig.-value=.039). Table 14

presents the findings of the correlation analysis.

Table 14. Correlations “Have you noticed any disturbing conflict between co-workers”

Have you Have you Does your
noticed any been level of
disturbing subjected to | Finnish affect
conflicts bullying or negatively
between co- | harassment at your
workers? your current relationship
workplace? | with your co-
workers at
work?
Have you noticed any Pearson Correlation 1 326" .015
disturbing conflicts Sig. (2-tailed) 0.09 .905
between co-workers? N 63 63 63
Have you been subjected Pearson Correlation 326" 1 261"
to bullying or harassment Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .039
at your current -+ 63 63 63

workplace?

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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4.3 Examination of the interview answers

Three interviews were conducted remotely via e-mail. The interviewees were chosen in
such a way that each interview would bring in a different point of view, different
answers and attitudes from each of the respondents as the intention of the interviews
was to gather additional information and real-life examples from foreigners working in
Finland in order to answer the research question of how performance in Finnish affects

the well-being of foreign workers in Finland.

The first respondent is a 25 year old French woman with an Al level in Finnish. She
currently works in a Finnish company with English as corporate language. In her case it
was interesting that it is forbidden to speak Finnish at her workplace even though
many of the employees are Finnish or speak Finnish. Due to this rule in the
organization, she never feels a need to understand or speak Finnish at work. However,
she does feel that the fact that English is not her mother tongue does sometimes affect
her expression: “I am not English native so off course sometimes I can't express
myself perfectly in English.” She has not experienced any social exclusion at work,
neither in official nor in unofficial situations. She does, however, comment on wishing
having a higher level of Finnish before having the current position: 'However I wish I
would've had a better Finnish level while my job research. It seems to be harder to
find a job here when you don't speak Finnish.” The first respondent did not have a

strong opinion on the topic as she feels that it is not relevant in her case.

The second interviewee had stronger opinions on the topic. He is a 28-year-old
Spanish man with a B1 level in Finnish. He works in an environment where 95% of the
employees are Finns. He has often experienced the feeling of being left out during
unofficial gatherings at the workplace:

The level of my Finnish only affects in the communication with my colleagues
when in lunch breaks, coffee breaks or other non-purely-work related matters.
Working in a company where 95% of people is Finnish means that often the
group talks are in Finnish as well. [...] Have you felt left out by your Finnish
speaking colleagues at lunch or when having coffee? Yes, many times.
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He also feels that not all Finns are very fluent in English and it is an effort for some to

change the language:

Sometimes colleagues prefer to continue in Finnish even after I arrive because
they feel more comfortable talking in that language. Then I might not
understand everything said and thus, I might feel a bit outside of the
conversation. However, all work related stuff is normally in English.

As the respondent has already gained an intermediate level of Finnish, he is able to
communicate some things in Finnish or at least be able to understand or follow some
conversations in Finnish, especially with the help of a dictionary: “Sometimes email
chains that have been written in Finnish are forwarded to me, but I do not have major
problems in understanding what has been said with a bit of effort.” In addition to the
occasional e-mail in Finnish, the only official informing that has taken place in Finnish
has been the employee co-operative negotiations during which some of the meetings
took place in Finnish. He feels that providing Finnish courses as an incentive by the
organization would be a great idea. He also feels that the fact that Finns tend to have
a quite high level of English makes learning Finnish difficult for foreigners: “The best
thing to happen in order for foreigners to quickly learn Finnish would be Finns level of

English to decrease considerably :). But that is not going to happen!”

The third interviewee is a 44 year old Estonian woman with a B2 level of Finnish. Even
though the general working language at her workplace is Finnish, her own work does
not require written Finnish skills and she can manage the day-to-day situations with
her spoken Finnish skills. Some of the policy instructions were hard for her to

understand but she has been able to get help from co-workers:

Some of the policies are quite complicated and I have asked my co-workers to
help understand some of them. The instructions are so task-specific that they do
not cause any problems. Also, somebody will explain them to me in English if
necessary.

The interviewee thought that although she has an upper intermediate level of Finnish,
she experiences difficulties in understanding her colleagues especially during informal

situations when the discussions are not very structured:
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I find it difficult at coffee or lunch that people speak so quickly and over each
other that is difficult to understand. Written Finnish is also quite different from
spoken Finnish which makes it quite hard to understand.

During work related meetings held in Finnish she usually only participates when her
own speciality is addressed: “At meetings I don’t speak much unless it is about my
own speciality, then I know the vocabulary also in Finnish and can participate even not
as much as I wish." This would suggest that her level of Finnish affects her
participation negatively. When it comes to the social interaction with her co-workers,
she does not spend time with her colleagues outside of work, but she does not feel it is

a consequence caused by her level of Finnish:

I don’t have much to do with my co-workers outside of work and most of my
friends are not Finns. I think a better knowledge would not make much of a
difference because all of my co-workers have their own lives which are different
from mine.

This would suggest that language is not the splitting factor in this case but rather the
cultural or individual differences between the interviewee and her colleagues. It might
also be easier for her to spend time with other foreigners that find themselves in a
similar situation. She had studied Finnish prior to her arrival and she thinks it is very
important to do so: "I think it is up to the person coming to work to have a sufficient
level of Finnish required to perform the job.” The difficulty of the Finnish language is
often said to be that the spoken and the written languages vary so much. The
interviewee has also noticed this feature: “It was a surprise to me how different the
spoken Finnish is from the written one and this made it quite difficult at the
beginning.” As a suggestion for organizations receiving foreign employees would be to

guide them more, especially at the beginning on the employment:

I think there are enough courses arranged but I think it would be good to have
some kind of a tutor at work at first to show you around and to explain about
Finnish customs etc.

The suggestion made by the interviewee is very accurate for any hew employee but
especially in the case of a foreign worker as in addition to all the new company policies
and new people, the foreigner also has to learn about the national culture and the
language of the country.
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Although the number of interviews was limited to three, the respondents were
encouraged to give feedback on the topic and on the actual survey questionnaire.
Several respondents sent feedback directly to the author or via the participant that had
used the snowballing method to forward the questionnaire. Overall, the respondents
found the topic very interesting and relevant to the current situation in Finland. Many
respondents requested to receive the results of the study as they wanted to know if
others felt the same way as they did. An Australian-American commented on the

survey:

It was a very interesting set of questions. I don't find my pathetic level of ability
of Finnish to be a problem in our English-speaking workplace, but I DEFINITELY
find that it's a problem outside of work. In fact, because English is accepted so
completely at work (where I spend most of my time), that’s one of the things
that keeps my Finnish from developing further, sadly. I was just at the passport
office, speaking to the lady behind the counter in Finnish, and when I had to ask
her to repeat something that I didn’t understand, she literally sneered at me and
said, “Look at this, a Finnish citizen who can’t even speak Finnish.” Quite
hurtful, and an attitude that I have never once run into in the workplace in
nearly ten years. I do wish I spoke Finnish better, though!

Another respondent felt that the survey was not so much targeted to him and he didn't
have Finnish as working language. Here’s the feedback from this American respondent:
"It's really more for foreigners working in Finnish companies (where Finnish is the
working language) than for foreigners working in global companies where English is
the corporate language.” It is nevertheless interesting to hear the opinions of both

companies where the working language is Finnish and companies where it is English.

4.4 Final analysis of the findings

The findings of this study were used to answer the research question on how
performance in Finnish affects occupational well-being of foreigners in Finland. Based
on the findings of this study it can be said that foreign employees are overall very
satisfied with both their personal mastery at work as well as their social interactions
with co-workers. In general, language does seem to have some effect on the
occupational well-being of foreign employees in Finland. Directional information could
be found during the statistical analysis and the interviews supported these findings.
The findings would point out a tendency that the level of Finnish of a foreign employee

may affect factors such as the quality and pace of work and the ability to solve
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problems of those foreigners that have to use, to at least some extent, Finnish as the
working language. The foreigners who were only working in English in a working
environment with only other foreigners, or at least a large share of other foreigners,
were less affected by their level of Finnish. It could be assumed that the workplaces
with a diverse workforce have a working management style that benefits both

individuals as well as the organisation.

As we have seen in the interviews, language affects the occupational well-being of a
foreigner in Finland if the working language is not English, if co-workers are unwilling
to speak English and if the foreigner has no knowledge at all of Finnish. The
interviewee that felt the least affected by the level of Finnish was the one working in
an environment where speaking Finnish is even forbidden. The two other interviewees
that were working in an environment where Finnish is also used, both felt affected by
not speaking fluent Finnish. To the largest extent, the level of Finnish affected both
mastery at work and social interactions. However, in many cases it is hard to define
whether language is the affecting factor or if cultural differences, different working
styles or just the fact of being away from home, affect the well-being at work of a
foreign worker. Personal criticism may also affect the way employees rate their work

performance.

The results of the correlation analysis were consistent; the respondents who were
positive on one aspect of occupational well-being were often positive on other aspects
as well. On the other hand, those who had some negative experiences, also felt
negatively about other aspects of their well-being at work. It could be related to
Maslow’s theory of needs; if one need is fulfilled, it is easier to fulfil the other needs as
well. All needs are also somewhat related, for example love and belonging which can
be gained from relation with co-workers, family and friends, affects both social well-

being as well as mental well-being.

The findings may reflect the truth but they may also reflect temporary factors such as
the mood of the respondent. Respondents may not remember negative incidents at the
moment of taking part in the survey or may only remember the negative side of things.
Answers may also be affected by the pressure caused by time restraints (many of the
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respondents had filled in the survey during office hours) or pure mistakes such as

reading the question or answer wrongly or accidentally ticking the wrong box.

Based on the results, we can see that the group of respondents is somewhat
homogenous and up to a certain degree reflects the writer’s own social environment;
over half of the respondents belong to the same age group as the author (25-34 years
old), all the respondents have a degree after their secondary education, and the three
most frequent mother tongues of the respondents are English, French and Spanish
which all reflect the author’s studies and interests. However, the sample was not
deliberately chosen to target only respondents with similar demographics. It is
interesting that although the questionnaire was sent to people with very different
backgrounds, a great majority of the respondents still were to a certain extent similar.
Would the demographics represent a typical foreigner in Finland rather than the
author’s own social environment? Would highly educated foreigners, or highly
educated people in general, be more interested and open to answer such a survey? For
further studies on the topic, it would be interesting to use stratified random sampling
in order to gather information from different subgroups and to make sure that the

sample has the same characteristics as the population.

The requirement that the respondent needs to understand English quite well to be able
to fill in the survey may also have weeded out foreigners with no education and
thereby resulting in the majority of the respondents being highly educated.
Interestingly, although the degree of education is very high among the respondents
and a great majority has a higher university degree, in most cases the respondents
only hold an employee position in their current organization. This could relate to
discrimination of foreigners during the recruitment process or to poor advancement
opportunities of foreigners in their careers. The underlying reasons may depend on
several factors, such as poor language skills, discrimination or prejudice. However, this
study did not look at this type of discrimination and it could be worth further

examination.
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Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of the level of Finnish of
foreign employees in Finland on their well-being at work. The author concentrated on
two aspects of well-being at work, personal mastery at work and social interaction with
co-workers. The objective was to find out whether foreign workers that master the
Finnish language have a higher occupational well-being than foreigners with poor skills

in Finnish.

This objective was pursued through a quantitative study carried out with a survey
questionnaire followed up by an additional qualitative study that included three
interviews to deepen the knowledge on the topic. The questions of the survey and the
interviews focused on basic aspects of well-being at work. The questions were related
to three needs from Maslow’s hierarchy of needs: need for love and belonging, need
for self-esteem and need for self-actualisation which correspond to social and mental
well-being of workers.

Overall, foreigners seem to be very satisfied with their well-being at work, both socially
and mentally. The results indicate that there is some relationship between language
and occupational well-being, but the level of Finnish is not a major contributor. The
mother tongue and working language of the respondents affected especially the
mastery at work; those who worked purely in English were less or not at all affected by
the lack of knowledge in Finnish. The respondents with English as mother tongue also
felt slightly better with their occupational well-being than the two second largest
groups of respondents, Spanish and French. Seen in the light of Hall’s theory on high-
context and low-context cultures and bearing in mind that England and the United
States score closer to Finland on the ladder than France, Spain and the Latin America,
it is possible that culture affects the exchange of messages between Finnish people
and representatives other cultures when it comes to occupational well-being. Additional
research should be made to ensure the findings as nationality of respondents was not

asked in the questionnaire.

The relevant theories show that the concept of well-being at work is very complex and

difficult to measure. This study gave a general idea of how the level of knowledge of
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the local language may affect the well-being at work of a foreign employee. However,
the size of the sample restricted any deeper statistical analysis and in this study it is
necessary to rely on directional findings only. Other limitations of this study were the
time and budget restraints which made a larger study impossible. The sample size
remained fairly small and therefore the statistical value of the research suffered. For
further studies it would be interesting to gather a greater sample and thus allow a
more extensive statistical analysis of the results. Due to the lack of face-to-face
encounters for the interviews, there is also lack of interaction between the respondents
and myself. Therefore, there was also no further possibility for elaboration of answers
or attitudes during the interviews. Nevertheless, this could also be seen as a strength
of the study method. Because the interviewees answered the questions alone it could
be assumed that they had more time to think about the answers. Writing down the
answers independently also prevents the interviewer from, consciously or

subconsciously, directing the answers in one direction or another.

Some of the respondents felt that they did not actually belong to the target group of
the survey because their working language was not Finnish. However, it would be
interesting to also study whether it is a global phenomenon that foreign employees are
more affected by the lack of knowledge of the local language outside of their work
rather than at the actual workplace. A comparative study between Finnish companies
and large multi-national organizations could be carried out in order to find out whether
there is proper diversity management. This would be very important in order to benefit
from a diverse work force to the maximum; a possible competitive advantage for

organizations in the future.
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Appendix 1. Survey Questionnaire

Survey: Working in Finland as a foreigner

The collected answers will be used as part of the Metropolia Business School Bachelor's
Thesis to evaluate the influence of the level of Finnish on a foreign employee's well-
being at work in Finland.

Please read each question carefully before answering and think about your own
opinions and situation in your answers. Your participation in the survey is voluntary
and anonymous.

Kindly answer all questions. Answering the survey will take approximately 6 minutes.
Please tick the box that best matches you or your opinion.
Thank you for participating!

Personal Background

1. Age

18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 or more

NN NNAN AN
SN NN N NN

2. Sex

() Male
() Female

3. Educational background

() Comprehensive school
() Secondary school

() College degree

(') Higher university degree

4. Your position in the current organisation

() Employee

() Supervisor

() Specialist

() Manager

() Top management

5. How long have you worked for your current organisation in Finland?
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0-1 years

2-4 years

5-10 years

more than 10 years

0)
()
()
0)

6. The number of employees in Finland in your current organisation

7. Estimate the share of non-Finns in your organisation in Finland

() Iam the only one
() Less than 10%
() 11-25%

() 26-50%

() More than 50%

Language Background

8. What is your mother tongue?

9. What is the official working language in your current organisation in Finland?

10. What other languages are used in your current organisation in Finland?

11. Using the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CERF),
choose the level that best describes your current level of Finnish

() No knowledge

() Al Beginner (Can understand very basic phrases, introduce him/herself and
interact in a simple way)

() A2 Elementary (Can communicate in simple and routine tasks and describe in
simple terms aspects of his/her background)

() B1 Intermediate (Can deal with most situations likely to arise while in Finland, can
produce simple connected text on familiar topics and can describe experiences, events,
dreams and hopes and briefly give reasons and explanations for them)

() B2 Upper intermediate (Can understand the main ideas of complex text including
technical discussion in his/her field of specialization, can interact with a degree of
fluency and spontaneity and can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of
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subjects)

() C1 Advanced (Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts and
recognize implicit meaning, can express ideas fluently, can use language flexibly and
effectively for social, academic and professional purposes, can produce clear, well-
structured, detailed text for professional use)

() C2 Proficiency (Can understand with ease everything heard or read, can summarise
information from different sources, reconstructing arguments and accounts in a
coherent presentation, can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and
precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in the most complex situations)

12. Are you currently studying Finnish?

NN

) Yes
) No

13. Do you wish you had a better knowledge of Finnish?

€s

=z <

o]
don't know

()
0)
0)

Mastery at work

14. Please tick what best describes your current situation:

Xi?t;yn or Rather Sometimes Rather \s/ejrc;lyom or
often seldom

always never
Are you content with the quality of
work you provide? 0) 0 0 0) 0)
Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively the quality of your () () () () ()
work?
Are you content with the amount
of work that you get done? 0) 0 0 Q) Q)
Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively the pace of your work? 0) 0) () Q) Q)
Are you content with your ability
to solve problems at work? 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)

Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively your ability to solve () () () () ()
problems at work?
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Social Interaction

15. Please tick the option that best describes your current situation

Very
often Rather . Rather Very seldom
Sometimes
or often seldom never
always
Are you content with your relationship 0 0 0 0 0O

with your co-workers at work?

Does your level of Finnish affect
negatively your relationship with your () @) () () @)
co-workers at work?

Have you noticed any disturbing

conflicts between co-workers? Q) Q) Q) Q) Q)
Have you been subjected to bullying

or harassment at your current ) ) () () ()
workplace?

Does your immediate superior treat

workers fairly and equally? Q) Q) Q) Q) Q)

Have you noticed any inequalities in
how employees are treated at your

workplace due to their level of 0) () 0) 0) ()
Finnish?

Do you feel a sense of belonging to

this organisation? 0) () () 0) ()
Do you feel left out because of your

level of Finnish? 0) () 0) 0) ()

Do you feel an important member of

your team? ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Do you feel respected and valued at

oove O O 0 O O
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Appendix 2. Interview questions

1. Age

2. Sex

3. Current level of Finnish

() Al
() A2
() Bl
() B2
() a
() .

4. How do you feel the level of your Finnish affects your well-being at work?

(Please think of both, mastery of your own work and your social interactions.)
For example:

e Do you sometimes have to ask for linguistic help to produce results?

e Do you have difficulties understanding company policies or other instructions?

e How does working in another language than your own mother tongue affect
your work?

5. Give an example of a situation at your workplace where you wished you
had a higher level of Finnish.

For example:

e Have you felt left out by your Finnish speaking colleagues at lunch or when
having coffee?

e Have you ever sat at a meeting without being able to contribute due to lack
of Finnish?

e Do you think you would have a closer relationship with your co-workers if you
were a native Finnish speaker?
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6. What could your employer do to improve the well-being of foreign
workers?

For example:

e Do you feel it should be up to the employer to provide Finnish language
courses?

e Does the society provide adequate possibilities to learn Finnish?

o Should the employer take foreign employees' integration into consideration by
organizing social activities etc.?
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Does your level of Finnish affect negatively your ability to solve problems at work? * Share of non-Finns

Crosstabulation

Share of non-Finns Total
Less than 10% 10% or more
Count 11 31 42
% within Share of non- 44.0% 81.6% 66.7%
Very seldom or never (1) )
Finns
% of Total 17.5% 49.2% 66.7%
Count 10 5 15
% within Share of non- 40.0% 13.2% 23.8%
Rather seldom (2) ]
Finns
% of Total 15.9% 7.9% 23.8%
Does your level of Count 2 ’ 4
Finnish affect
] ) % within Share of non- 8.0% 5.3% 6.3%
negatively your Sometimes (3) )
Finns
ability to solve
% of Total 3.2% 3.2% 6.3%
problems at work?
Count 1 0 1
% within Share of non- 4.0% 0.0% 1.6%
Rather often (4) ]
Finns
% of Total 1.6% 0.0% 1.6%
Count 1 0 1
% within Share of non- 4.0% 0.0% 1.6%
Very often or always (5) )
Finns
% of Total 1.6% 0.0% 1.6%
Count 25 38 63
% within Share of non- 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total
Finns
% of Total 39.7% 60.3% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .027
Likelihood Ratio .020
Linear-by-Linear Association .004
N of Valid Cases

a. 6 cells (60,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is ,40.
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Do you feel a sense of belonging to this organisation? * Official working language in current organisation

Crosstabulation

Official working Total
language in current
organisation
English Other
Count 0 5 5
Rather seldom (2) % within Official working language in 0.0% 20.8% 8.1%
current organisation
% of Total 0.0% 8.1% 8.1%
Count 5 5 10
Sometimes (3) % within Ofﬁc-ial Yvorking language in 13.2% 20.8% 16.1%
Do you feel a sense current organisation
of belonging to this % of Total 8.1% 8.1% 16.1%
organisation? Count 15 6 21
Rather often (4) % within Offic.ial ?Norking language in 39.5% 25.0% 33.9%
current organisation
% of Total 24.2% 9.7% 33.9%
Count 18 8 26
Very often or % within Official working language in 47.4% 33.3% 41.9%
always (5) current organisation
% of Total 29.0% 12.9% 41.9%
Count 38 24 62
Total % within Official working language in 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
current organisation
% of Total 61.3% 38.7% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .018
Likelihood Ratio .009
Linear-by-Linear Association .011
N of Valid Cases

a. 3 cells (37,5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 1,94.




71

Does your level of Finnish affect negatively the quality of your work? * Official working language in

current organisation Crosstabulation

Official working language in Total
current organisation
English Other
Count 31 6 37
% within Official working 79.5% 25.0% 58.7%
Very seldom or never (1) language in current
organisation
% of Total 49.2% 9.5% 58.7%
Count 7 12 19
% within Official working 17.9% 50.0% 30.2%
Rather seldom (2) language in current
Does your level of organisation
Finnish affect % of Total 11.1% 19.0% 30.2%
negatively the
quality of your Count ! > ®
work? % within Official working 2.6% 20.8% 9.5%
Sometimes (3) language in current
organisation
% of Total 1.6% 7.9% 9.5%
Count 0 1 1
% within Official working 0.0% 4.2% 1.6%
Very often or always (5) language in current
organisation
% of Total 0.0% 1.6% 1.6%
Count 39 24 63
% within Official working 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total language in current
organisation
% of Total 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 19.403° 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 20.516 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 16.927 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 63

a. 4 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is ,38.



72

Does your level of Finnish affect negatively the pace of your work? * Official working language in current

gganisation Crosstabulation

6 cells (60.0%) have expected count

count is .38.

less than 5. The minimum expected

Official working language in | Total
current organisation
English Other
Count 30 9 39
% within Official working language in 76.9% 37.5%| 61.9%
Very seldom or never (1) o
current organisation
% of Total 47.6% 14.3% | 61.9%
Count 9 6 15
% within Official working language in 23.1% 25.0% | 23.8%
Rather seldom (2) o
current organisation
% of Total 14.3% 9.5%| 23.8%
Does your level Count 0 2 2
of Finnish affect
) i % within Official working language in 0.0% 29.2% | 11.1%
negatively the  Sometimes (3) o
current organisation
pace of your
% of Total 0.0% 11.1%| 11.1%
work?
Count 0 1 1
% within Official working language in 0.0% 4.2% 1.6%
Rather often (4) o
current organisation
% of Total 0.0% 1.6% 1.6%
Count 0 1 1
% within Official working language in 0.0% 4.2% 1.6%
Very often or always (5) -
current organisation
% of Total 0.0% 1.6% 1.6%
Count 39 24 63
Total % within Official working language in 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
ota
current organisation
% of Total 61.9% 38.1% | 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .001
Likelihood Ratio .000
Linear-by-Linear Association .000
N of Valid Cases
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Does your level of Finnish affect negatively your ability to solve problems at work? * Official working language

in current organisation > English/ other Crosstabulation

Official working language Total
in current organisation
English Other
Count 32 10 42
% within Official working language 82.1% 41.7% 66.7%
Very seldom or never (1)
in current organisation
% of Total 50.8% 15.9% 66.7%
Count 6 9 15
% within Official working language 15.4% 37.5% 23.8%
Rather seldom (2) ) o
in current organisation
% of Total 9.5% 14.3% 23.8%
Does your level of
Count 1 3 4
Finnish affect
. i % within Official working language 2.6% 12.5% 6.3%
negatively your Sometimes (3) . .
. in current organisation
ability to solve
0, 0, 0, 0,
problems at work? % of Total 1.6% 4.8% 6.3%
Count 0 1 1
% within Official working language 0.0% 4.2% 1.6%
Rather often (4) ] o
in current organisation
% of Total 0.0% 1.6% 1.6%
Count 0 1 1
% within Official working language 0.0% 4.2% 1.6%
Very often or always (5) o
in current organisation
% of Total 0.0% 1.6% 1.6%
Count 39 24 63
Total % within Official working language 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
ota
in current organisation
% of Total 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .016
Likelihood Ratio .012
Linear-by-Linear Association .001
N of Valid Cases

a. 6 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is .38.




Appendix 4. CEFR Criteria Grid
Oral Assessment Criteria Grid

RANGE ACCURACY FLUENCY INTERACTION COHERENCE
Shiows great Aexidility reformu- | Maintains consistent gram- Can express himherself Can imeract with ease and Can oreate coherent and
C2 | sating ideas in differing matical condeol of complex spontanecusly at length with a | skill, picking up and using cohesive discourse making full
inguistic forms to convey finer | language, even whie afiention | natwral collogquial flow, nor-verbal and imtonational | and appropriste use of a
snades of meaning precisely, | is otheraise engaged (. in avoiding of backiracking cues apparently efforiessly. | varnety of onganisatianal
o give emphasis, 1o forward plarning, in monitorng | around any dificulty so Can imeraeave hisher con- | pattemns and a wide range of
differentiate and to eliminate others’ reactions). smoodly hat the imeriocmior | inibation inlo e joint connectors and other cohesive
ambaguity. Also has a good s hardly aware of it discourse with fully natwral | devices.
command of idiomatic turntaking, referencing, alu-
Expressions and 5i0n making eic.
colioquialisms.
Has a good command of 3 Consstentty mairtains a high | Can express himherself Can select a suitable phrase | Can produce clear, smoothly
broad range of language deqgree of grammatical accuy- fuently and spontanecusly, from a readily available fowing, well-structursd
1 alowing himer 1o select a Facy, ETOrs are mre, difficultio | almost eforiessly. Only a con- | range of discourse functions | speech, showing controlled
formulation o express him/ spot and generally comected cephualy difficull subject can o preface his remans in use of amanisational patiems,
hersel clearfy in an when they do oCour. hinder a natural, smood fiow | onder iz gt or 1o keep the Connectors and cohesive
appeopriate style on a3 wide of language. fiaor and 1o relate hisher devices.
range of general, academic, own contributions skifully o
professional of ieisure opics thise of other speakers.
withoat having o res¥rict what
he/she wants 1o 5ay.
B2+
Has a sufficient mnge of Shows a relatively high degree | Can produce steiches of Can iniiate discourse, take | Can use a limited mumier of
lanquage by be abie io give of grammatical control. Does lanquage with a fairly even hisher tum when cohesive devices i link hisher
B2 cear descrptions, EXpress not make emars which cause 1empa; although he'she can be | apgrogriate and end utterances into clear, cohersnt
viewpoints on most genesal misunderstanding, and can hesitant as he of she searches | conversation when hefshe | discourse, hough these may
opics, without much can- camrect mast of hisher for patiems and expressions, nesds i, thaugh heishe be some umpiness” in 3 long
SpicuoUs seanching for words, | mistakes. there are few noticeably long may nat always do this contribation.
USing 50Me COmpIEx SeniEnce pauses. elegantly. Can help the
forms i do 50. discussion akong on familiar
ground Gonfimming
comprehensian, inviing
athers in, eic.
B1+
Has enough language to get Uses reasonably accuraiety a Can keep going comgeehensi- | Can initiase, maintain and Can link 3 5enes of shorer,
by, with suficient wocabulary | reperinire of frequently used by, even though pausing for ciose simple face-io-face discrete simple elements into a
B1 |w EXprEss himherself wit “routines” and pattems asso- grammatical and lexical pian- comversation on topics that cormecied, inear sequence of
‘50me hesitation and circum- ciated with more prediciabie ning and repar i very evident, | ane familiar or of personal points.
kocutions on opics such as situations. espedally in longer streiches of | imerest. Can repeat back part
family, hobies and inberests, fres production. of what someane has said o
work, fravel, and carent confrm mutsal undersiand-
BVENDS. ing.
A2+
Uses nasic semence pattemns | Uses some simple structures Can make himmerselfunder- | Can ask and answer Can lini groups of woeds Wit
‘Wit memorsed pirases, cormecly, but 58 systematicaly | siood invery shor ublerances, | questions and respond o sImple conneciors ke “and,
A2 grougs o @ e woeds and makes Dasic misEkes. even Mough pauses, fakse =impie stalements. Can b and ecause”.
fonmiae in order o comim- starts and reformulaton are indicate when heishe is
nicate limited information in very ewident foliowing bul is rarety abie o
smple everyday stuations. undersiand encugh o keep
comversation going of hisher
T CCOMd.
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