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task is to pay a wide variety of benefits for those entitled to them but also within a particular 
time. Therefore, it is essential that employees are motivated and skilled when processing 
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tivated and satisfied, which in turn increases well-being. This also benefits the employer by 
reducing employee turnover rate and recruitment cost and engages employees long term. 
 
The study aimed to find out how to improve performance through rewarding with means to 
do it. The supporting research questions were what the main criteria are when choosing 
how to reward an employee, what are the possible options on how to engage/motivate em-
ployees more efficiently and what rewarding system are used elsewhere but could be ap-
plied to The Social Insurance Institution of Finland and why. The research used a case 
study method with quantitative and qualitative methods used in data acquisition. The avail-
able material from barometers from 2017 and 2018 was supplemented with a questionnaire 
providing more detailed information to the research questions.  
 
Currently, the rewarding system and the applicable rewarding and payroll guide is seen in-
efficient, does not serve its purpose and does not motivate. The research showed how both 
managers’ and employees’ experience towards the current rewarding, what the most signif-
icant problem points are and suggest improvements and solutions to these problems. The 
study can be considered a success as it was able to provide tangible solutions for the is-
sues pointed out and answering the research questions. It also proved important infor-
mation from the field to the management to take into consideration when reviewing the pay-
roll as well as rewarding after the end of its validity period. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research background 

The working life has never been so hectic as today. It is more demanding than 

ever, and time has become a precious resource. According to professor Liisa 

Keltikangas-Järvinen (Ala-Heikkilä 2017) working culture has set ideals that an 

employee is unable to achieve, and this loads the wellbeing of an employee and 

eventually becoming unable to perform. Researcher Minna Toivanen from Työter-

veyslaitos (Ala-Heikkilä 2017) also emphasises hectivity and high tempo, which 

ultimately lead to poor outcome and loss of focus. Työterveyslaitos (2016) con-

ducted the latest Kunta10-research in 2016, where 39 percent of over 65.000 re-

spondents felt that the workload exceeds the threshold often or quite often. Chief 

Operating Officer and Director of Business Development of Kokoomus Miia Es-

kelinen-Fingerroos states that emphasis in the working culture has shifted to-

wards shared goals, values and ways to work. This requires strong leadership in 

engagement and benefits, and most likely, the ultimate aim is something else 

than just increasing revenue. This requires engaging and committing employees 

by offering them ways to influence and therefore create value for the company in 

different ways, such as new ways to work and more effective processes. (Es-

kelinen-Fingerroos 2018). Therefore, it is crucial to keep employees in the com-

pany rather than first hiring and training them and only making them resign after a 

period of time. Recruiting is a high cost and loss of investment for the company 

that can be minimised dramatically with the right application of committing possi-

bilities. Salary and personal rewarding based on performance and results is one 

of the most effective ways (Kauhanen 2012). However, this only is effective to a 

certain level of monetary rewarding, after which personal values and choices be-

come more critical. In this case, an employees’ level of commitment cannot be 

amplified by increasing monetary rewarding but by offering different perks (work-

ing options, benefits etc.) or challenges, such as new projects (Kauhanen 2012). 

 

Rewarding and its applications differ by the field of industry, country and culture, 

but a common nominator is the individual employee Organisations seek stable, 

productive and motivated workforce, and it is of high importance. The primary 
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way of achieving this is through effective reward strategies regardless of loca-

tions. Employees are the competitive advantage of providing intellect and innova-

tions, generating positive returns to shareholders. Besides, stable workforce re-

duces recruiting costs and employee turnover. Therefore, it is in every company’s 

interest to appropriately motivate their employees. McLarney and Hansen (2016) 

base their findings to the influences of three most notable theories on rewarding 

strategies from Maslow, Herzberg and Hofstede to analyse the key influences 

employee motivation. The companies included in this research have been re-

nowned in their communications as having experience in global reward strate-

gies. The challenge is to understand what motivates employees and how to im-

plement rewarding strategies to increase commitment and satisfaction. Interna-

tional companies face a more significant challenge as the ways to encourage em-

ployees in one country is the opposite on another. Maslow’s theory alone cannot 

provide a prediction how rewards will motivate employees. According to Her-

zberg’s theory, motivation alone cannot accurately predict how rewarding moti-

vates employees in an international context, but commonly direct monetary was 

the primary motivator to work. Hofstede’s cultural aspect, just as the other earlier 

mentioned theories, are only one tool in understanding their relations. Interna-

tional companies must have clear vision, values, goal and objectives to each em-

ployee. Companies must be aware of not to implement a company-wide policy 

without understanding its impact inadvertently. Rewarding programs must respect 

the employee’s human and cultural influences to be effective. (McLarney & Han-

sen 2016, 139-144.) 

 

The research conclusion is in understanding the relations between principals and 

employee needs. Company’s focus should be on employee motivation and com-

mitment that is considered to be the goal for the organisation’s rewards strategy. 

Most critical is the culture that links other branches and extends them. By linking 

these branches, it serves as a reminder that no part should be left without notice. 

When assessing a rewarding strategy, all influential factors should be considered 

in conjunction with each other. The research shows that no single theory can be 

independently applied when assessing the rewarding strategy. The cultural as-

pect is one of the most critical ones, but companies must not view the culture on 
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its own and from the company’s perspective only but to use it as a guideline. 

Also, demographic aspects must be considered, making choosing the strategy 

more complicated. The research also points out that successful companies in im-

plementing a reward strategy have the skills to learn from successes and failures, 

both their own and others. (McLarney & Hansen 2016, 147-149.) 

 

Human resource management (later HRM) in its complexity is a difficult but im-

portant part of the company’s operations. This is a key variable in national and 

domestic HRM more than in performed HRM activities. Dowling points out a need 

for a broader perspective, more involvement in employees’ personal lives, 

change in emphasis between workforce interests and broader external influ-

ences. Just as Hofstede (1980) states in his theory, cultural suitability and differ-

ences are essential in determining successful performance. Generally, cross-cul-

tural understanding and competence is preferred. According to the research, 

compensation and rewarding policy become less precise, the more international 

aspects there are. Designing worthwhile policies and programmes must include 

the use of mentors and understanding the field applied to. (Dowling et al. 2011, 5, 

120, 177-178.) 

 

The topic of this thesis concerns many companies, regardless of their field. Em-

ployees are the most critical resource of the company (Kauhanen 2012). Compa-

nies invest a significant amount of time and money on recruiting and familiarizing 

a new employee to the essential tasks. It always takes time until the employee 

starts creating value to the company. Due to this fact, recruiting and more im-

portantly keeping the right employees satisfied and committed form the founda-

tion for a successful company and self-developing atmosphere. A committed em-

ployee is often more valuable than the cost it generates. 

 

This study focuses on increasing the effectiveness of the current payroll and re-

warding system. The aim is not to necessarily create a new system but to find out 

what employees’ the current policy applies to value and utilize it to its full poten-

tial. Creating a new system loads the organisation unnecessarily. Therefore, by 

reassessing on the current system and streamlining its application by focusing on 
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the essentials, both the organisation and individuals can benefit from it greatly. 

The current policy has been researched a little, and the author is aware of two 

published theses, that are somewhat related to the topic. Both ended up in the 

conclusion that the system is ineffective and can be taken advantage of more. 

There is much discussion within the organisation the author's thesis is research-

ing that the system is unjust, non-transparent and has little positive effects. 

 

My interest was the main reason for choosing this topic. I have had the privilege 

to have multiple employers with different managers. Therefore, I have seen differ-

ent ways to lead and find out what ways have been successful and what have 

had something to develop. I have seen many great employees resign and change 

employers for different reasons. One of these has been that the employee’s skills 

and merits have been under-valued and eventually making the employer look for 

appreciation and challenges elsewhere. 

 

This thesis is a result of thorough and lengthy thinking. As all companies regard-

less of their field struggle with keeping cost at a minimum while pursuing the best 

possible performance, finding the best combination is the aim. The general ques-

tion could be “How can we maximize the performance (productivity per em-

ployee) while minimizing the costs?”. As the Social Insurance Institution of Fin-

land is a non-profit organisation funded by taxes, the question could be applied 

as “How can we increase productivity using the payroll and rewarding guide”. 

This is the question this thesis aims to answer. Yearly conducted barometers in 

The Social Insurance Institution of Finland clearly state that the current payroll 

and rewarding system is ineffective and has much to improve. Many employees 

attempt to maximize their income in return for the effort they put into the work it-

self. The potential is excellent in people that are willing to give a lot for the em-

ployer but not without receiving anything back. Therefore, monetary rewarding 

has a lot to do with committing employees and is able to give back more than the 

actual investment to the employee. 

 

It is very company-specific that organisational rules are not discussed with outsid-

ers. Some international companies do not openly tell their rewarding programs 
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and those that do, only do it vaguely. And because the Social Insurance Institu-

tion of Finland is an organisation specific to Finnish social security and is unique 

on its kind, direct apples to apples comparison cannot be made or is not appropri-

ate. The Social Insurance Institution of Finland is also a non-profit organisation 

that gives certain types of characteristics and limitation on rewarding. One exam-

ple could be that rewarding based on company profit is not possible, so it must be 

based on individual performance and contribution to an employee. However, 

there are specific fundamental rules in rewarding, and those are comparable in 

similar fields.  

 

Performance-based rewarding is based on company aim and steers the working 

to correct direction. It benefits both employer and employee. It complements the 

base salary and rewards for good performance and is directly related to company 

performance. For the employer, it steers employees to correct activities and does 

not raise salary costs permanently. Employees receive a tangible reward, moti-

vates and acknowledged them for excellent performance and is a just system. 

(Mandatum Life 2020.) Performance-based rewarding and bonus system requires 

a clear basis on what and how is rewarded and that the system is just. Usually 

performance-based rewarding is a part on the rewarding system and not a sepa-

rate function. Rewarding can be either on an individual or team level or are usu-

ally applied to organisations differently. According to the research, performance-

based rewarded did not have adverse effects on work or actions at work and pos-

itively affect employer image. By implementing such a system, it motivates em-

ployees, clears the rewarding criteria and improves performance. (HAMK UNLIM-

ITED 2019.) 

 

Case company: The Social Insurance Institution of Finland 

 

The Social Insurance Institution of Finland was established in 1937 and has been 

since an essential part of practically every citizen's life. In the beginning, the So-

cial Insurance Institution of Finland was responsible of paying pensions but has 

expanded to being responsible for multiple benefits such as unemployment bene-
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fits, disability benefits, housing benefits, childcare, maternity and paternity bene-

fits and student benefits. From the start of 2017, the Social Insurance Institution 

of Finland has also been responsible for basic social benefits as they got trans-

ferred from municipalities. (Kela 2020.) At the end of 2018, the number of em-

ployees at the Social Insurance Institution of Finland was 7732 being the all-time 

highest. The number of employees is directly related to personnel expensed be-

ing 352,25M euros altogether where salaries and other compensations are 

273,53M euros. (Kansaneläkelaitos 2018.) When the number of employees is 

such high, the more critical it becomes to pay close attention individually to each 

employee. 

 

1.2 Research settings 

This thesis aims to research the current payroll and rewarding system used by 

the Social Insurance Institution of Finland, point out the possible problem points it 

has and improve the system by offering new information and eventually tools for 

more efficient application. The aim is to find out what options the system provides 

to use in committing and rewarding an employee and how are these options exer-

cised. After the current system is analysed, the results will be compared to similar 

organisations internationally using different kinds of rewarding system. The cur-

rent payroll and rewarding system was introduced in 2001, and the effects have 

not been researched thoroughly. The conducted barometer in 2018 indicated that 

employees are not satisfied with the system or do not understand how it works. 

Because of this, the aim is to suggest improvements to the system. 

 

The objective of this thesis is to research the current payroll and rewarding sys-

tem by using the current payroll guide to find out how the system is implemented 

in the Social Insurance Institution of Finland. Conducted barometer results from 

2018 will be used to show how the employees feel and recognize their possibili-

ties to influence, how they feel about their actual possibilities to influence and 

how they feel about the current system in use. The objective is to find out if the 

employees feel they are not paid or rewarded well enough when compared to 

their level of performance and are they being appreciated enough monetarily or 
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by other options. Anonymous interviews from the employees, managers and di-

rectors will be conducted to give more detailed information and find out correla-

tions between the results. Anonymity is important to mitigate any negative or pos-

itive influences on the results and create as an authentic result as possible. If 

there are substantial differences in answers, it creates a contradiction in interpre-

tations because the same guide is being applied. However, managers have inde-

pendent influence in implementing the guidelines to practice. After pointing out 

the possible problems in the system, possible development ideas and managerial 

implications will be presented according to the findings. 

 

 

Figure 1. The improved approach in applying the current payroll and reward guide to practice by 
implementing rewarding 

 

Figure 1 shows the created/improved approach in applying the current payroll 

and reward guide to practice. The focus is to implement rewarding more thor-

oughly into Kelpo-discussion to clarify the rewarding criteria and focus on what 

kind of activities are preferred. Rewarding is one of the most critical ways to af-

fect performance. Rewards can be seen as long- or short-term rewards. People 
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generally pursue long-term goals, where the reward is being delayed. However, 

immediate rewarding is a stronger predictor when viewing goal-oriented activities 

than long-term delayed rewards.  Delayed rewards are stronger in long-term goal 

setting where the aim is clear but immediate rewards are closely related to actual 

persistence. The effectiveness of short-term rewarding comes from being highly 

attractive in the present and creates a constant making it a motivational factor. 

Smaller and immediate rewards keep the long-term goal in mind are steps on the 

way of getting there. Immediate rewarding also decreases opportunity costs in 

goal activity and are cost beneficial. Short-term rewarding increases persistence 

as they are easier to understand and relate to the greater goal and increase per-

sistence in single sessions, that benefit the performance over time. The study re-

sults show, that immediate rewards matter in long-term pursuits. People are more 

successful at pursuing their goals and persist in single tasks when immediate re-

wards are available when pursuing these long-term goals. The best effect is a 

combination of these two; motivation to long-term goals comes from both immedi-

ate and delayed rewards during that pursuit. (Woolley & Fishbach 2016.) 

 

Productive rewarding is done in the correct way and should be based on positive 

behaviour. Reward should not be just a nice bonus in making employees feel 

good, it should be an essential business tool in recognising employees. It should 

represent the company values and strengthen them and by doing so, making em-

ployees more familiar with the company purpose. Rewarding should be notable to 

be effective. When the reward is not in line with the achievement it is based on, it 

is not noteworthy. Timing is also important. If the rewarding is not done immedi-

ately or soon after the accomplishment, it loses its effective-ness and when not 

paid close attention to, rewarding is seen as a secondary value. Rewarding a sin-

gle employee or a group of employees also affects those outside. When an ac-

complishment is recognized, others likely try to repeat that. When trying to em-

phasize better behaviour, it needs to be something others a capable of doing. 

(Cooper 2019.) 

 

Rewarding probably has the most significant impact on performance but it still is 

just one link in the chain. Good performance is a result of multiple things that all 
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are linked to happy and motivated employees. Every organisation and company 

work more efficiently with motivated employees. This affects to the whole organi-

sation supporting its foundations. Motivated employees work more efficiently and 

create more equity for the company. The company benefits from motivated em-

ployees in more ways than just performance per employee. The company image 

is improved and satisfied and motivated employees tend to recommend their em-

ployer publicly. Satisfied employees are also the requirement for specific certifi-

cates the company desires. Happy and motivated employees do not look for op-

portunities outside the organisation. This results to lower need for recruitment 

and reduced costs.  

  

Research and development questions 

 

The main research question is how to increase the effectiveness of the current 

payroll and rewarding system? This can then be divided into three sub-questions 

supporting the main research problem and breaking down the problem into 

smaller sections making it easier to understand the relation of these topics and 

finding the answer. The sub-questions are: 

 

• What are the main criteria when choosing how to reward an employee? 

• What are the possible options on how to engage/motivate employees 
more efficiently? 

• What rewarding system is used elsewhere but could be applied to the So-
cial Insurance Institution of Finland and why? 

 

The main research question is self-explanatory. The first two sub-question sup-

port the main problem by specifying the question and stating a more detailed ap-

proach on what the study focuses on. The last sub-question presents a national 

and international point of view on the thesis. This is used to compare how the 

current system in the Social Insurance Institution of Finland compares to other 

similar companies and how effective it is. It also aims to figure out what are the 

most effective ways of rewarding in each company. This enables to find out new 

ways to reward that could be suitable in the Social Insurance Institution of Finland 

as well. Primarily the idea is to find out similar organisations. The comparison is 

then easy to interpret when comparing apples to apples. It is also possible to 
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compare other than non-profit organisations be-cause their organisational struc-

ture could be highly like the Social Insurance Institution of Finland, making the 

comparison valid. Often industrial and profit-oriented (especially PLC’s) compa-

nies have an effectively created organisation structure and tend to reduce the hi-

erarchy to be more flexible and react to changes. This is something that could 

also be applicable to the Social Insurance Institution of Finland as well and worth 

studying. 

 

The research starts with gathering available research data, including the yearly 

barometers from at least two years prior. The barometer results are one of the 

key elements stating how the employees feel about the current system. This can 

be done by engaging the R&D department of the Social Insurance Institution of 

Finland to the thesis project. Questionnaires are conducted in two separate parts: 

to the employees and to the management. The questionnaire questions for the 

employees are chosen specifically to reveal more detailed information on how the 

employees feel about the current system and what are meaningful ways to re-

ward. The questionnaire questions for the management aims to reveal how the 

rewarding is done, are there any variations and how the rewarding system is gen-

erally thought of. 

 

After the data has been gathered and analysed thoroughly, conclusions accord-

ing to the research outcome will be presented. The results are then presented to 

the company, especially the R&D department and the management, and the aim 

is to convince the management on the current rewarding systems potential and 

that the tool could give great benefits with minimal investment. Once the thesis 

project is finished, a genuine ambition is on making a change and create some-

thing new and better to the current system, but this requires the willingness from 

the company management to drive that change. 

 

1.3 Previous researches 

Similar research compared to this thesis was conducted in 2018 regarding re-

warding as a tool in motivating benefits officers in the Social Insurance Institution 



15 

of Finland as a part of Bachelors’ thesis. The aim was to research which reward-

ing options are meaningful to employees, how these are in line with the rewarding 

system and how satisfied the employees are with overall rewarding. In addition, 

the researched aimed to find solutions on how rewarding could be improved ac-

cording to employee wishes. References used are much alike with references 

used in my thesis. The results indicated that employees are not fully satisfied with 

the current rewarding, and the system is insufficient. However, individual em-

ployee answers indicated several rewarding options to have significant meaning. 

This research information does not offer any new theoretical information and is 

based on current theories and models, but it gives valuable information on the 

current rewarding system and options in use and how employees experience it. 

This research can also be used to reflect the current and new findings. The re-

search was conducted over a year ago and presented some suggestions on how 

to improve the system. Therefore, it can show if any changes have been made 

and suggestions took into practice. To a further extent, this thesis can also indi-

cate how the organisation value the found research result, but this is debatable. 

(Laamanen 2018.) 

 

A study regarding rewarding in a non-profit organisation (NPO) was published in 

2009. The study aimed to find out what motivates employees in an NPO. The ef-

fect was divided between extrinsic (the outcome of performed activity) and intrin-

sic (personal satisfaction of the activity itself) motivation. The hypothesis was that 

once income rises above certain level of threshold, intrinsic motivation becomes 

more critical. The first target group was paid a performance bonus and the sec-

ond wasn’t. Performance bonuses were paid for activities such as gaining more 

clients. A study by Graffaf, Noblet, Crosbie and Lavelle (2005) in a recruitment or-

ganisation, most costs come from personnel costs and work-force motivation is 

important and employees must be productive. The outcome was that if personnel 

are not sure about being satisfied to their pay, more salary does not increase mo-

tivation while those that are not satisfied, improving salary improves motivation. 

Employees did agree that bonuses can improve performance. The received bo-

nus does also support intrinsic motivators improving belongingness and being 
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valued. The outcome of bonuses, however, is dependent on a person’s prefer-

ences, but the results can be generalized stating that bonuses do improve moti-

vation. (Tippet & Kluvers 2009). The Social Insurance Institution of Finland does 

function on the same basis that the case organisation, so the results are applica-

ble to the Social Insurance Institution of Finland as well. 

 

Saulamaa’s study focused on appropriate performance-based rewarding on a 

case study, including an insurance company. The aim was to form an under-

standing of what kind of performance-based rewarding could be functional on the 

claims department. The study showed that by implementing a performance-

based rewarding system, company profitability and employee motivation could be 

improved. Implementation is successful when both the aim is met and both man-

agers and employees are satisfied. Traditionally the problem has been compati-

bility issues in integrating such system. This kind of system has been proved to 

work the best, when all parties, including managers and employees, are engaged 

in designing. (Saulamaa 2015). Setälä’s study focused on comparing managers 

and employees points on view on performance-based rewarding. The aim was to 

find out how managers and employees react to performance-based rewarding. 

The study showed that managers strongly believe in strong motivational effect 

when such system is implement-ed. While employees also feel the same way, 

they experienced other factions such as working community, work meaning, chal-

lenges and set goals more motivating. Both parties saw such system to support 

and lead working, support company values and show importance in communi-

cating set goals and cost-efficiency. Despite the lack of direct relation to motiva-

tion, performance-based rewarding shows that it is related to profitability. (Setälä 

2011.) 

 

1.4 Current payroll and rewarding system at the Social Insurance Institu-

tion of Finland 

Payroll and rewarding system guide in the Social Insurance Institution of Finland 

is an attachment of the collective bargain agreement. It was founded in 1986 and 

was registered to The Social Insurance institution of Finland’s collective bargain 

of 1987 as a requirement of equitable and just payroll system. In the collective 
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agreement of 1995, the essential aim was to create a new payroll and rewarding 

system guide. The guidelines were tested and reviewed three times; in selected 

units in 1997 and for all employees in 1998 and 1999 and was taken into use on 

1st January 2001. It was mutually agreed that no one’s salary will not decrease 

because of the new system. (Kelan palkkausjärjestelmäopas 2019.) 

 

The current payroll and rewarding system guide has been in use from the begin-

ning of 2001 and has been reviewed three times before applying it to practise in 

1997, 1998 and 1999. However, it has not been reviewed, reworked or even 

studied its effects much since it was introduced. The system guide follows the de-

velopment of labour markets. This is a major problem point because labour mar-

ket changes constantly and is continuously monitored by the parliament. The 

payroll and rewarding guide is part of the collective bargain agreement and cur-

rently, it is valid from 2018 through 2021. This period is too long for active use 

and reviewing of the guide, making it very inflexible and hard to interpret.  

 

The guide is used to help interpret assessment criteria of work requirements that 

have been developed in the last decades. The aim of the guide is to improve and 

promote successful operations and support leading. Operating efficiently and 

profitably requires supporting, flexible and just rewarding from each operational 

unit. The Social Insurance Institution of Finland’ policy about payroll and reward-

ing is to guide the operations and support the organisation on achieving set aims. 

Flexibility, justice, equality and supporting productive and profitable operations 

are its main aims. The guide is used to encourage employees to constantly de-

velop their skills and knowledge and achieve better levels of performance both as 

individuals and members of the working community. The payroll and rewarding 

system reward an employee from good performance and more demanding as-

signments. (Kelan palkkausjärjestelmäopas 2019.) 

 

The payroll and rewarding system guide explain the guidelines on salary and re-

warding. The baseline is that same salary will be paid from equally demanding 

assignments. The salary consists of task-specific salary and personal points, 

where personal points can make up to 32,5 percent of the total salary. Different 
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tasks are divided into eight sub-categories by how demanding the job is with a 

maximum of 100 points. These criteria are: 

• Level of education (2-10 points) 

• Experience (0-10 points) 

• Level of expertise and competence (1-17 points) 

• Problem-solving (1-12 points) 

• The requirement of new information and skills (1-9 points) 

• Communication and interactions skills (3-18 points) 

• Responsibility of the results (1-16 points) 

• Task independency (1-18 points). 

 

There are four task-specific classifications A (lowest) – D (highest) and all are di-

vided into two to four sub-classifications. These are A1-A2, B1-B3, C1-C3 and 

D1-D4. These tasks are specified by using the 8-step table mentioned above, 

and each assignment is generally defined. (Kansaneläkelaitos 2019.) 

 

The payroll and reward system guide set guidelines on how each employee’s sal-

ary is formed. This information is used to research how well employees are 

aware of their salary, tasks they are assigned to and how much and on what ba-

sis are they are paid. The guide sets the boundaries of each tasks and creates a 

tool on how to assess each employees’ skills and capabilities. The guide is not 

perfect and unconditional, leaving managers a certain level of judgement on re-

warding an individual. This is one important aspect of this thesis and reflects 

highly on equal and just rewarding that can have a significant impact on motiva-

tion, commitment and self-development. To find out how the system currently 

works, how it is built and designed and what are the possible problem points it 

has, one must have comprehensive knowledge about the system. The system is 

used throughout the Social Insurance Institution of Finland but because it gives 

some freedom on how it is applied to practice, especially differences between in-

surance districts could arise. Much of the thesis material comes from the collec-

tive bargain and the payroll and rewarding system guide as it is essential 

knowledge to meet the set aims. According to yearly conducted barometers, em-

ployees still find the rewarding system to be somewhat unclear and ineffective, 

which makes reviewing the current system valuable both to the employee and 

employer. 
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Employees are yearly evaluated where their performance from the past year is 

reviewed and their salary is reviewed according to the currently applicable payroll 

and rewarding guide evaluation criteria. According to the payroll and rewarding 

guide, salary consists of task specific salary and personal performance points. 

(Kelan palkkausjärjestelmäopas 2019). This discussion with the closest manager 

is called Kelpo-discussions. Before the discussion, an employee needs to answer 

two specific sections in the Kelpo-form: well-being and work and current tasks 

with main responsible areas. These questions include personal motivational as-

pects, current tasks, well-being, working community, manager-employee relations 

and what are the main tasks and responsible areas at work breaking them down 

into smaller segments. This form serves as a base for the discussions. Man-ager 

is responsible for filling out the rest including setting the goals for the next year, 

skills with strengths and areas to develop in, a career path in the future and what 

are the main areas to pay attention to at work tasks. 

 

2 REWARDING IN LEADING AND PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 

Theories regarding rewarding, engagement and commitment will be used widely 

from respected authors in their fields. These theories have been researched 

broadly and are used as a baseline, for example, in teaching. These theories will 

be reflected to the findings from the interviews and previously conducted barome-

ter results. 

 

This study is a combination of a case study and qualitative research. A case 

study is appropriate study method when the aim is to gain solid and in-depth 

knowledge about a specific real-world subject allowing to research the key char-

acteristics, meaning and implications of the use (Scribbr 2019.) A case study fo-

cuses on observing a single social unit; an organisation of the Social Insurance 

Institution of Finland on this context. It is a method of study with more depth than 

width. A case study is typical when studying a limited number of elements on 

conditions and their interrelations. The main difference between a case study and 

an experiment is that the case study is a study in real-life context where an ex-

periment is based on a manipulated scene (Dul et al. 2008.) The object of the 
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study is to locate factors that account for behaviour patterns. A case study 

method is a form of qualitative analysis of a single unit and to find out individual 

aspects affecting the outcome and finding their relations. One of the major as-

sumptions of the case study method is the uniformity of human nature and be-

haviour to a specific external influence. A case study method follows basic princi-

ples of case research starting from phenomenon recognition, data collection and 

ex-amination, identification and diagnosis of causal factors, application of solu-

tions and follow-up. A case study has its limitations when comparing results. As 

the research problem is often specific with multiple aspects and variations, com-

paring the results is complicated and must have a similar counterpart to gain valid 

results. Therefore, a case study aims to find out unit-specific problems and solu-

tion that rarely can be generally applied to generalized. In addition, to gain valid 

results, the research data must be expensive and interpreted correctly to avoid 

misinterpretations leading to false results. (Wisdomjobs 2018.) 

 

A case study often includes qualitative research methods, but quantitative meth-

ods are also used depending on the research problem in question. As mentioned 

earlier, a case study is a viable choice when describing, evaluation and under-

standing different aspects of the research problem (Scribbr 2019). Qualitative 

data is descriptive data that is used to approximate or characterize attributes of 

data without specific measurements (IGI Global 2019). As the author thesis fo-

cuses on a topic with subjective data, the chosen case study and qualitative re-

search methods are justified.  

 

Qualitative case study methodology provides tools for researchers to study a 

complex phenomenon. When the approach is applied correctly, it becomes a val-

uable method to develop theories and evaluate programs. (NSU 2018.) Qualita-

tive research is a process aiming to understand a phenomenon in its natural set-

ting. It focuses on answering “why” rather than “what”. Typically, qualitative re-

search is used to analyse direct experiences on humans. Qualitative researchers 

use multiple systems of inquiry to study human phenomena, not just focusing on 

logical and statistical procedures. This explains why one of the most used fields 
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of qualitative research is an individual person or an organisation. Qualitative re-

search values openness and flexibility and often produce a large amount of data 

about a smaller number of people enriching the understanding of a single or few 

phenomena. (University of Utah 2019.) 

 

The theory behind this research problem comes from working life. The yearly ba-

rometer results clearly show the complexity and opacity of the current rewarding 

system and that employees are unfamiliar to some extent, with its details and us-

age. These results are supported by a Bachelors’ thesis by Anika Laamanen 

(2018), where rewarding as a tool in motivating the benefit officers was re-

searched. According to the research results, benefit officers are not entirely satis-

fied with the rewarding system. The research also pointed out that there are sev-

eral ways of rewarding and when respondents were asked to choose just one op-

tion, the answers varied much. Rewarding and different options of rewarding 

have been researched to a large extent from various fields such as economy and 

psychology. These fields are all connected to rewarding as a concept.  

 

The research aims to find out the problem points of the current system and find 

different options and possibly new ways to make it more effective. The current re-

warding system is evaluated to find out the starting point. The chosen literature 

will be broadly used in explaining different options of rewarding and their effects. 

In addition, theoretical information about leadership, performance leading and 

performance management will also be used to find out how individuals in a group 

value different options of rewarding. This data is highly relevant to the research 

problem. Available research data is collected from 2018 barometer and the previ-

ously conducted thesis and is then analysed. Anonymous semi-structured ques-

tionnaires are then conducted to gain deeper and more specific information and 

to supplement the already available data. The data analysis is used to create dif-

ferent scenarios and hypotheses and find relevancies in the variables. This data 

is then reflected to theories to find out if these theories support the outcome or if 

there are explainable or unexplainable anomalies.  
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Before the data analysis, different variables can be specified. A presumed cause 

of the ineffective payroll and rewarding system is poor performance. This can be 

explained with a lack of motivating factor in the rewarding system leading to un-

derperforming or not performing at full capacity. Choosing an effective way to re-

ward is also of personal preference. The problem is that rewarding must be equal 

and just but still must have some options to take into consideration individually. 

Not everyone values the things as some are motivated by money, some by free 

time and some by flexibility in terms of work. This is also affected by the phase in 

an individual’s life as parents may have different priorities than singles and stu-

dents. 

 

Figure 2. Thesis framework 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the framework of the thesis in a simplified way. For the system 

to be effective, it must meet the requirements of the target audience, i.e. the em-

ployees the rewarding policy applies to. After identifying the most effective ways, 

the current rewarding system must be reflected in these demands to find out if 

these requirements can be met. If so, the rewarding system must be applied 

transparently and just to make it effective and credible. If not, the system must be 

reviewed or possibly be abandoned. Good and effective application of the system 

directly increases motivation, feeling of appreciation and performance positively 
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affecting the overall atmosphere indirectly. Bad application has the opposite ef-

fects. As the positive effects are cumulative, it has direct implications to the em-

ployer as well. These are an increase in performance, a decrease in overall 

costs, long-term commitment of the employees and positive image. These effects 

can be seen in a decrease in recruiting costs and the number of needed recruit-

ments. This has a positive impact on the required funds to run the organisation 

making it more cost-effective. These improvements could be included in the re-

warding system for future years for better application and effectiveness. 

 

The current system can be evaluated, and the hypothesis made according to re-

search results and theories. As the barometer results indicate, the current system 

is not very useful and has its flaws. When applying minimum input-maximum out-

put, the current system could lead to performing on the minimal level to gain the 

maximum return. In practice, this leads to only performing on a minimum required 

level without exceeding the aim because there is no return on that extra input. 

Due to the ineffective rewarding, extra effort is not considered to be worth it. This 

results in not performing to the fullest and in some cases, underperforming. If the 

system would be utilized more effectively, it could have a positive impact on per-

formance as extra effort is noted and rewarded in various ways. The system was 

originally designed to be motivating and reward from good performance, but this 

has fallen short in the application. 

 

2.1 Notable theories in rewarding 

The main theories in rewarding commonly include Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 

(1954), Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene or dual-factor theory (1959) and Hof-

stede’s cultural dimensions (1980). It is of great importance to any organisation or 

company to have motivated and productive employees. The challenge is in en-

suring motivation and increasing commitment through rewarding regardless of lo-

cation. These theories rarely are solely applicable on their own but are a valuable 

tool in understanding the principles and effects and offering data when making 

balanced decisions. 
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Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 

 

 

Figure 3. Hierarchy of needs according to Maslow (1954) 

 

Figure 3 illustrates the hierarchy of needs, according to Maslow (1954). Maslow 

believed that individuals possess motivational systems that are not directly re-

lated to rewards or unconscious desires. He wanted to understand what moti-

vates people and based the human needs of two groups: deficiency needs and 

growth needs. In deficiency needs, each lower need must be met before moving 

to a higher level. The first four needs are the primary individual needs, including 

body, security and ego social needs. Psychological needs include hunger, thirst 

and bodily comforts, safety needs the need to get out of danger, belongingness 

and love needs the need to affiliate with other and be accepted, and esteem 

needs to be competent, achieve goals and gain recognition and approval. (Huitt 

2007). 

 

After each of these first four levels have been satisfied, a certain time later a defi-

ciency is detected, and the cycle begins again. The second group includes need 

to know and understand needs and aesthetic needs that are cognitive needs. 

This group explains that when people become more self-actualized, they become 

more wise and able to act in a variety of situations. These are common in human 



25 

behaviour and motivation. The third group include self-actualization and tran-

scendence. Self- actualization was the only growth need in Maslow’s initial con-

ceptualization but was later differentiated from general level towards individual 

level. This level is also called a full potential level. Self-actualized people are 

characterized by being problem-focused, incorporate appreciation towards life, 

are concerned about personal growth and have the ability to peak experiences. 

(Huitt 2007).  

 

Maslow’s theory is widely accepted and used. Norwood expanded Maslow’s the-

ory to be used as a tool when describing what kind of information individuals seek 

at different levels. Individuals in lower levels look for coping information, that is di-

rectly related to the problem at hand. The next level is helping information, where 

individuals seek ways to be safe and secure. The higher levels include infor-

mation that is indirectly related to the problem and more understanding of the 

problem. These are called enlightening and empowering information. The last 

level is a part of Maslow’s self-actualization, where individuals seek edifying infor-

mation. This level includes all lower levels, and the goal is to seek knowledge be-

yond themselves or how others can be edified. (Norwood 1999.) 

 

Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene or dual-factor theory 

 

Frederick Herzberg, a behavioural scientist, created a theory in 1959 on work 

motivators and hygiene factors. This theory is often called Herzberg ‘s motivation-

hygiene theory or dual-factor theory and is one most used theory in business 

management. According to this theory, people are influenced by two sets of fac-

tors: hygiene factors and motivating factors. Hygiene factors include tangible and 

physiological needs the individual wants such as pay, benefits, physical working 

conditions, status, interpersonal relations, supervision competence of supervisor 

and supervision quality (Human business 2019) and job security. The opposites 

in hygiene factors are “no dissatisfaction” and “dissatisfaction”. Motivational fac-

tors are inherent to work and involved in performing at work while considered re-

warding. These factors include recognition, sense of achievement, growth and 



26 

promotional opportunities and meaningfulness of work. The opposites in motiva-

tional factors are “satisfaction” and “no satisfaction” (Management study guide 

2019.) 

 

 

Figure 4. Motivation-hygiene theory or dual-factor theory according to Herzberg (1959) 

 

Figure 4 illustrates the motivation-hygiene or dual-factor theory, according to Her-

zberg (1959). According to Herzberg, motivational factors themselves can en-

courage employees to work harder. Hygiene factors alone will not motivate, but if 

they are not present, it can lower motivation and lead to dissatisfaction. (Expert 

Program Management 2019). Hygiene factors are those factors which, when ade-

quate in a job, they pacify the employer and do not make them dissatisfied. 

These factors are also called maintenance factors. (Management study guide 

2019.) 

 

Herzberg’s theory is especially critical for managers, as they must guarantee suf-

ficient hygiene factors to avoid employee dissatisfaction. Besides, they must 

make sure work is stimulating and rewarding to make employees motivated and 
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perform better. (Management study guide 2019.) Hygiene factors only have an in-

fluence on dissatisfaction, and when motivational factors are present, job satis-

faction is increased. The absence of motivation factors does not decrease satis-

faction, but they can significantly enhance motivation (Human business 2019.) As 

this theory emphasizes job-enrichment to motivate employees, the job must uti-

lize employees’ skills, and by focusing on motivational factors, work-quality can 

be improved. (Management study guide 2019.) 

 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions 

 

Geert Hofstede, a Dutch social and cultural psychologist, was fascinated by hu-

mans in the system that led to his PhD in organisational behaviour. He developed 

his esteemed and widely referred theory on cultural dimensions in 1980. (Hof-

stede, G. J. No date.) The theoretical framework is used to understand differ-

ences in culture across countries and to distinguish dimensions in which cultures 

and their impact on business vary. (CFI 2019).  
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Figure 5. Six cultural dimensions according to Hofstede (1980) 

 

Figure 5 shows the six cultural dimensions, according to Hofstede (1980). These 

are the fundamental issues that society needs to organize itself, but these are 

also applicable to individuals within the organisation or society. According to Hof-

stede, culture is the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the 

members of one group or category of the people from others. Organisational cul-

tures reside in practices in a way the people perceive the organisational environ-

ment. (Hofstede 2011, 2.) 

 

Power distance index indicates the extent to which inequality and power are toler-

ated from the follower’s point of view. High power index indicates that inequity 

and power differences are tolerated, encourages bureaucracy and shows respect 

to authorities. The low index indicates flat organisational structures, decentralized 

decision-making responsibility and participative management. Collectivism indi-

cates greater importance of goals and well-being of a group and individualism 
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personal importance and goals. High uncertainty avoidance index indicates low 

tolerance for uncertainty and risk-taking with strict rules and regulations. Low un-

certainty avoidance index, on the opposite, indicates high risk-taking and un-

known and new is openly accepted. Masculinity indicates distinct gender roles, 

concentrated material achievements and wealth-building while femininity sup-

ports fluid gender roles with a focus on the quality of life rather than material 

achievements. Long- and short-term orientation indicates how society or group 

views its time horizon. Long-term orientation focuses on the future while delaying 

short-term success and gratification and emphasizes perseverance and long-

term growth while short-term orientation focuses on fast rewards and respect for 

tradition. Indulgence vs restraint focuses on the tendency to fulfil desires and 

control of impulses. Indulgence indicates gratification and enjoyment of life while 

restraint suppresses these through social norms. (CFI 2019.) With each collec-

tive, there is a variety of individuals. This theory is often linked to larger societies 

and groups rather than individuals, but individuals are the ones making a larger 

entity and therefore applicable to individuals are well on a microlevel. Societal 

cultures reside in values while organisational cultures reside in practices in a way 

people perceive their organisational environment. (Hofstede 2011.) 

 

 

Figure 6. Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden according to Hofstede's six cultural dimensions 
(Hofstede Insights 2019). 
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Figure 7. China, Finland, India and Unites States according to Hofstede's six cultural dimensions 
(Hofstede Insights 2019). 

 

When viewing countries in the context of Hofstede’s theory, Nordic countries 

have much in common. Figure 6 shows the comparison between four Nordic 

countries (Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Norway. Power distance, individual-

ism, masculinity, long-term orientation and indulgence only have minor country-

specific variations. Only uncertainty avoidance is higher in Finland (59/100) than, 

for example, in Denmark (23/100) or Sweden (29/100). However, Norway is close 

to Finland (50/100). When compared to other major economies and countries 

(USA, India and China), differences can be found. These differences are shown 

in Figure 7. Power distance is significantly higher in China (80/100) and India 

(77/100) than in Finland (33/100) where the United States scores 40/100. Individ-

ualism in the United States scores 91/100 but only 20/100 in China pointing out, 

that China is highly communistic county while the United States is individualistic. 

Other aspects worth mentioning are long-term orientation in China (87/100) vs 

26/100 in the United States stating that the United States favours immediate sat-

isfaction over goal-oriented actions. This is supported by indulgence-index, where 

the United States scores 68/100, China 24/100 ad India 26/100. Finland is in be-

tween scoring 57/100. (Hofstede Insight 2019.) This chart points out that while a 

company or an organisation can be national, its employees can be from a variety 

of countries with significant differences in cultures. These differences must be 

taken into account when choosing, reviewing, applying or even planning a new 

rewarding program to make it effective. 
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2.2 Performance leading 

Rewarding for a good performance is natural but different individuals are moti-

vated by different things. This makes it difficult to lead and reward equally. As the 

working life and environment have changed, human resources are a very hetero-

genic mass where individuals expect very different things both from work and 

personal life. The question is, should these individuals be rewarded differently 

and is it equal and transparent? One of the biggest problems is that theory rarely 

reflects the practice in rewarding as it is a complex system. However, it is obvious 

that if rewarding is not done transparently, it will eventually be harmful both to the 

company and an employee. (Kauhanen 2010.) 

 

Principles in leading an organisation have changed very little in the past decades. 

The words “result” and “target” have since then disappeared, but the ideology re-

mains. All organisations can and must be led aim oriented. The company mission 

explains the basic functions of the company and why the company exists. The 

question is on how to keep the customers satisfied, whether they are individuals 

or larger companies or organisations. Vision is also closely related to the mission 

and states how the company sees itself within 3-5 years. Leading includes both 

the company and individuals where the company’s aim and culture must be taken 

into consideration. The point of view must be expanded from an individual on how 

to set aims, what to take into consideration, how to rewards and what are the 

tools used on rewarding and how do they affect both the company and the indi-

vidual itself. (Kauhanen 2010.) 

 

2.3 Performance management 

Strategic leading is based on measuring different data and interpreting it. The fo-

cus is on performance management and how different data should be measured 

and interpreted to avoid common mistakes, misinterpretations and therefore 

make false conclusions and take wrong actions. Many measuring systems, in 

general, are based on existing operative indicators and often overlook the im-

portance of human factor, an increase of uncertainty and unclear lines between 
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organisations that all make it harder to meet the set mission and vision to apply-

ing them to practice. Operational point of view is the starting point creating meas-

urements and choosing a course of action accordingly. Rational, realistic and 

well-thought plans diminish the risk of mistakes. The emphasis is on constant 

measuring, acting accordingly in time and guiding to procedures proactively. Re-

warding and commitment are a part of the measurement process and cannot be 

evaluated separately. (Kankkunen et al. 2005.) From the thesis’ point of view, the 

most valuable information comes from the measuring process, interpreting the 

data and planning actions accordingly. It is ineffective just to measure for the 

sake of it but to understand the results creates a positive impact.  

 

Performance management and rewarding are closely related and influence each 

other. Performance leading in its entirety includes many parties where the man-

ager is in the centre. The manager is the enabler of good or bad performance. 

Leading and improving the performance of an individual is the managers most 

critical task but also the hardest. According to Sistonen (2008), the most typical 

challenges in performance leading are unclear strategy, leading differences and 

different individuals, insufficient know-how on motivating individuals, difficulties in 

using available metrics and measurement tools, pursuing wrong aims and “sea-

sonal changes” in leading, meaning the variability and irregularity. Individuals act 

as a catalyst in a group and knowing each employees’ strengths and weaknesses 

enable effective leading and motivating. By understanding the challenges and fo-

cusing on the key areas allows clear information and data. This, in turn, enables 

problem-solving on the most critical tasks. Sistonen (2008) describes perfor-

mance management as a “donut”, where the centre consists of strategy and 

knowhow. Motivating rewarding, clear and challenging aims with effective leading 

are the “ingredients”. As do many other writers, Sistonen also states that commu-

nication is the key and must be addressed accordingly. 

 

2.4 Leading individuals 

Just as performance can be led, individuals behind the performance must be led 

as well. The focus is on leading individuals, understanding their differences and 

finding their strengths and enhancing them. The main principle is that differences 
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appear naturally and are inevitable in a group, and clashes cannot be avoided. 

However, they can be understood and processed. Differences are more of an op-

portunity than a threat. A particular combination of people in a group act a certain 

way, and there are specific needs that should be taken into consideration. A man-

ager can improve the performance of the team by leading persons rather than a 

homogenous mass of employees. To be able to take individual needs into consid-

eration, communication is a requirement. (Jabe 2017, 15, 23-25, 275.) 

 

2.5 Rewarding 

Rewarding can be categorized into three sections; the importance of rewarding, 

rewarding options supporting company strategy and leading rewarding. Reward-

ing must be based on mutually agreed conditions and must be clear on why it is 

being used and what effects it has. Rewarding, regardless of it being monetary or 

non-monetary, in general, must be transparent, equal and just. In manager – em-

ployee relations communication, feedback, trust, and common practices are the 

essence. Rantamäki states that rewarding should constantly be under develop-

ment and review to find out how functioning and practical it is. Individuals from a 

broad scale affected by rewarding should be engaged in the development, not 

just the top management. A working rewarding system is not sufficient on its own. 

All parties affected must be aware of it making effective communication a vital 

part of the chain. (Kauhanen et al. 2006.) Rewarding is always a two-way agree-

ment affecting both parties. The correct way of rewarding is profitable for both 

parties included. If done incorrectly or not done at all if possible, it can have long-

term negative effects. 

 

A manager typically has the power to control and apply rewarding to practice. Re-

warding should follow the organisation vision, mission values of the organisation 

and emphasized the importance of defining the strategy and setting its aims. Or-

ganisational culture and leading define the roles of each employee on each or-

ganisational level. Kauhanen also explains organisational leading theories and 

defines roles accordingly highlighting the importance of measuring different sta-

tistics to understand the results. Setting objectives and reviewing the results reg-
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ularly, such as in development discussions, managers are responsible for feed-

back and taking actions accordingly. As stated in Onnistu palkitsemisessa by 

Kauhanen et al. (2006), Kauhanen explains the rewarding policy and the options 

of rewarding. It categorises monetary and non-monetary options but at the same 

time focuses on self-development, social rewards and well-being at work. Mana-

gerial responsibility is much about being an enabler and a motivator. Managers 

should always be aware of the team members to know the strengths and weak-

nesses in each employee. Rewarding can significantly improve these strengths 

and motivation when done correctly. Just as every manager’s subordinate, they 

must be evaluated periodically. (Kauhanen 2015, 141-144.) 

 

Managers must be aware of everyone’s strengths and focus on these for more ef-

fective performance. Rewarding is not just one thing among others but consists of 

several components. Rewarding is generally too obvious and at the same time 

too vague. It is often noticed only after it is lost. Monetary rewarding consists of 

salary, bonuses and perks where non-monetary options are more pointed to-

wards personal values and interests. Financial rewarding and its effectiveness 

have been debated for years, but it still has its place as grounds for rewarding in 

general. As non-monetary rewarding is increasing its popularity, it is not effective 

on its own. Rewarding should be based on the requirements of a task and clear 

aims. Without these, an employee is not aware of what he is required to achieve 

and what are the evaluation criteria. Close attention and regular reviewing of the 

performance creates a feeling of appreciation and rewarding for good perfor-

mance increases motivation and commitment. Correct evaluation and choosing 

the right options commit the employee long-term. Promises are often written 

down to a vision and service promise in the organisation but are often then for-

gotten. Taking action is more powerful than explained theory. (Sistonen 2008.) 

 

Rewarding in some organisations work well while in some similar organisations, it 

does not. What is common with all successful organisations is that they all have 

managers and executives that are familiar and enthusiastic with rewarding. Re-

warding has become one of the most important skills a manager needs to have 

an understanding of rewarding changes constantly. As employees are more 
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aware of different options, the manager needs to be one step ahead to succeed 

in rewarding. Understanding and openness is important, and rewarding must be 

coherent and just to be effective. In addition, it must be targeted to similar groups 

of people. Ways of rewarding are categorized into two groups being old tradi-

tional ways and new innovative ways. These include basic salary, performance-

related salary, perks, initiative bonuses and special bonuses. In addition to mone-

tary payments, other perks such as continuity of employment, ways to have an 

effect or make change and feeling of appreciation and feedback are also men-

tioned as part of the bigger picture. Typically, the current rewarding system in use 

needs an update. The system needs to be upgraded to support the organisation 

and strengthen the focal points and must be reviewed periodically and take ac-

tions when necessary. Measuring data is important to understand the current sit-

uation and interpret the results. Only after this data is available, improvements 

can be made. This requires a thorough understanding of the effects of each deci-

sion. (Hakonen et al. 2014.) 

 

An effective rewarding program should recognize two types of employee activity 

and behaviour. Performance being easier while it is directly linked between ex-

pectations and outcome. Behaviour is more complex to understand. Behaviour 

recognition should include identifying behaviour that is important to the company 

(either its culture or goals). Usually, these are enhancing customer relations or 

helping other employees. Generally, this means acknowledging someone before 

their peers for a specific accomplishment, action or attitude. Appreciation focuses 

the gratitude. The right approach should include incentive compensation directly 

linked to company goals and find long-term committed employees. In profit-ori-

ented companies, some form of equity ownership is shared. Benefits are another 

form on the rewarding system and are usually very visible. Companies not match-

ing or exceeding benefit levels of their competitors struggle generally with keep-

ing top workers. Recognition is part of rewarding where the employee’s perfor-

mance is recognized and given feedback. Compensation and rewarding together 

are the most cost-effective way of rewarding being a low-cost/ high return. (Entre-

preneur Europe 2020.) 
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Employees are the force behind success and operations and should be rightfully 

rewarded. Rewarding incentivises those performing well while also inspiriting oth-

ers and sends the right kind of signals within the company or organisation. The 

rewarding strategy should support both the employee and the organisation. To 

improve employee commitment further, long-term rewarding such milestone anni-

versaries could be ideal. Clarity is the essence of reward programs in general. All 

employees should be aware of what they are expected and what the set goals 

should be defined clearly. These goals should be attainable to be motivating both 

in short- and long-term. While underperforming is not directly related to reward-

ing, support is a crucial element when addressing both under- and well-perform-

ing employees. (Monster 2019). 

 

3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The required data for the research starts with analysing the previous barometer 

results where applicable. The applicable sections include rewarding, commit-

ment, engaging an individual, realistic opportunities to influence, possibilities to 

take part in planning, generalized personal preferences on regarding meaningful 

ways to reward, self-education and so on. Data not related to the thesis will be 

excluded from the research material. After the data is analysed, the aim is to 

identify the key problems points in the currently applied rewarding system accord-

ing to the barometer answers. It is not expected to gain the full knowledge from 

the barometer analysis, and the data must be supplemented. This is done by cre-

ating questionnaires both to the employees and managers applying the current 

rewarding system. 

 

Methodological consideration and data acquisition 

 

This study is a combination of a case study, qualitative and quantitative research. 

A case study is appropriate study method when the aim is to gain real and in-

depth knowledge about a specific real-world subject allowing to research the key 

characteristics, meaning and implications of the use (Scribbr 2019.) A case study 

focuses on observing a single social unit; an organisation of the Social Insurance 

Institution of Finland on this context. It is a method of study of depth more than 
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width. A case study is typical when studying a limited number of elements on 

conditions and their inter-relations. The main difference between a case study 

and an experiment is that the case study is a study in real-life context where an 

experiment is based on a manipulated scene (Dul et al. 2008.) The object of the 

study is to locate factors that account for behaviour patterns. A case study 

method is a form of qualitative analysis of a single unit and to find out individual 

aspects affecting the outcome and finding their relations. One of the major as-

sumptions of the case study method is the uniformity of human nature and be-

haviour to a specific external influence. A case study method follows basic princi-

ples of case research starting from phenomenon recognition, data collection and 

ex-amination, identification and diagnosis of causal factors, application of solu-

tions and follow-up. A case study has its limitations when comparing results. As 

the research problem is often specific with multiple aspects and variations, com-

paring the results is complicated and must have a similar counterpart to gain valid 

results. Therefore, a case study aims to find out unit-specific problems and solu-

tion that rarely can be generally applied to. In addition, to gain valid results, the 

research data must be expensive and interpreted correctly to avoid misinterpreta-

tions leading to false conclusions. (Wisdomjobs 2018.) 

 

A case study often includes qualitative research methods, but quantitative meth-

ods are also used depending on the research problem in question. As mentioned 

earlier, a case study is a viable choice when describing, evaluation and under-

standing different aspects of the research problem (Scribbr 2019). Qualitative 

data is descriptive data that is used to approximate or characterize attributes of 

data without specific measurements (IGI Global 2019). As the author’s thesis fo-

cuses on a topic with subjective data, the chosen case study and qualitative re-

search methods are justified.  

 

Qualitative case study methodology provides tools for researchers to study a 

complex phenomenon. When the approach is applied correctly, it becomes a val-

uable method to develop theories and evaluate programs. (NSU 2018.) Accord-

ing to Varto (1992), qualitative research can also be used to study meaningful 

chains of events for individuals, such as the person's own life and even a chain 
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surpassing the person’s lifeline. Qualitative research always includes the ques-

tion of “what meaning is the research aiming to study?”. This requires the re-

searcher to specify, is the research studying experiences, perceptions or pre-

sumptions. The connection between these two can be problematic because they 

don’t necessarily go hand in hand. Experiences are always individual as percep-

tions can be communal and typically tied to a specific time or an era. This is 

something that the researcher must pay close attention to when specifying the re-

search question and the aim. (Vilkka 2005, 97.) Qualitative research is a process 

aiming to understand a phenomenon in its natural setting. It focuses on answer-

ing “why” rather than “what”. Typically, qualitative research is used to analyse di-

rect experiences of humans. Qualitative researchers use multiple systems of in-

quiry to study human phenomena, not just focusing on logical and statistical pro-

cedures. This explains why one of the most used fields of qualitative research is 

an individual person or an organisation. Qualitative research values openness 

and flexibility and often produce a large amount of data about a smaller number 

of people enriching the understanding of a single or few phenomena. (University 

of Utah 2019.) 

 

Questionnaires and interviews will be used to supplement the barometer data. 

Both the questionnaires and the interviews will be semi-structured to acquire in-

formation about a specific topic or a research question but also to give some free-

dom for the respondents to point out personally important matters that are valua-

ble for the research data. According to Hirsjärvi & Hurme (1985), semi-structured 

interviews can be simplified as themed interviews that are suitable for situations 

regarding intimate and sensitive topics or when the aim is to find out topics that 

are hard to be aware of such as appreciations, ideals, reasonings and argu-

ments. This type of semi-structured interview focuses on pre-selected topics but 

has no specified questions or order of presentation. (Metsämuuronen 2006, 115.) 

 

Data analysis 

 

After receiving the barometer and the questionnaire results, the answers are then 

analysed. Part of the answers can then be scored numerically. In addition, there 
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will be an open question that cannot be numerically scored. These are open 

question expected to point out individually appreciated ways of rewarding. When 

the results are analysed in such a way, it is expected to receive a valid result that 

creates a correlation between the answers. Qualitative research data focuses on 

human behaviour. Therefore, not all the data can be related to the analysis out-

come but to point out individual options of rewarding that are effective and mean-

ingful.  

 

Credibility and reliability are the cornerstones in scientific researches. Qualitative 

research includes the same principles as in quantitative research. The reader 

must be able to form an idea of how the information has been collected, how it 

has been analysed and how reliable the information is (Metsämuuronen 2006, 

132). 

 

In qualitative data analysis, the emphasis is on quality. Unlike in quantitative re-

search, the sample does not need to be large to make the data analysis valid. 

The aim is on collecting a sample that supports the understanding of the phe-

nomenon. In qualitative research, the data does not aim to generalize in the 

same context but to question certain old paradigms and to explain the phenome-

non giving a chance to think about it from a different point of view. This can be 

achieved with a relatively small sample. It’s not meaningful in qualitative research 

to create an interpretation solely based on interviews or biographies but to com-

bine different data, find out interconnections between them and create something 

new. (Vilkka 2005, 126-127.) When collecting a large sample, when researching 

a qualitative research question, it can give more depth to the data but does not 

necessarily broaden it. The downside is that it may generalize the data and mak-

ing it difficult to pinpoint single and relative perceptions. According to Vilkka 

(2005, 126-127), a point of saturation means that the data starts to repeat itself 

and not offer anything new relevant data. Defining this point requires the re-

searcher to know what to look for in the data. Therefore, the research question is 

necessary to be specifically defined. According to Alasuutari (1994), qualitative 

research progresses, keeping the “generalization” in mind. Varto (1992) states 

that qualitative research is valid when the research results come from the themed 
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ensemble. This means that the research results correspond to the set of research 

aims. (Vilkka 2005, 157.) 

 

When evaluating the credibility and reliability of the data, there is no definite in-

struction in qualitative research. However, there are certain principles to follow. 

The focus is on understanding what the studied question is. Researchers per-

sonal commitment drives the research, but the analysis must be kept objective. 

The chosen method when collecting the sample includes some special features 

such as are the interviews recorded and videoed that needs to be taken into con-

sideration as they may affect the results. The validity and subjectivity of the data 

depend on how and by who has given the information. This also includes the re-

lation between the researcher and the parties included. The reporting of the data 

must be done keeping the audience in mind. The researcher is responsible for 

the report and must be able to answer questions regarding the data. (Tuomi et al. 

2009, 140-141.) 

 

The risk in qualitative data analysis is if the author has strong prejudices or has 

already set his mind to a certain outcome. This causes the analysis to be unob-

jective, and no data can change the subjective analysis. (Metsämuuronen 2006, 

121.) This is something to keep in mind as no one else can do the analysis but 

the researcher himself. Qualitative analysis typically includes data acquisition and 

data analysis to be done simultaneously, and there is no clear difference between 

these two. According to Grönfors (1985), analysis and synthesis are combined. 

Analysed data is broken down into contextual parts and synthesized into scientific 

conclusions. The data is organized into a form that allows the conclusion to be 

separated from individual persons or events and moved to general conceptual 

and theoretical level. This requires the literalization of the interviews. 

(Metsämuuronen 2006, 121.) 

 

The data was analysed using the principles of both quantitative and qualitative 

data analysis. Both the managers and employees were asked the same themes 

of questions but slightly altered depending on the point of view to the matter and 

what the responsible area at work is. This was the differences that could be seen 
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on the same subject. Quantitative data analysis starts with data preparation, 

where the data is converted to a usable and readable form. Data validation is 

used to find out if the data collected was done to meet the research standards 

and research questions. Data is screened to make sure each chosen respondent 

belongs to the correct target group, and procedures are followed to verify a 

proper data collection procedure and finally the to make sure each respondent 

was asked to all the questions. (Humansofdata 2018.) The first section of the fol-

low-up questionnaire included verification questions, and complete data was en-

sured by making each question mandatory to be answered. Data was the 

screened to makes sure there are no illogical deviations reducing the accuracy of 

data. Data were then coded to a group and assign values to answers to create ta-

bles to visualize the data. The received data was analysed using descriptive anal-

ysis, where the values were given percentages, frequencies and range. This 

method provides absolute numbers but does not include reasoning and rations 

behind the numbers. This data was supplemented with qualitative analysis meth-

ods. (Humansofdata 2018.) 

 

Qualitative data analysis starts with getting familiar with the data, revisiting re-

search objectives and creating a framework for research. This also includes iden-

tifying certain patterns and connections in the data. The data was analysed using 

content analysis, where the received data was analysed from the text. This 

method is often used to analyse and gain deeper knowledge regarding a certain 

question or a statement. (Humansofdata 2018.) It helps to receive the reasoning 

behind the answer but also to understand how the respondent understood the 

question and see if the subject is personally important to the respondent. 

 

3.1 Barometer 2018 analysis 

As this thesis is limited to include only the Social Insurance Institution of Finland’ 

basic income support centre in southern insurance district, the barometer results 

must be limited the same way. However, as the principles are the same in every 

insurance district and centre, the results are applicable throughout the centres. 

The southern basic income support centre includes a general housing allowance, 

basic social assistance and unemployment benefits. 
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The southern insurance district centres include both similar and differing benefits 

and how they are processed from day to day. However, this is insignificant to the 

research question and study at hand because this thesis aims to point out how 

the current rewarding system could improve performance. Each employee is af-

fected by the same system guide, and the same principles are applied.  

 

Table 1. Barometer 2018 overall response rate (Kela barometer 2018) 

Unit Population Responded Response-% 

Kela 7711 5847 75,8 

Eteläinen vakuutuspiiri 1872 1339 71,5 

Eteläinen toimeentuloturvan keskus 746 558 74,8 

Eteläinen eläke-, opinto- ja perhekeskus 195 139 71,3 

Eteläinen työ- ja toimintakykykeskus 239 180 75,3 

Eteläinen terveydenhoitoetuuksien keskus 166 117 70,5 

Eteläinen skannauskeskus 116 46 39,7 

Eteläinen asiantuntijalääkärikeskus 84 57 67,9 

Työkyvyttömyyseläkkeiden ratkaisukeskus 74 53 71,6 

Kansainvälisten asioiden keskus 250 187 74,8 

 

Table 1 shows the barometer questionnaire of 2018 in the southern insurance 

basic income support centre was sent to a total of 746 employees. The number of 

respondents was 558 and the rate of response 74,8 percent. The response rate 

was only one percentage point lower than the response rate of the whole organi-

sation and the second highest in southern insurance district. It is worth noting that 

the response percentage of scanning centre was only 39,7 percent distorting the 

overall response percentage slightly. However, the scanning centre responses 

only account for 3,4 percent of total responses. The detailed response analysis 

includes questions that have at least 50 responses. (Kela barometer 2018.) 

 

Questions irrelevant to this study are limited out. These questions are questions 

number 1-6, 10-17, 22, 24-25, 30-33 and 40-41. These questions include back-

ground information, titles, positions, contract of employment information, work 

time, assigned working office, number of remote workdays per month, type of of-

fice you are working at, felt level of stress and recovery, harassment, violence 

and threats and organisation strategy. However, some of these statistics might 

have a small influence what options of rewarding are relevant on a personal level.  
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Appendix 1 shows the 2018 barometer questions in full. The questions chosen 

from the barometer are all directly or indirectly related to rewarding and perfor-

mance management. Relevant questions regarding this thesis are the following: 

 

• 7. Sex 

• 8. Age 

• 9. Number of working years in the organisation 

• 18. Content of the work and possibilities to influence 

• 19. Satisfaction to the work 

• 20. Know-how 

• 21. Skills at work 

• 23. Work “draw” 

• 27. Workload in the past year 

• 28. Functioning work community (manager) 

• 29. Functioning work community (personal) 

• 34. Leadership and leading 

• 39. Kela as an employer 

 

Table 2. Respondents sex (Kela barometer 2018) 

Unit Male (%) Female (%) 

Kela 17 83 

Eteläinen vakuutuspiiri 14 86 

Eteläinen toimeentuloturvan keskus 15 85 

Eteläinen eläke-, opinto- ja perhekeskus 13 87 

Eteläinen työ- ja toimintakykykeskus 6 94 

Eteläinen terveydenhoitoetuuksien keskus 9 91 

Eteläinen skannauskeskus   

Eteläinen asiantuntijalääkärikeskus 43 57 

Työkyvyttömyyseläkkeiden ratkaisukeskus 12 88 

Kansainvälisten asioiden keskus 13 87 

 

Question 7 was about sex and was between males and females. Table 2 shows 

that in basic income support centre in southern insurance district 85 percent of 

respondents were female and 15 percent male stating that the centre is heavily 

divided between sexes favouring female. 
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Table 3. Respondents age (Kela barometer 2018) 

Unit 
Under 
35 (%) 35-44 (%) 45-54 (%) 55-63 (%) 

Over 
63 (%) 

Kela 28 26 24 19 2 

Eteläinen vakuutuspiiri 34 25 22 17 3 

Eteläinen toimeentuloturvan keskus 49 21 18 11 0 

Eteläinen eläke-, opinto- ja perhekeskus 30 26 18 21 4 

Eteläinen työ- ja toimintakykykeskus 15 32 28 23 2 

Eteläinen terveydenhoitoetuuksien keskus 23 33 24 19 1 

Eteläinen skannauskeskus      

Eteläinen asiantuntijalääkärikeskus 0 4 28 49 19 

Työkyvyttömyyseläkkeiden ratkaisukeskus 25 44 23 6 2 

Kansainvälisten asioiden keskus 18 31 30 17 4 

 

Question 8 was about age and there were five age groups being under 35 years 

of age, 35-44, 45-54, 55-63 and over 63 years. Table 3Virhe. Viitteen lähdettä 

ei löytynyt. shows the statistics between age groups. In basic income support 

centre in southern insurance district most respondents are under 35 years of age 

(49 percent) and the share diminishes when going from younger to older. 21 per-

cent of respondents are between 35-44 years of age, 18 percent between 45-54 

years of age and only 11 percent between 55-63 years of age. No respondents 

were over 63 years of age. The age group over 63 years of age is due to the typi-

cal age of retirement.  

 

Table 4. Respondents number of working years in the organisation (Kela 2018) 

Unit 
0-5 
(%) 

6-10 
(%) 

11-55 
(%) 

16-20 
(%) 

21-30 
(%) 

Over 
30 (%) 

Kela 40 18 11 12 10 10 

Eteläinen vakuutuspiiri 44 18 9 12 8 9 

Eteläinen toimeentuloturvan keskus 67 10 4 7 6 6 

Eteläinen eläke-, opinto- ja perhekeskus 27 29 9 6 10 19 

Eteläinen työ- ja toimintakykykeskus 24 17 14 20 12 13 

Eteläinen terveydenhoitoetuuksien keskus 31 21 18 16 4 10 

Eteläinen skannauskeskus       

Eteläinen asiantuntijalääkärikeskus 42 26 10 7 7 7 

Työkyvyttömyyseläkkeiden ratkaisukeskus 24 34 15 15 8 4 

Kansainvälisten asioiden keskus 20 26 14 21 11 9 

 

Question 9 was about the number of working years in the organisation. Table 4 

shows the employees number of working years in basic income support centre in 

southern insurance district. Most employees (67 percent) have less than five 
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years of experience in the organisation and only 10 percent have experience be-

tween six and ten years. The number of employees with more than 11 year of ex-

perience are 23 percent of total employees. This indicates that most employees 

are new to the organisation and tend to leave after five years. 

 

Results from question 18 onwards will be shown between 2017 and 2018 results 

side by side per statement and their respective percentages.  

 

Question 18 concerns contents of the work and possibilities to influence. It con-

tains questions regarding how familiar employees are with tasks assigned to 

them, how they feel about their work and how work and personal life can be com-

bined. The results are divided into two tables for easier readability. The question 

has multiple choices and are scored as follows: fully disagree (1), somewhat dis-

agree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat agree (4) and fully agree (5). 

 

 

Figure 8. Motivation, influence, objectives and challenge 

 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I am motivated
and excited

about my work

I can influence
my work

I know the set
objectives for me

My work is
interesting and

challenging

Fully agree 20,6 15,7 7,1 9 64,7 63,3 27 23,5

Somewhat agree 44,4 48 37,9 34,6 30,9 32,1 53 52,6

Neither agree nor disagree 20,8 20,4 18,7 15 2,7 1,1 12,8 13,8

Somewhat disagree 12,1 12,1 28,1 32,4 1,1 2,9 6,3 8,6

Fully disagree 2,1 3,8 8,2 9 0,6 0,7 1 1,4

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 18, 1/2 
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Figure 9. Combining work and personal life, continuity, salary and challenge 

 

Figure 8 and 9 show the answers to question 18. The results show that the ma-

jority (63,7 percent) of employees are motivated about their work, while 15,9 per-

cent are not to some extent. 94,4 percent know the set objectives for them. 76,1 

percent feel that their tasks are interesting and challenging, and 73,7 percent feel 

that the tasks are in line with their personal level of skills. All of these have re-

mained almost the same from 2017 answers with only marginal changes. On the 

contrary on how employees feel that they know their assigned tasks and that they 

are in line with their level of skills is that 47,1 percent feel their salary is not pro-

portionate to the demand while only 34 percent feel they are. 16,2 percent neither 

agree nor disagree. Dissatisfaction to the salary has increased by 7,4 percentage 

points from 2017 results.  

 

Question 19 was about satisfaction to work, and the answers are scored as fol-

lows: fully disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), 

somewhat agree (4) and fully agree (5). 

 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I can combine
work and

personal life

I trust the
continuity of my

employment

My salary is
proportionate to

the demand

My work is
challenging

enough for me

Fully agree 41,5 43,7 38,4 40,4 5,2 3,8 25,4 23,4

Somewhat agree 38,8 41,9 42,8 42,4 30,5 25,2 50,9 50,3

Neither agree nor disagree 10,5 7,2 10,3 6 17,3 16,2 12,3 12,8

Somewhat disagree 7,6 5,8 6,7 8,1 32,1 36,4 9,4 10,8

Fully disagree 1,5 1,4 1,7 3,1 15 18,4 1,9 2,7

0 %
20 %
40 %
60 %
80 %

100 %

Question 18, 2/2
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Figure 10. Work satisfaction 

 

Figure 10 shows the results in question 19. 73,9 percent feel they are somewhat 

satisfied or satisfied to work while 10,3 percent are somewhat dissatisfied or very 

dissatisfied. Satisfaction to work has decreased by 5,1 percentage points while 

dissatisfaction has increased by 1,7 percentage points. 

 

Question 20 was about skills, know-how and learning. The most rewarding and 

performance management related statements are chosen for analysis. These 

statements are “Kelpo-discussion help me do my work and improve my skills” 

and “interaction and discussion support my skills in the working community”. The 

results are divided into two tables for easier readability. The answers are scored 

as follows: fully disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree 

(3), somewhat agree (4) and fully agree (5).  

2017 2018

How satisfied are you with your work?

Very satisfied 15 15,3

Somewhat satisfied 64 58,6

Not satisfied nor dissatisfied 12,4 15,9

Somewhat dissatisfied 7,8 9

Very dissatisfied 0,8 1,3

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 19
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Figure 11. Learning, Kelpo-discussions and support 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I can learn and renew
in my work

Kelpo-discussions help
me do my work and

improve my skills

My employer support
me keeping my skills up
to date and improving

them

Fully agree 28,5 25,3 8,6 10,1 16,3 14,3

Somewhat agree 50,9 47,5 31,6 33,5 41,9 37,1

Neither agree nor disagree 11,3 12,1 34,1 28 20,5 20,8

Somewhat disagree 8,6 13,7 20,3 21,3 18,9 22,1

Fully disagree 0,8 1,4 5,4 7,1 2,5 5,8

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 20, 1/2
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Figure 12. Improvement, trying new things, interaction and support 

 

Figure 11 and 12 show the results on question 20. Kelpo-discussions are an early 

procedure, where the manager and employee can reflect the past year in terms 

of work and exchange ideas and thoughts. This is also closely related to reward-

ing as personal points are processed. Answers on “Kelpo-discussions help me do 

my work and improve my skills” are somewhat evenly distributed. 10,1 percent 

fully agree while 7,1 percent fully disagree. 28 percent have no clear opinion on 

this, and 33,5 percent somewhat agree while 21,3 percent somewhat disagree. 

The share of this who have no clear opinion on this has decreased from 34,1 per-

cent to 28 percent and has distributed to all other opinions. 65,9 percent agree 

with interaction and discussions being helpful and this number has increased by 

3,8 percentage points from 2017. In addition, the share of those disagreeing to 

some extent has decreased from 16,4 percent to 15,8 percent. These results indi-

cate a positive trend.   

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I can improve my skills
with my collegues,
stakeholders and

customers

I can try new things
and do things in a new
way in my organisation

Interaction and
discussion support my

skills in the working
community

Fully agree 16,5 12,4 2,7 3,1 22,6 19,6

Somewhat agree 32,2 34,4 17,4 16,1 39,5 46,3

Neither agree nor disagree 28 28,8 28,2 26,2 21,5 18,3

Somewhat disagree 16,5 18,6 37,2 38,6 13 12,2

Fully disagree 6,8 5,8 14,6 16,1 3,4 3,6

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 20, 2/2
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Question 21 was about having the necessary and adequate skills at work. The 

answer options were from 1 to 3, 1 being (I need more training to do my current 

tasks), 2 (My current capabilities are in line with my tasks) and 3 (I am capable to 

do more demanding tasks). This question indicates how motivated and deter-

mined employees are. 

 

 

Figure 13. Current capabilities 

 

Figure 13 shows that the need for more training did only change marginally, 

where roughly 10 percent of employees feel they need more training to do their 

current tasks. The capability to do more demanding tasks increased by 6,7 per-

centage points from 2017 to 2018 and that current capabilities are in line with 

tasks decreased by 7,4 percentage points. This indicates the employees feel they 

are more skilled and trained compared to 2017 results and are ready to accept 

more challenging tasks. 

 

Question 23 was about work attraction. This question indicates employee satis-

faction, motivation and how they feel about their work. The answers are divided 

into two tables for easier readability. The answer options were from 1 to 7 

(1=daily, 2=few times a week, 3=once a week, 4=few times a month, 5=once a 

month, 6=few times a year and 7=never) on how often you feel a certain feeling. 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I need more training to my
current tasks

My current capabilities are in
line with my tasks

I am capable to do more
demanding tasks

1 33,3 40

2 56,9 49,5

3 9,8 10,5
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10

20

30

40

50

60

Question 21
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Answers 1-3 can be described as often and regularly and answers 4-7 irregular 

or never and answer 3 being neither.  

 

 

Figure 14. Excitement, feeling good and feeling energetic 

 

 

Figure 15. Being proud of work, satisfaction and focus 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I am excited about my
work

I feel good to go to work
in the morning

I feel myself strong and
energetic in my work

Daily 29,7 26,2 37,4 36,3 27,4 26,5

Few times a week 38 39,6 37,4 39 46,4 43

Once a week 17,3 15,1 12,9 8,7 11,9 13,2

Few times a month 8,9 10,4 6,6 7,6 9,1 9,4

Once a month 3,5 4,9 2,5 4,5 2,9 4,5

Few times a year 1,5 2,5 1,5 2,4 1,9 2,2

Never 1,2 1,3 1,7 1,5 0,4 1,1

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 23, 1/2

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I am proud of my work
I feel satisfied when I am

focused to my work
When working, I am fully

focused

Daily 36,6 32,9 39,4 37,6 43,1 40,7

Few times a week 34,1 30,7 40,3 36,5 38,8 36,7

Once a week 11,4 11,5 10,6 11,2 8,9 8,9

Few times a month 10,8 14,4 6,4 9 5,4 8,7

Once a month 3,3 4,7 1,4 2,7 1,9 2

Few times a year 1,9 3,3 1,4 1,4 1,5 1,8

Never 1,9 2,5 0,6 1,4 0,4 1,3

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 23, 2/2
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Figure 14 and 15 show the results in question 23. Most employees are regularly 

excited (80,9 percent) and proud (75,1 percent) of their work. There is a slight in-

crease in all the statements from 2017 to 2018 except “I feel good to go to work 

in the morning”, where the share of respondents who answered 1-3 decreased by 

3,7 percentage points and the answers between 4-7 increased by 1,8 percent. 

This indicates that employees feel positive about their work and are proud and 

excited about it. They feel strong and satisfied when focused to work in general. 

 

Question 27 was about the workload and the answers are scored as follows: fully 

disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat 

agree (4) and fully agree (5). This question indicates how employees feel about 

their workload, how they feel towards the expected performance and how they 

feel about their work tasks. 

 

 

Figure 16. Time to do the work, information adoption and expectations 

  

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

Too little time to do my
work properly

Too much information
to adopt

Unreasonable
expectations of

performance

Fully agree 25 31,2 21,4 21,3 23,7 21,7

Somewhat agree 39,5 40,4 42 41,8 33,7 34,6

Neither agree nor disagree 12,8 10,5 14,9 17 17,7 22,3

Somewhat disagree 16,8 12,7 17,4 16,1 17,7 13,6

Fully disagree 5,9 5,3 4,4 3,8 7,3 7,8

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 27, 1/3
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Figure 17. Noise, interruptions, monotonous work 

 

 

Figure 18. Level of community, responsibility and unequal treatment 

 

Figure 16 to 18 show the results on question 27. The majority (71,6 percent) feel 

they have too little time to do their work properly and this has increased by 7,1 

percentage points from 2017. 63,1 percent feel they have too much information to 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

Disturbing noise
Repeating

interruptions
Monotonous work

Fully agree 6,3 6,7 8 6,1 3,6 5,2

Somewhat agree 20,9 16,8 21,6 26 17 22,2

Neither agree nor disagree 14,2 15 19 19,1 20,8 16,9

Somewhat disagree 29,1 31,5 31,6 31,9 34,7 33

Fully disagree 29,5 30,1 19,7 16,8 23,9 22,7
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Lack of communality
Too much

responsibility
Unequal treatment

Fully agree 9,4 7,1 1,3 0,9 3,3 8,9

Somewhat agree 19,1 24,2 5,2 5,1 15,5 16,5

Neither agree nor disagree 17,6 18,8 20 20,4 21,4 20,8

Somewhat disagree 26,8 24,8 38 42,7 21,4 18,8

Fully disagree 27,2 25,1 35,5 30,9 38,4 35,1
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Question 27, 3/3
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adopt. This is directly related to the feeling of unreasonable performance, where 

56,3 percent feel there is unreasonable expectation towards their expected per-

formance. 27,4 percent feel their work is monotonous and this has increased by 

6,8 percentage points. 73,5 percent feel they disagree with that they have too 

many responsibilities, and this has polarized from 2017 results. These results in-

dicate that even though there is too little time to do the work properly, employees 

feel they don’t have too many responsibilities and the work is more monotonous 

than in 2017. This indicates that that employees feel they are capable of having 

more responsibilities and want more variating tasks. 

 

Question 28 was about the work community and how it functioned and was lim-

ited to the responsible field of employee’s manager. The answers were scored 

from 4 (worst) to 10 (best). Scores 4-6 can be described bad, scores 8-10 good 

and 7 as neither. This question indicates how employees feel about the clarity of 

expectations set to them, rewarding compared to the tasks, employee-manager 

relations and how this affect motivation in relation to their manager. 

 

 

Figure 19. Expectations, relations, team spirit and openness 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I know how well I am
expected to perform

Employee - manager -
relations

Team spirit Openess

10 20,7 20,3 18,7 17,3 14,1 14,8 10 10

9 37,9 40 33,7 35,9 32,6 30,5 28 25

8 28,2 30,4 25,6 25,5 29,3 28,9 30,1 29

7 10,3 7,4 13,1 12,6 15,4 18,2 17,6 22,6

6 1,9 0,9 4,2 4,5 6,2 4,7 9,8 8

5 0,6 0,5 3,5 2,7 1,7 2 4,1 3,6

4 0,4 0,5 1,2 1,4 0,6 0,9 0,4 1,8
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Figure 20. Work distribution, support, information sharing and respect 

 

 

Figure 21. Working environment, encouragement and rewarding, work organising and motivation 

 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

Equal ditribution of
work

Getting mutual help
and support

Information sharing
Mutual respect of
colleagues' work

10 12,4 11,1 23,2 24,5 7,3 6 14,1 15,2

9 30,8 29,9 40,4 37 23,2 18,3 32,3 31,3

8 30,9 31,5 23,4 24,5 27,6 31 31,7 28

7 17 16,1 8,1 8,7 23,2 25,4 14,1 15,4

6 4,8 6,9 3,3 4,5 12,5 12,9 3,9 7,4

5 2,9 3,3 1,2 0,7 4,4 3,8 2,5 1,8

4 1,2 1,3 0,4 1,7 2,7 1,4 0,9
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Comfortable working
environment

Encouragement and
rewarding

Functioning work
organising

Work motivation

10 11,4 9,6 4,3 3,3 11,8 11 11,4 8,1

9 27,9 27,8 9,6 9 28,9 27,6 28 26,9

8 34,1 32,7 21,3 19,7 32,8 31,6 32,8 31,8

7 14,5 18,1 18,6 26 17,1 18,4 17,4 20,6

6 7,1 7,2 21,5 16,6 5,2 7,2 5,6 7,2

5 3,9 3,6 12,9 13,6 2,9 2,9 3,5 4,2

4 1,2 0,9 11,9 11,8 1,2 1,3 1,4 1,1
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Figure 19 to 21 show the results on question 28. The most rewarding related 

statements are chosen for analysis. These statements are “I know how well I am 

expected to perform, employee-manager relations, encouragement and reward-

ing and work motivation. Employee – manager relations was scored good by 78,7 

percent and this increased by 0,7 percentage points from 2017. This relation is 

closely related to how clear the set expectations are and to encourage and re-

warding. 90,7 percent are aware of how they are expected to perform. This in-

creased by 3,9 percentage points. The manager is usually the one giving feed-

back and encouraging. Only 32 percent feel they are encouraged and rewarded 

well. This decreased by 3,2 percentage points. This indicates while employees 

are aware of how they should perform, they are not encouraged and rewarded 

accordingly. This has a direct impact on motivation, and interestingly 66,8 percent 

feel they are motivated. This decreased by 5,4 percentage points from 2017. 

 

Question 29 included the same statements as question 28 but was limited to em-

ployees’ own field of responsibilities. This question indicates how employees feel 

about the clarity of expectations set to them, rewarding compared to the tasks, 

employee-manager relations and how this affect motivation in relation to their 

own responsible field without any effect from the managerial side. This question 

reflects the employees’ attitude towards the given statements. 
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Figure 22. Relations, expectations, openness and team spirit 

 

 

Figure 23. Work distribution, support, respect and information sharing 

 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

Employee - manager -
relations

I know how well I am
expected to perform

Openess Team spirit

10 10 20 30 22,9 10 11,4 16,7 14,3

9 60 51,4 36,7 51,4 50 42,9 46,7 45,7

8 30 28,6 33,3 25,7 33,3 34,3 30 34,3

7 6,7 5,7 6,7 5,7

6 5,7
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9 43,3 54,3 63,3 50 50 45,7 26,7 28,6

8 36,7 28,6 13,3 26,5 23,3 20 43,3 37,1

7 3,3 5,7 3,3 6,7 14,3 16,7 20

6 3,3 3,3 8,6
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Figure 24. Working environment, encouragement and rewarding, work organising and motivation 

 

Figure 22 to 24 show the results in question 29. The most rewarding related 

statements are chosen for analysis. These statements are “I know how well I am 

expected to perform, employee-manager relations, encouragement and reward-

ing and work motivation. Employee – manager relations was scored well by 100 

percent compared to the same statement in question 28 (78,7 percent). This indi-

cates that when employees take the perspective from their own field instead of 

managers responsible field, all the respondents consider they have a good rela-

tion to their own manager. The same trend continues in the statement regarding 

“I know how well I am expected to perform”, where all the respondents scored 

eight or higher. This indicates that when considering employees own field, all the 

respondents know what they are expected to achieve. Just as the previous state-

ments, “encouragement and rewarding” follows the same trend. 57,1 percent 

scored eight or better and this increased by 3,7 percentage points. Overall, this 

statement received better scores than in 2017. Still, 31,4 percent scored seven 

and 11,4 percent six. This indicates that rewarding and encouragement needs to 

be improved. All the previous statements in this question are directly in relation to 

motivation. 91,4 percent evaluated the work motivation good or better. Those 

who scored ten in this statement decreased by nine percentage points and those 

who scored nine increased by 5,7 percentage points. This shows that although 
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Comfortable working
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Encouragement and
rewarding

Equal distribution of
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Work motivation

10 23,3 14,3 6,7 8,6 13,3 5,7 23,3 14,3

9 46,7 42,9 10 11,4 50 42,9 40 45,7

8 26,7 40 36,7 37,1 30 34,3 33,3 31,4
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6 16,7 11,4 2,9

5 3,3 3,3
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Question 29, 3/3
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the overall work motivation is on a good level, the number of fully motivated em-

ployees have decreased significantly.  

 

Question 34 was about leadership and leading. The most rewarding related state-

ments are chosen for analysis. These statements are “My manager has agreed 

with me with my set level of performance”, “my manager treats me equally and 

just”, “my manager is clear and consistent” and “my manager encourages me to 

develop in my work”. The answers are scored as follows: fully disagree (1), 

somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat agree (4) and 

fully agree (5). These statements indicate how employees feel about their man-

ager how the manager acts at work. 

 

 

Figure 25. Manager-employee relations 

 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

My manager follows
my performance

My manager gives me
enough feedback on

my performance

My manager has
agreed with me with

my set level of
performance

Fully agree 73,7 75 40,9 40,5 70,8 77,1

Somewhat agree 20,6 19,6 31,1 32,3 21,2 18,5

Neither agree nor disagree 3,8 2,6 10,9 9,6 4,5 2

Somewhat disagree 0,8 1,7 13,8 14,2 1,9 0,9

Fully disagree 1,2 1,1 3,3 3,3 1,6 1,5
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Figure 26. Manager-employee relations 

 

 

Figure 27. Manager-employee relations 

 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

My manager creates
the conditions for

succesfull operations

My manager takes care
of matters regarding

my employent

My manager treates
me equally and just

Fully agree 47,7 49,7 68,4 69,4 67,3 68,5

Somewhat agree 33,3 30,7 20,3 21,1 20,5 16,3

Neither agree nor disagree 10,3 12 5,7 4,9 6,5 7,4

Somewhat disagree 6,7 5,5 3,6 3,4 3,3 5,4

Fully disagree 2 2,1 2 1,1 2,4 2,4
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Question 34, 2/5
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I can trust my manager
even in the hardest

matters

My manager is clear
and consistent

My manager is takes
into account my

personal situation

Fully agree 58,4 62,1 48,4 48,1 57,6 64,5

Somewhat agree 22,2 17 29,2 28,3 21,1 18,7

Neither agree nor disagree 9,5 9,8 11,3 10,7 12,6 10,6

Somewhat disagree 5,7 6,6 8,4 10,7 5 4,4

Fully disagree 4,2 4,5 2,7 2,2 3,7 1,8
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80 %
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Question 34, 3/5
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Figure 28. Manager-employee relations 

 

 

Figure 29. Manager-employee relations 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

My manager acts
openly and

interactively

My manager
encourages me to take

responsibility and
problem solving

My manager takes use
of my skills diversely

Fully agree 52,5 50,5 54,3 51,5 39,3 37,4

Somewhat agree 26,1 26,9 27,6 26,1 29,2 30

Neither agree nor disagree 10,3 10,3 12,3 14,5 17 16,2

Somewhat disagree 6,9 8,7 3,4 4,6 9,7 11,3

Fully disagree 4,2 3,7 2,4 3,2 4,8 5,1
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2017 2018 2017 2018

My manager encourages me to
develop in my work

My manager encourages me to try
and do things in a new way

Fully agree 41,1 40,1 34,2 31,6

Somewhat agree 28,2 31,1 27 29,2

Neither agree nor disagree 21 16,8 23 20,6

Somewhat disagree 7,3 7,4 11,2 11,7

Fully disagree 2,4 4,6 4,6 6,9

0 %

20 %

40 %

60 %

80 %

100 %

Question 34, 5/5
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Figure 25 to 29 show the results in question 34. All these statements were scored 

similarly to 2017 with only marginal changes. Majority of respondents (95,6 per-

cent) agreed with the manager on their set level of performance. This indicates 

that the level has been mutually discussed and agreed on. 84,8 percent agreed 

with equal and just treatment from the manager. 76,4 percent agreed with their 

manager being clear and consistent at work. 71,2 percent agree with their man-

ager encouraging them to develop in their work while only 12 percent disagree. 

 

Question 39 was about the Social Insurance Institution of Finland as an 

employer. The most rewarding and performance-related statements are chosen 

for analysis. These statements are “operates economically and efficiently”, “the 

organisation offers career development opportunities within the organisation”, 

“the organisation offers opportunities to change to other positions within the or-

ganisation” and “I do not want to change employer on the near future”. The an-

swers are scored as follows: fully disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), neither 

agree nor disagree (3), somewhat agree (4) and fully agree (5). These state-

ments indicate how employees feel towards the Social Insurance Institution of 

Finland as an employer. 
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Figure 30. The Social Insurance Institution of Finland as an organisation 

 

 

Figure 31. The Social Insurance Institution of Finland as an organisation 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

Appreciative to
it's customers

Modern
organisation and

culture

Operates
ecologically
responsibly

Operates
economically and

efficiently

Fully agree 28,2 23,1 9,9 5,1 10 6,9 9,2 7,8

Somewhat agree 56,3 57,1 44,6 39,3 40,8 34,5 41,2 37,4

Neither agree nor disagree 10,5 10,7 17,4 18,5 39,9 42,7 27,2 26,4

Somewhat disagree 4,2 7,6 24,5 31 8,1 14,2 18,8 24

Fully disagree 0,8 1,4 3,6 6,2 1,2 1,6 3,6 4,5
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example
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Fully agree 3,3 4,2 9 9,2 9,6 9,2

Somewhat agree 22,5 20,3 31,2 30,9 34,6 31,2

Neither agree nor disagree 47 44,7 34,5 30,7 33,1 30,6
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Figure 32. The Social Insurance Institution of Finland as an organisation 

 

Figure 30 to 32 show the results in question 39. The statement “I do not want to 

change employer in the near future” is not directly related to rewarding or perfor-

mance but is clearly a result of poor results and therefore significant data. 45,2 

percent agree with the organisation working efficiently, and this has decreased by 

5,2 percentage points while those disagreeing has increased from 22,4 percent to 

28,5 percent. This shows that the level of performance has decreased. 40,1 per-

cent agree with the organisation offering development opportunities within the or-

ganisation, and 40,4 percent agree with the organisation offering options to 

change positions. This states that more than 50 percent has no clear opinion or 

disagrees with this statement. All the questions stated earlier affect the statement 

regarding changing employer in the near future, where 65,4 percent do not want 

to change employer in the near future compared to 60,2 percent in 2017. How-

ever, in 2018, 14,6 percent have no clear opinion on this, and 20,1 percent con-

sider changing the employer. As the Social Insurance Institution of Finland is a 

large employer, this number represents a significant share of all employers and 

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018

I do not want to
change employer in the

near future

I would recommend
my current employer

to my friends

Kansaneläkelaitos is a
good employer

Fully agree 45,2 37,4 35,1 29,2 34,5 29,9

Somewhat agree 25 28 34,7 35,3 51,3 51,6

Neither agree nor disagree 16 14,6 20,7 19,1 9,5 12

Somewhat disagree 9,4 15,2 7,5 12,3 3,6 5,4

Fully disagree 4,4 4,9 2,1 4,1 1 1,1
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Question 39, 3/3
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has a big economic impact on the organisation when the turnover of employees 

is high. 

 

3.2 Barometer 2018 primary findings 

The most significant finding is the low satisfaction of rewarding based on current 

tasks. This can be linked directly to the currently used payroll program, where 

salary classes are divided per work tasks. This indicates that currently the system 

is inefficient and own work tasks and level of performance does not meet the set 

salary class. The barometer analysis does not point out any significant changes 

from 2017 barometer results. The same problem points in 2017 are still present in 

2018 and, in many statements, only marginal changes have taken place. Salary 

is one of the most delicate subjects, and 34 percent agree with salary being pro-

portionate to the demand while 54,8 percent disagree. 16,1 percent have no clear 

opinion on this matter. The answers state a clear message and have polarized 

from 2017. Overall motivation has decreased slightly from 2017 and the share of 

somewhat satisfied or satisfied is at 73,9 percent. The trend here is worrying and 

decreases satisfaction to rewarding and discourages those affected.  

 

Rewarding has remained somewhat the same from 2017 to 2018. Only 32 per-

cent feel they are encouraged and rewarded well, while 42 percent disagree. 

Work motivation has slightly increased from 2017 and 66,8 percent feel they are 

motivated. This can be explained with other than immediate work-related reward-

ing because there is no direct relation from the rewarding results. 

 

Employees feel they have more capabilities to undertake more demanding tasks 

than in 2017. The share of those who think their current capabilities are in line 

with their tasks has decreased from 56,9 percent to 49,5 percent and that share 

has shifted to ones who think they are capable of doing more demanding tasks. 

This has increased from 33,3 percent to 40 percent. This trend is positive. The 

same trend can be seen when evaluating the level of responsibility, where 73,6 

percent disagree with having too much responsibility. 
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The dissatisfaction to rewarding based on current tasks is related to disagreeing 

with the statement about having too much responsivity and needing more training 

to the job adequately or having too little responsibility. This means that while em-

ployees can do more demanding tasks and put their knowledge to best use, the 

current rewarding does not support that. This causes a lack of motivation and/or 

searching for it elsewhere. It also indicates that by doing more quantitatively and 

more demanding tasks that expected, there is no reward for it rendering the effort 

useless. Kelpo-discussions were also found inefficient and not found useful. This 

indicates that there are differences in points of view between employees and 

managers. The barometer also indicated that there is lack of feedback, this too 

can be related to Kelpo-discussions hampering the employees' possibilities to 

know on what to focus on and improve their job on a shorter period of time and 

clarifying their career goals on a longer period of time. These all causes lack of 

motivation, reduction in the level of performance and overall satisfaction. 

 

3.3 Follow-up questionnaire 

The follow-up questionnaire questions are derived from the 2018 barometer find-

ings. The semi-structured questions are created in a way to give more detailed in-

formation regarding rewarding and meaningful ways of rewarding compared to 

previously conducted barometers in 2017 and 2018. Both the managers and em-

ployees had specifically detailed questions due to their role and had their own 

questionnaires. The themes were the same, but from a different point of view as 

each group has its own responsible areas at work. The questions were sent in 

Finnish (Appendix 3 for managers and 4 for employees). The questionnaire was 

sent only in Finnish due to that only single respondents are not native Finnish 

speaker, and insufficient English language skills could alter the answers useless 

as the questions might be misinterpreted or not understood at all. 

 

Technically the questionnaire was formed by data-analysis department and was 

responsible for creating the questionnaire, collecting and managing the question-

naire data and for data protection. The questionnaire was conducted totally anon-

ymous, and not a single respondent can be identified. The gathered data will only 

be used to the sole purposes of the study and will not be otherwise forwarded. 
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The collected data will be destroyed once the analysis is complete. Once the 

questionnaire was created, the data-analysis department sent the questionnaire 

link to the researcher to be forwarded. 

 

The first e-mail sent on the questionnaire starting day included the cover letter 

(Appendix 2) with detailed information regarding the background of the research, 

information and instructions about the questionnaire and the link to the question-

naire. Due to technical reasons of the questionnaire and platform (QuestBack), 

the e-mail including the cover letter and link to the questionnaire was forwarded 

to the managers for answering. The e-mail regarding employee questionnaire link 

was forwarded to responsible managers with instruction to be re-forwarded to 

their team members. This was because of the assumption that managers might 

me substituting someone else from various reasons and are responsible for 

knowing the members of their own or substituting team—this way the e-mail dis-

tribution is done with correct members receiving the e-mail containing the link. In 

addition, the used platform would have required to individually type each re-

spondent address which would have been wasting resources and time and would 

have been prone to typos leading the link to be sent to an invalid address and re-

ducing the number of possible respondents. A reminder letter (Appendix 2) was 

sent one week after from starting date on 27th of March and again on 1st of April 

with the same distribution as the cover letter with the link. This was to make sure 

each respondent was given a chance to answer in time. 

 

The questionnaire took place on a two-week period starting on the 20 March and 

ending on the 3 April. The questionnaire was sent to a total of 720 respondents, 

where 34 were managers and 686 employees. The number of receiving manag-

ers was counted according to the given list of addresses to the researcher and 

removing duplicates and the number of employees was calculated according to 

the internal listing (Skype) of employees in each managers team. There is a small 

margin of error on the respondents list as there might be shorter- or longer-term 

absences but this is normal to any organisation and does not affect the outcome. 
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The questions (appendices 3 and 4) are divided into six sections and five themes; 

 

Verification questions 
 
Verification questions verify that the respondent belongs in the wanted re-
spondent group and false or not wanted answers can be deleted. Working 
years in the organisation adds a point of view but is not directly related to 
verification questions. 
 

1. Work-related questions 
 
Work-related questions (1) aim to give more detailed information on how 
the respondent experiences his/her current work tasks, how he/she is ex-
pected to perform, what his/her personal capabilities are and how the 
workload divides. 
 

2. Rewarding related questions 
 
Rewarding related questions (2) aim to give more detailed information on 
how rewarding is seen within the Social Insurance Institution of Finland, 
how the personal contribution is experienced, how can one influence re-
warding, what kind of rewarding is wanted and what management empha-
sises in rewarding. 
 

3. Feedback related questions 
 
Feedback related questions (3) aim to give detailed information on feed-
back, whether it is sufficient, on-time and useful. 
 
 

4. Current rewarding and payroll guide related questions and 
 
Current rewarding and payroll guide related questions (4) aim to give more 
detailed information on if a person is aware of on what current personal re-
warding is based on, what it should be based on and how important it is, is 
the current system useful and efficient and what the most useful ways of 
rewarding currently in use are.  
 

5. Wanted rewarding and payroll guide related questions. 
 
Wanted rewarding and payroll guide related questions (5) aim to give more 
detailed information on how the current system should be changed, what 
should be emphasized, should personnel be heard when designing or re-
viewing the system, should individual rewarding be also used in the future 
and should the Social Insurance Institution of Finland use a rewarding pro-
gram in general as it is a tax-funded non-profit organisation. 
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3.4 Follow-up questionnaire analysis 

The total number of questionnaire respondents was 720, where 34 were manag-

ers and 686 employees. The number of answers from managers was 10 out of 34 

(29,41 percent) and 76 out of 686 (11,89 percent) resulting in 88 out of 720 and 

12,22 percent overall response rate. As the overall response rate generally low, 

no definite interpretations can be made but the result can be used as a directive. 

 

The questions were divided into five sections according to themes. Before 

themed questions were verification and general information, where the correct 

group of respondents was verified with the number of working years in the Social 

Insurance Institution of Finland. The results state that 100 percent of respondents 

did belong to the correct target group. In addition, there was a question about 

working years in the Social Insurance Institution of Finland. 

 

 

Figure 33. How many years of employment in The Social Insurance Institution of Finland do you 
have? 

 

Figure 33 show the working years of respondents. The majority (64,47 percent) of 

employees have between one to five years in the Social Insurance Institution of 

Finland while managers are divided more evenly, where the majority (70 percent) 

have more than ten years. These answers do not represent the whole the Social 
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Insurance Institution of Finland Southern Insurance District managers and per-

sonnel working years but only the respondents working years. 

 

 

Figure 34. How meaningful and important do I find my work? 

 

The first of the five themes consider work. Figure 34 shows the results in how 

meaningful and important the respondents find their work. The answers were 

scored from 4 (worst) to 10 (best). Scores 4-6 can be described bad, scores 8-10 

good and 7 as neither. Most of both managers (100 percent) and employees 

(85,5 percent) find their work meaningful and important. This question indicated 

that all respondents feel that their job is not insignificant. An open question fol-

lowed, where the main rewarding criteria (1 to3) was asked to be specified from 

both employees and managers. The most answered criteria and those specifi-

cally worth mentioning are listed on appendix 9. Managers specified quantitative 

performance, quality and co-operations skills to be the most important criteria on 

rewarding. Employees also mentioned the same but added encouraging others, 

customer-orientation, motivation, attitude and trying one’s best as important re-

warding criteria. Both managers and employees share the same principals but 

from their own point of view. 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Manager 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 10,0% 50,0% 40,0%

Employee 0,0% 5,3% 3,9% 5,3% 19,7% 51,3% 14,5%

0,0%

20,0%

40,0%

60,0%

How meaningful and important do I find my work?
(4= not important at all, 10=very important)

Manager Employee
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Figure 35. Work 1/3 

 

Figure 35 shows the results in how work is valued, and the set aim is in line with 

employee capabilities. The answers are scored as follows: fully disagree (1), 

somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat agree (4) and 

fully agree (5). Employees felt that 34,21 percent disagree to some extent that 

their work in not valued while 60,53 percent feel their work is valued. However, 

90 percent of managers feel to some extent that their work is valued. Employees 

interpreted the set aim from their point of view as implementors and managers as 

aim setters. This is where there are differences. 53,95 percent of employees feel 

their set aim does not meet their capabilities being either too high or too low, 

while only 21,05 percent agree. 25 percent did not agree nor disagree. From the 

managers, 80 percent somewhat agree, and 20 percent fully agree. These an-

swers indicate that there are differences of opinion between employees and man-

agers. 

Employee Manager Employee Manager

I feel my work is valued
The set number of processed 

applications per day (=aim) meets 
the employee’s capabilities

Fully disagree 3,95% 0,00% 19,74% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 30,26% 10,00% 34,21% 0,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 5,26% 0,00% 25,00% 0,00%

Somewhat agree 50,00% 50,00% 14,47% 80,00%

Fully agree 10,53% 40,00% 6,58% 20,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

Work 1/3
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Figure 36. Work 2/3 

 

Figure 36 show the results on how aware the employees are of their expected 

level or performance and of the set aim is too high or low. The latter clarifies the 

statement on table 28. Managers did not answer this. The majority (93,42 per-

cent) feel they are aware of their expected level of performance. The expected 

level of that performance differs widely giving somewhat equal answers between 

all choices. 48,68 percent disagree to some extent that the set aim is too high in-

dicating their capabilities are no used to full extent. 34,21 percent agree with they 

are expected more than they are capable of. 17,11 percent did not agree nor dis-

agree. These statements indicate that while employees know what they are ex-

pected, the expectation does not meet their capabilities. 

Employee Employee

I know what my expected level of
performance at work is

The expectations set for me are
too high

Fully disagree 2,63% 21,05%

Somewhat disagree 1,32% 27,63%

Neither agree nor disagree 2,63% 17,11%

Somewhat agree 40,79% 26,32%

Fully agree 52,63% 7,89%

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

Work 2/3 
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Figure 37. Work 3/3 

 

Figure 37 shows the results of the level of performance and workload distribution. 

36,85 percent of employees disagree to some extent that everyone performs at 

the same level while 43,42 percent agree to some extent. 19,74 percent did not 

agree nor disagree. 80 percent of managers disagree to some extent, while only 

20 percent somewhat agree. 53,95 percent of employees disagree to some ex-

tent that workload is evenly distributed between team members, while 20 percent 

managers somewhat disagree. 21,05 percent of employees agree to some extent 

on even workload distribution, while 80 percent of managers feel the same way. 

These answers indicate that there are differences of opinion between employees 

and managers, especially on how workload is perceived to be distributed. It is in-

teresting that while 80 percent of managers disagree to some extent that every-

one performs the same, but at the same time, the same number feels that work-

load is evenly distributed. 

 

 

 

 

Employee Manager Employee Manager

Everyone performs at a same level
and contribution is equal

Workload is evenly distributed
between team members

Fully disagree 10,53% 30,00% 19,74% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 26,32% 50,00% 34,21% 20,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 19,74% 0,00% 25,00% 0,00%

Somewhat agree 35,53% 20,00% 14,47% 80,00%

Fully agree 7,89% 0,00% 6,58% 0,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

Work 3/3
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The second theme considers rewarding where the aim was to give more detailed 

information on how rewarding is seen within the Social Insurance Institution of 

Finland, how the personal contribution is experienced, how can one influence re-

warding, what kind of rewarding is wanted and what management emphasises in 

rewarding. 

 

 

Figure 38. Rewarding 1/5 

 

Figure 38 show the results on how important rewarding is seen in the Social In-

surance Institution of Finland both by employees and managers. The answers 

were scored from 4 (worst) to 10 (best). Scores 4-6 can be described bad, scores 

8-10 good and 7 as neither. Most employees (84,21 percent) feel rewarding is im-

portant where 100 percent of managers feel the same way. This indicates that re-

warding in the Social Insurance Institution of Finland should not be overlooked 

and that both employees and managers find it highly important. 

Employee Manager

How important do you see rewarding in Kansaneläkelaitos? (4= not important at all, 10=very important)

10 36,84% 20,00%

9 30,26% 40,00%

8 17,11% 40,00%

7 5,26% 0,00%

6 2,63% 0,00%

5 3,95% 0,00%

4 3,95% 0,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Rewarding 1/5



75 

 

Figure 39. Rewarding 2/5 

 

Figure 39 shows the results on how the contribution is valued and rewarded. This 

question was aimed only for employees. The answers are scored as follows: fully 

disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat 

agree (4) and fully agree (5). 31,56 percent disagree to some extent that their 

contribution is valued while 63,13 percent agree to some extent. 25 percent did 

not agree nor disagree. A majority (66,67 percent disagree to some extent that 

they do not receive sufficient reward for their contribution while only 12 percent 

agree to some extent. 21,33 percent did not agree nor disagree. This indicates 

that while most do agree that they are valued, they still do not receive sufficient 

reward for it. The value of their contribution is, therefore, different expressed that 

through rewarding. 

Employee Employee

I feel my contribution is valued
I receive sufficient reward
compared my contribution

Fully disagree 6,58% 36,00%

Somewhat disagree 25,00% 30,67%

Neither agree nor disagree 5,26% 21,33%

Somewhat agree 43,42% 9,33%

Fully agree 19,74% 2,67%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Rewarding 2/5
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Figure 40. How would you like to be rewarded? 

 

Figure 40 shows the results of how employees want to be rewarded. This ques-

tion included multiple choices where more than one answer could be chosen. Al-

most all (94,74 percent) respondents chose monetary compensation as a wanted 

reward. Free-time, benefits and flexible work did also receive support. The 

choices also included an open answer, where a respondent could choose some-

thing else that pre-given options and identify it. One respondent (1,32 percent) 

chose this, where “appreciation from something else than quantitative perfor-

mance would be appreciated”. 

 

Employee

How would you like to be rewarded?

Benefits 36,84%

Compensation (monetary) 94,74%

Flexible work 25,00%

Free-time 43,42%

Something else, what? 1,32%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

How would you like to be rewarded?



77 

 

Figure 41. Rewarding 3/5 

 

Figure 41 shows the results effects on proper rewarding and one’s possibilities to 

effect on rewarding options. The answers are scored as follows: fully disagree 

(1), somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat agree (4) 

and fully agree (5). The majority on both employees (85,53 percent) and manag-

ers (90 percent) agree to some extent that proper rewarding improves perfor-

mance/productivity. Differences in possibilities to affect being rewarding can be 

seen between employees and managers as 78,95 percent of employees disagree 

to some extent that one can effect on how he/she is being rewarded while only 30 

percent of manager disagree meaning 70 percent of managers agree to some ex-

tent. This indicates that there are differences of opinion between employees and 

managers on the possibilities to effect rewarding and/or what rewarding means to 

someone. For example, when a manager rewards a person, he/she might not feel 

being rewarded, resulting in this kind of outcome. 

 

Employee Manager Employee Manager

Being properly rewarded improves
performance/productivity

One can affect on how he/she is
rewarded

Fully disagree 1,32% 0,00% 52,63% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 6,58% 0,00% 26,32% 30,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 6,58% 10,00% 6,58% 0,00%

Somewhat agree 43,42% 70,00% 13,16% 60,00%

Fully agree 42,11% 20,00% 1,32% 10,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

Rewarding 3/5
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Figure 42. Rewarding 4/5 

 

Figure 42 shows the results on opinions, whether rewarding should be public. 

This question received answers for and against somewhat equally as 47,37 per-

cent of employees and 60 percent of managers said rewarding should be public. 

This question also had a follow-up question, where both yes- and no-answers 

were asked to be justified and the answers can be seen on appendices 5 and 6. 

The most answered justifications and those specifically worth mentioning are 

listed. From managers, answers for public rewarding were making others aware 

of what kind of activity is rewarded, learn from others and generally making re-

warding visible. Statements from employees for public rewarding were much the 

same manager’s for making rewarding criteria open and encouraging others but 

also creating equality, increasing engagement and making rewarding based on 

performance rather than personal relations. Statements against public rewarding 

from the managers were that it is personal, could bring up negative issues and 

envy and that organisational culture does not yet fully support public rewarding. 

From the employees, the answers were mostly the same but also included caus-

ing inequality between employees, creating unnecessary attention, certain kind of 

reputation and unnecessary competition. It was also stated that rewarding should 

be personal and, therefore, a competitive advantage.  

 

Employee Manager

Should rewarding be public?

Yes 47,37% 60,00%

No 52,63% 40,00%

52,63%
40,00%

47,37%
60,00%

0,00%

50,00%

100,00%

Rewarding 4/5
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Managers were asked how public rewarding would affect both the rewarded and 

those not rewarded. The most answered justifications and those specifically 

worth mentioning are listed and can be seen on appendix 7. Rewarded employ-

ees were thought to feel awkward but also joy and boost their confidence, en-

courage and motivate them. It was also mentioned that it highly depends on a 

person, and some might feel uncomfortable. The effects on not rewarded employ-

ees would be also highly dependent on the person. Believed effects were in-

creased in faith towards management, help understand that job well done gets 

rewarded and motivate others too. It was also believed that some might feel envi-

ous and question the rewarding. 

 

Employees were asked how public rewarding would affect their performance. The 

most answered justifications and those specifically worth mentioning are listed 

and can be seen on appendix 8. Public rewarding would help focus on the right 

things, create respect, increase quality and quantity of work, encourage to try 

harder and overall not negatively. As negative effects, only temporary motivation, 

envy from others and increased stress and unnecessary pressure was men-

tioned. It was also mentioned that it would not have a major effect. 

 

This kind of question setup was created to find out differences in how managers 

and employees have seen the effects of public rewarding. The common factor in 

both was that it depends on the person, so rewarding manager needs to be 

aware of what kind of persons are in the team to reward correctly. 
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Figure 43. Rewarding 5/5 

 

Figure 43 shows the results on management involvement and the basis of re-

warding. 73,69 percent of employees and 40 percent of managers disagree to 

some extent that management invests in qualitative performance-based reward-

ing while 21,05 percent of employees and 40 percent managers agree to some 

extent. 30,26 percent of employees and 30 percent of managers disagree to 

some extent that management invests in quantitative performance-based reward-

ing while 63,16 percent of employees and 60 percent of managers agree with to 

some extent. 59,12 percent of employees and 40 percent of managers disagree 

to some extent that management invests in initiative-based rewarding while 21,06 

percent of employees and 40 percent of managers agree with to some extent. 

This indicates that from the employee side, the emphasis in rewarding basis is 

more on the quantitative side rather than the qualitative side. The same kind of 

trend can be seen on the manager side also but on a smaller scale. The biggest 

difference is in rewarding initiative. Since most employees disagree with reward-

ing initiative, this could indicate rather stiff and hierarchical organisation with little 

possibilities to have an impact on, for example, process development. 

Employee Manager Employee Manager Employee Manager

Management invests in
rewarding based on good

qualitative
performance/productivity

Management invests in
rewarding based on good

quantitative
performance/productivity

Management invests in
rewarding based on

taking initiative

Fully disagree 38,16% 10,00% 14,47% 10,00% 28,95% 10,00%

Somewhat disagree 35,53% 30,00% 15,79% 20,00% 30,26% 30,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 5,26% 20,00% 6,58% 10,00% 19,74% 20,00%

Somewhat agree 15,79% 40,00% 34,21% 50,00% 19,74% 40,00%

Fully agree 5,26% 0,00% 28,95% 10,00% 1,32% 0,00%

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

Rewarding 5/5
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The third theme considers feedback where the aim was to give more detailed in-

formation on how employees experience their received and manager experience 

their given feedback. The answers are scored as follows: fully disagree (1), 

somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat agree (4) and 

fully agree (5). 

 

 

Figure 44. Feedback 

 

Figure 44 shows the results on feedback related questions. 56,58 percent of em-

ployees and 50 percent of managers agree to some extent that received or given 

feedback is enough while 34,21 percent of employees and 30 percent of manag-

ers disagree to some extent. 34,32 percent of employees and 60 percent of man-

agers agree to some extent that feedback is on-time and 44,47 percent of em-

ployees and 90 percent of managers agree to some extent that feedback is use-

ful and help focus on right things. Still, 42,90 percent of employees disagree with 

feedback being valuable and helpful. This indicates that both employees and 

managers generally receive or give enough feedback, but the feedback may be 

received late diminishing its impact. The most significant difference is in the qual-

ity of the feedback while most managers feel the given feedback is useful, 55,27 

percent of employees either disagree to some extent or do not have an opinion 

Employee Manager Employee Manager Employee Manager

Feedback is sufficient Feedback is on-time
Feedback is useful and

helps focus on right
things

Fully disagree 10,53% 0,00% 13,16% 0,00% 13,16% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 23,68% 30,00% 31,58% 40,00% 19,74% 10,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 9,21% 20,00% 11,84% 0,00% 22,37% 0,00%

Somewhat agree 42,11% 40,00% 34,21% 40,00% 31,58% 80,00%

Fully agree 14,47% 10,00% 9,21% 20,00% 13,16% 10,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Feedback



82 

on this matter. This could be explained by a lack of communication and interac-

tion between employees and managers. 

 

The fourth theme considers the current payroll and rewarding guide, and how it 

applies to practice, what the emphasis on it is, importance and satisfaction to it 

and whether is it worth pursuing for. The answers are scored as follows: fully dis-

agree (1), somewhat disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat 

agree (4) and fully agree (5). 

 

 

Figure 45. Current rewarding system 1/6 

 

Figure 45 shows the results on if Kelpo-discussions help to understand rewarding 

and are employees and managers aware of rewarding criteria. 46,05 percent of 

employees and 60 percent of managers agree to some extent that Kelpo-discus-

sions help to understand rewarding, but still 38,16 of employees and 30 percent 

of manager disagree to some extent. 68,42 percent of employees and 70 percent 

of managers agree to some extent that they are aware of rewarding criteria, but 

still, 26,32 percent of employees and 30 percent of managers disagree to some 

extent. This indicates that while a lot of employees both benefit and do not benefit 

from Kelpo-discussions regarding rewarding, 60 percent of managers agree with 

them being beneficial. Generally, most of both employees and managers are 

Employee Manager Employee Manager

Kelpo-discussions help understand
rewarding

Managers/employees are aware
of the rewarding criteria

Fully disagree 13,16% 10,00% 9,21% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 25,00% 20,00% 17,11% 30,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 15,79% 10,00% 5,26% 0,00%

Somewhat agree 39,47% 50,00% 50,00% 70,00%

Fully agree 6,58% 10,00% 18,42% 0,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Current rewarding system 1/6
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aware of the rewarding criteria, still, a notable amount on both are not making re-

warding random and not seen important. However, the same trend between em-

ployees and managers can be seen on both statements. 

 

 

Figure 46. Current rewarding system 2/6 

 

Figure 46 shows the results of individual rewarding. 67,10 percent of employees 

and 50 percent of managers disagree to some extent that rewarding takes indi-

viduals into consideration while only 18,42 percent of employees and 40 percent 

of managers agree with to some extent. Still, 78,95 percent of employees and 90 

percent of managers agree with to some extent that it should. This indicates that 

currently, the rewarding program does not serve the purpose both employees 

and managers believe it should, and the emphasis should be towards more indi-

vidual approach, and that individual rewarding is seen important. 

 

Regarding the current rewarding program, both managers and employees were 

asked what the most important rewarding criteria are currently in use. The most 

answered criteria and those specifically worth mentioning are listed and can be 

seen on appendix 9. Managers pointed out personal rewarding as in personal 

Employee Manager Employee Manager

Rewarding in Kansaneläkelaitos
takes individuals into

consideration

Rewarding should be based on
individual performance and

contribution

Fully disagree 34,21% 20,00% 1,32% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 32,89% 30,00% 9,21% 0,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 14,47% 10,00% 10,53% 10,00%

Somewhat agree 14,47% 40,00% 51,32% 60,00%

Fully agree 3,95% 0,00% 27,63% 30,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Current rewarding system 2/6
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points and team rewarding as used criteria along with feedback, encouragement 

and more demanding tasks as a career plan. Employees pointed out monetary 

rewarding, personal points and team rewarding but also free time, encourage-

ment, gift cards/vouchers and personal development options were mentioned. 

 

 

Figure 47. Current rewarding system 3/6 

 

Figure 47 shows the results of how important individual rewarding is seen by both 

employees and managers. The answers were scored from 4 (worst) to 10 (best). 

Scores 4-6 can be described bad, scores 8-10 good and 7 as neither. 85,52 per-

cent of employees and 10 percent of managers think individual rewarding is im-

portant, indicating individual rewarding is wanted. 

 

Employee Manager

How important do you see individual rewarding?

4 0,00% 0,00%

5 1,32% 0,00%

6 1,32% 0,00%

7 11,84% 0,00%

8 14,47% 20,00%

9 40,79% 60,00%

10 30,26% 20,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Current rewarding system 3/6
(4= not important at all, 10=very important)
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Figure 48. Current rewarding system 4/6 

 

Figure 48 shows the results of the team rewarding. 48,68 percent employees and 

60 percent of managers disagree with to some extent that rewarding takes teams 

into consideration while 31,58 percent of employees and 40 percent of managers 

agree with to some extent. 40,79 percent of employees and 50 percent of manag-

ers agree with to some extent that rewarding should take teams into considera-

tion while still 39,57 percent of employees and 20 percent of managers disagree 

with to some extent. This indicates that individual rewarding is seen to be more 

important than team-based rewarding, but both still should be considered.  

Employee Manager Employee Manager

Rewarding in Kansaneläkelaitos
takes teams into consideration

Rewarding should be based on
team performance and

contribution

Fully disagree 23,68% 10,00% 15,79% 0,00%

Somewhat disagree 25,00% 50,00% 23,68% 20,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 19,74% 0,00% 19,74% 30,00%

Somewhat agree 30,26% 40,00% 31,58% 50,00%

Fully agree 1,32% 0,00% 9,21% 0,00%

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

Current rewarding system 4/6
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Figure 49. Current rewarding system 5/6 

 

Figure 49 show the results on how important team rewarding is seen by employ-

ees and managers. The answers were scored from 4 (worst) to 10 (best). Scores 

4-6 can be described bad, scores 8-10 good and 7 as neither. 71,05 percent of 

employees and 90 percent of managers see team rewarding important indicating 

that while individual rewarding is seen more important, team rewarding should 

not be forgotten.  

 

 

Figure 50. Current rewarding system 6/6 

 

Employee Manager

How important do you see team rewarding?

4 3,95% 0,00%

5 0,00% 0,00%

6 5,26% 0,00%

7 19,74% 10,00%

8 28,95% 60,00%

9 21,05% 30,00%

10 21,05% 0,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Current rewarding system 5/6
(4= not important at all, 10=very important)

Employee Manager Employee Manager

Currently an employee can be
notably and effectively rewarded

Currently rewarding is significant
enough to pursue better

performance/productivity

Fully disagree 55,26% 40,00% 50,00% 40,00%

Somewhat disagree 27,63% 60,00% 30,26% 60,00%

Neither agree nor disagree 11,84% 0,00% 11,84% 0,00%

Somewhat agree 3,95% 0,00% 5,26% 0,00%

Fully agree 1,32% 0,00% 2,63% 0,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

Current rewarding system 6/6
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Figure 50 shows the results of the current rewarding system – is it capable of ad-

equately reward and worth pursuing. 82,89 percent employees and 100 percent 

of managers disagree with to some extent that currently, the rewarding system is 

not capable of rewarding effectively. As the results are so clear, 80,26 percent of 

employees and 100 percent of managers feel that the current system is not worth 

pursuing for. This indicates that both employees and managers feel the same 

about the current rewarding system is ineffective and will not motivate to perform 

better. 

 

 

Figure 51. How satisfied are you with the current rewarding program? 

 

Figure 51 shows the results of how important team rewarding is seen by employ-

ees and managers. The answers were scored from 4 (worst) to 10 (best). Scores 

4-6 can be described bad, scores 8-10 good and 7 as neither. This question re-

ceived answers from almost all options by employees. 57,90 percent of employ-

ees and 80 percent of managers are not satisfied with the current rewarding pro-

gram while only 21,5 percent of employees and 20 percent of managers are. This 

clearly indicates that much rework on the current system is needed for it to be 

both effective and satisfactory.  

 

Both managers and employees were asked how they would change the current 

rewarding program. The most answered changes and those specifically worth 

mentioning are listed and can be seen on appendix 10. Managers would change 

Employee Manager

4 14,47% 10,00%

5 17,11% 10,00%

6 26,32% 60,00%

7 21,05% 0,00%

8 18,42% 20,00%

9 2,63% 0,00%

10 0,00% 0,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

How satisfied are you with the current rewarding program?
(4=very dissatisfied, 10=very satisfied)
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the personal point and work task specification system or remove them as they do 

not work, remove the whole task classification, enable more specific rewarding 

and increase the amount for those deserving it, make it on-time and change it to 

be more genuine and cost-efficient. Employees did answer many of the same 

changes but also make it compete with the private sector, more personal and fo-

cused on individuals, support personal development shift the emphasis from 

quantity to quality and increase rewarding options. It is also worth mentioning that 

performance-based bonuses were mentioned several times. 

 

The previous question was followed by an open question for both managers and 

employees about what should be emphasized on rewarding. The most answered 

points of emphasis and those specifically worth mentioning are listed and can be 

seen on appendix 11. Managers chose feedback, personal development, good 

performance, positive behaviour with social and working skills. Employees did 

choose similar points but also innovativeness, customer-orientation, helpfulness, 

skills, knowledge and openness on problems and their solutions. 
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Figure 52. Wanted rewarding system 

 

The fifth theme considers wanted questions regarding the wanted rewarding pro-

gram. Figure 52 shows the results on employee/manager engagement on design-

ing and reviewing the rewarding program, should individual rewarding still be 

used in the future and should the Social Insurance Institution of Finland as an or-

ganisation use rewarding programs. The received answers clearly point out the 

importance of engagement. 100 percent of employees and 90 percent of manag-

ers think both parties should be included in designing and reviewing the program. 

Individual rewarding in the future is also supported by 93,42 percent of employ-

ees and 100 percent of managers. The same trend can be seen on should the 

Social Insurance Institution of Finland use rewarding programs, where 81,58 per-

cent of employees and 90 percent of managers support the use also in the future. 

 

Each of the three statements in Figure 52 was asked to be justified by both man-

agers and employees. The most chosen statements and those specifically worth 

Employee Manager Employee Manager Employee Manager

Should employees and
managers be heard more

when designing and reviewing
rewarding programs?

Should individual rewarding
be used also in the future?

Should Kansaneläkelaitos use
rewarding programs?

Yes 100,00% 90,00% 93,42% 100,00% 81,58% 90,00%

No 0,00% 10,00% 6,58% 0,00% 18,42% 10,00%

10,00% 6,58%

18,42%
10,00%

100,00%
90,00% 93,42%

100,00%

81,58%
90,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Wanted rewarding program
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mentioning are listed and can be seen on appendices 12-14. All employees and 

90 percent of managers think both should be involved when designing and re-

viewing rewarding program. Managers stated it would bring knowledge on what 

employees expect and how managers can act accordingly, could provide im-

portant development ideas and what works and what doesn’t and could improve 

acceptance on rewarding. Employees mentioned that employees and managers 

know the field and what it takes to do the job, it could provide new ideas and 

practises making the end-product better and remove practices that don’t work. 

Both managers and employees could provide new points of view. Only one an-

swer specified managers and employees should not be involved, and justification 

to that statement was, that they already have chosen their representatives doing 

what they are empowered to do. 

 

Appendix 13 lists the statements on “Should individual rewarding be used also in 

the future?”. The most chosen statements and those specifically worth mention-

ing are listed. The same kind of trend continues as in the previous statement and 

100 percent of managers and 93,42 percent of employees agree with that individ-

ual rewarding should be used also in the future. Managers pointed out, that re-

warding increases motivation to develop, do their work better and improve the 

personal level of performance. Employees chose the reasons but also mentioned 

that it should be used together with team rewarding, creates a feeling of appreci-

ation and accomplishment and that one can affect their own salary, increases 

satisfaction and that it is the most important way of rewarding. From the employ-

ees, two disagreeing statements were made stating that team rewarding in-

creases co-operation and team spirit, and everyone’s input is important and not 

just some individuals.  

 

Appendix 14 lists the statements on “Should the Social Insurance Institution of 

Finland use a rewarding program?”. The most chosen statements and those spe-

cifically worth mentioning are listed. 90 percent of managers and 81,52 percent of 

employees agree that rewarding program should be used in the Social Insurance 

Institution of Finland. Managers pointed out that through rewarding programs mo-

tivation, acceptance of rewarding, commitment to quality and well-being at work 
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can be improved. Employees chose the same reasons with also mentioning it 

supplements the base salary, increases appreciation towards the organisation, 

motivates oneself and that it is present and the Social Insurance Institution of Fin-

land as an organisation is a forerunner so it should also implement this kind of 

program. There were also a few “No”-answers. Managers stated that measurable 

criteria alone are not a good basis for rewarding and employees stated that re-

warding is not necessary to be done separately, could complicate things, does 

not take each type on individuals into consideration, is too formal and is not 

based on true skills and knowledge. 

 

Follow-up questionnaire analysis conclusions 

 

The most significant findings of the follow-up questionnaire from the first theme 

regarding work were the differences in points of view on even workload distribu-

tion and that the set aim is in line with employees’ capabilities. Generally, manag-

ers agreed to some extent that the workload is evenly distributed and meet the 

employee’s capabilities, but employees mostly disagreed with this. This indicates 

that while discussions between managers and employee are frequent, the set 

aim is experienced differently. To reduce this difference, more open and individ-

ual discussions are needed. 

 

The most significant findings on the second theme regarding rewarding were the 

differences in points of view in that employees can affect their rewarding and that 

management invests in qualitative performance. Employees strongly disagreed 

with that they can affect their rewarding while most managers felt they could. 

Most employees felt that management does not invest in rewarding based on 

qualitative rather than quantitative performance while most managers agreed with 

this. This indicates that the received feedback from management or rewarding 

criteria is not clear or is controversial. The open answers supplemented the re-

sults giving more detailed reasons behind the answer stating, that rewarding cri-

teria should be open, clear and transparent. To reduce the differences, more 

open conversation is needed, and the rewarding criteria should be clarified. 
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The most significant finding on the third theme regarding feedback was the differ-

ences in points of view in feedback given or received being useful and help focus 

on the right things. Most managers felt their given feedback is useful, while still 

most of the employees agreed to some extent, there are differences. To reduce 

the differences, more open conversation is needed 

 

The most significant findings on the fourth theme regarding current rewarding 

program were the differences in points of view in being aware of rewarding crite-

ria and satisfaction to current rewarding program. 70 percent of the managers 

agreed to some extent, being aware of rewarding criteria while 68,42 percent of 

employees agreed to some extent. As this is a good starting point, still 30 percent 

of managers and almost 20 percent of the employees disagreed to some extent. 

To increase the awareness, rewarding criteria should be clarified and openly dis-

cussed. However, the answers were somewhat consistent between managers 

and employees in most parts. Generally, individual rewarding was seen slightly 

more important than team rewarding but both did receive support. As managers 

are responsible for their team performance, it is understandable that team re-

warding is more supported while employees place emphasis on individual re-

warding. The open answers supplemented the results giving more detailed rea-

sons behind the answer on how both managers and employees would change 

the current rewarding program. Managers would change the personal point sys-

tem while and base rewarding on real involved tasks and employees to make it 

more competitive to private sector and shift emphasis based on quality and per-

sonal skills. To reduce the differences, the rewarding system needs updating and 

clarification, where all parties should be included. 

 

The most significant findings on the fifth theme regarding wanted rewarding pro-

gram were that both managers and employees answered almost the same with 

only individual differences present. Both parties would include all parties to be 

heard when designing or reviewing the rewarding system and would use individ-

ual rewarding and a rewarding program also on the future. The open answers 

supplemented the results giving more detailed reasons behind the answer. The 
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answers were similar between managers and employees, while both stated hear-

ing would give new ideas, remove unusable or ineffective practices and improve 

motivation when rewarded properly.  

 

When this type of questionnaire is conducted, certain risks are involved regarding 

the process and received data. The following risks could be identified in this mat-

ter. Salary has always been a kind of a taboo in Finnish culture, and the same 

applies here. The subject is delicate and must be addressed accordingly. Salary 

is not much discussed openly but much on a personal level and seem to be very 

important to individuals. As the questionnaire is much about rewarding, including 

salary and monetary rewarding, it could cause respondents not to answer the 

questionnaire as some might think they are being targeted and cause certain 

kinds of assumptions towards. It could also be that, despite the anonymity of the 

questionnaire, respondents do not want to take a stand on the matter just to stay 

impartial or neutral. The current social and economic situation (the corona-virus 

pandemic) could also play a part in the questionnaire results and the number of 

received answers. Even though the thesis topic is closely related to organisation 

and the rewarding program included and the aim is to offer important information 

on the current and wanted rewarding program, management instructed the ques-

tionnaire to be answered outside working hours. Even though the questionnaire 

approximately took 10-15 minutes, this has an impact on the answer percentage 

as generally, employees do not integrate on the clock-working hours to personal 

free time. It must also be mentioned that due to technical reasons, the question-

naire link was originally sent to managers in the target group to be forwarded to 

their responsible team employees. This makes it impossible for the researcher to 

stay up to date with employees receiving the link. To reduce this risk, clear in-

structions on the cover letter both for managers and employees was included. 

Additionally, two reminder letters were sent in the time period the questionnaire 

was active to contact as many respondents as possible on-time. 
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4 RESULTS 

Both barometer results in 2017 and 2018 with the follow-up questionnaire on 

2020 state that the current system is inefficient and needs to be reviewed. Multi-

ple suggestions on how to improve was made and provide valuable information 

for the company. The suggested changes mentioned performance-based salary 

and bonuses based on a good performance. These are not currently in use, but 

many pieces of research support the hypothesis that rewarding from good perfor-

mance does improve performance/productivity. This is a good point of view for 

the Social Insurance Institution of Finland for many reasons. By implementing a 

performance-based rewarding or a bonus system, it also takes all kinds of em-

ployees in consideration and rewards those performing well and keeping motiva-

tion high but does not reduce the salary of those not exceeding set aim. Because 

the number of employees is such high, paying close attention to each employees’ 

performance and focusing on needed areas, the effect is multiplied by the num-

ber of employees. This could improve the number of decisions per employee in 

relation more than the given bonus increases personnel costs, leading to im-

proved performance per employee and lower salary costs in relation. This is sup-

plemented by a reduction in employee turnover rate as they are motivated to stay 

in the organisation and are satisfied and hiring new employees is always more 

expensive as the knowledge is already in the organisation in the current employ-

ees and new employees always take their time to orient and even that does not 

make sure they will stay for a longer period of time. This all contributes to organi-

sation image improving its value and desirability as an employer. 
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Figure 53. Suggested change 1 

 

Figure 53 shows the suggested changes in how rewarding should be included in 

Kelpo-discussion and to everyday work. According to the research findings, sug-

gestions can be done in two ways. The first suggestion includes smaller changes 

and can be done using current practises in use but taking full advantage of them 

according to the research findings. Firstly, currently, Kelpo-discussion is based 

on a self-filled form for the manager to go through and fill after the discussions. 

This is on an acceptable level where only the required information is dealt with. 

However, when done on a minimum required level, much of the capabilities is not 

utilized to its full potential. As the research points out, Kelpo-discussions are only 

useful to some extent and individual preferences, such as skills, knowledge, are 

often left without necessary attention. This causes the feeling of not getting 

acknowledged enough or not treated as an individual employee but as one em-

ployee in a team. When done with enough time, the important matters and 

strengths of an employee can be found out and get to use. This also strengthens 

the feeling of being important affecting motivation positively. Secondly, the re-

search pointed out that a part of both managers and employees are not aware of 

rewarding criteria. This area should be paid more attention to Kelpo-discussions. 

This could mean having a whole section dedicated to rewarding and company 

strategy with either creating a whole new form or adding rewarding and company 

strategy an essential part of it. This would help for both parties to be aware of on 
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what basis rewarding is done to what direction would the employee have to 

change his/her working to be rewarded and what the company puts importance 

on and supports the company strategy. The only downside here would be the in-

creased usage of time but that is something that will not have to be so thoroughly 

yearly and will eventually pay off and effect positively on multiple fields. 

 

 

Figure 54. Suggested change 2 

 

Figure 54 shows the suggested change in how to make rewarding more effective. 

As the research pointed out, performance-based rewarding is not directly in use 

but is wanted. Other researches mentioned in this thesis also support the hypoth-

esis that it improves performance and motivation. Performance-based rewarding 

can be seen included in rewarding based on quantity but not necessarily that 

much on quality. This suggestion requires much bigger changes to be made on 

an organisational level and includes implementing a whole new rewarding system 

to the current payroll and rewarding guide. It would also mean putting more 

weight on it at Kelpo-discussion and dedicating an own section to it. Just as the 

first suggestion, this would also improve the knowledge and awareness on re-

warding criteria but also make it more precise on what basis rewarding is done 

and when. This would help a motivated employee focus on the right things and 

therefore improve the level of performance. This also has many indirect effects. 

The most significant ones would be the improved motivation and satisfaction 
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which in turn makes employees capable of affecting directly to their salary, in-

creasing the feeling of acknowledgement and appreciation and reduce the possi-

bility of losing motivation and eventually leaving the employer. This would also 

help the managerial level to make it easier to reward when the criteria are clear 

for everyone, and the goal is met. This helps keep motivated employees in the 

company with their quiet information benefiting the company. The downside here 

would be the increased cost in personnel but as mentioned earlier in this thesis, 

according to the researcher, performance-based salary is a temporary increase in 

costs. This can also be applied to reduced costs in hiring as it is easier to calcu-

late the needed number of personnel reducing recruitment processes and costs 

as employees are already trained. 

 

5 CONCLUSIONS 

The results will benefit the company and improve both the level of performance 

and the level of employee satisfaction when results are considered when design-

ing or reviewing the payroll and rewarding guide in the future. The aim of the the-

sis as to find out the weak points and possibilities in the current rewarding system 

to improve the employee satisfaction, performance and commitment. All these 

mentioned fields are closely related to and affect each other.  

 

The primary aim was to find out what are the options employees value the most 

and have the biggest impact in the previously mentioned fields. This way the cur-

rent rewarding system can be re-evaluated and applied to practice for better re-

sults if suitable means are available and applicable. There is a possible option 

that the outcome of the research indicates too big of a gap between employees 

and employer regarding the current rewarding system. This means that the cur-

rent system is unable to provide the necessary reward and therefore, the motiva-

tion for the employee to keep the level of performance, satisfaction and commit-

ment and possible even reduce them. This leads to underperformance that is not 

because of a lack of skills but not willing to perform at best possible level be-

cause of little to no return of the investment the employee makes for the em-

ployer. In this case, the current system is inefficient and inappropriate for its sole 

purpose. 
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Company level 

 

This thesis could potentially have a major impact on the performance of the or-

ganisation and therefore reduce the organisational costs and improve the perfor-

mance of its employees. The performance jump is affected by multiple reasons; 

by rewarding well-performing employees, they generally tend to stay within the 

company because of increased happiness and motivation. This also improves the 

company “brand” and increase its attraction to apply for open positions. This, in 

turn, keeps the best talents wanting to apply. 

 

Societal level 

 

As the Social Insurance Institution of Finland is a leading organisation in distrib-

uting social benefits, this thesis could have a major impact on the whole society. 

Because the Social Insurance Institution of Finland is responsible for multiple 

benefits ranging from all different age groups vertically from the beginning until 

the end of the lifeline as well as horizontally from student, family, sickness, unem-

ployment and pensioners benefits, it is clear, that by enhancing the performance, 

the effects are far-reaching. The effects also have a multiplying effect because 

the Social Insurance Institution of Finland is only one link in the social benefit 

chain. When something in the chain changes, everything after the link is affected. 

When the change is positive, it also makes it possible to improve and change the 

latter links in the chain. 

 

Personal level contribution 

 

This thesis topic is important to the author personally. The author has a back-

ground and working experience from a wide range of companies, both from non-

profit and profit-oriented companies. This has shown that motivated employees 

are the ones creating the value for the company itself and, no company can suc-

ceed without good employees. If a skilled and capable employee is not treated 

the way the employee deserves, at some point, the company loses an asset as 

well as it has a direct impact on the company. If the rewarding is used correctly, it 
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creates healthy competition within the company making the employees do their 

best and constantly improve themselves. This has multiple positive effects in mo-

tivation, performance, continuity and even reducing the number of sickness 

leaves. When appreciated, an employee does the same towards the company. 

The authors personal level contribution is to create more detailed information for 

the board to make use when evaluating the next payroll and rewarding guide 

from 2021 onwards. For the managerial level, the aim is to offer different points of 

view when assessing the performance of an employee and rewarding them ac-

cordingly. In addition, more detailed information about personal appreciations and 

preferences are offered to take a more approach to the evaluation. 

 

Managerial implications 

 

This research produced relevant information on how effective both managers and 

employees see the current rewarding and payroll guide. Also, the most men-

tioned problem points were pointed out by both parties. In addition, both manag-

ers and employees suggested tangible propositions on how to change the current 

program in use. The information altogether is important for the company when 

evaluating its level of performance and how to increase it. As the Social Insur-

ance Institution of Finland is a large employer and socially significant institution, 

it’s in both its and whole society’s best interest to keep it running efficiently. The 

received data from this research is based on valid theories and received answers 

from the questionnaire support these theories and the validity of the research. 

 

Future research 

 

The questionnaire results pointed out multiple problem points in the current re-

warding system with improvement suggestions. As these may not be directly ap-

plicable and would require a different amount of effort to be taken to use in the 

payroll and rewarding guide, they are something that should be considered when 

reviewing the payroll and rewarding guide at the end of its validity period. This 

thesis offers a good example of what kind of results can be achieved when en-

gaging all related parties. This research pointed out multiple problem points on 
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current practices but also suggested solutions to these problems. The suggested 

solutions come from the performing level and those applying the current reward-

ing and payroll guide to practice. Therefore, these suggestions are supported by 

experience from the field and cannot be overlooked easily. 
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  Should rewarding be public? 

Managers 

Yes, why? 

Public acknowledgment that others are aware of, so the rewarding cri-
teria is transparent and other can pursue the same criteria. 

Development ideas should be publicly rewarded to let everyone 
know, that suggesting ideas is useful and they are heard. 

It is good to point out that rewarding exists 

Being open is important and that rewarding is equal, and everyone 
has an opportunity to be rewarded. 

When the rewarding criteria are clear, it can be public, so everyone 
knows what is being rewarded 

We should learn to be happy for each other, give credit to co-worker 
and be proud that we can work with other good colleagues. 

No, why? 

Rewarding is personal 

Public rewarding could bring up negative issues 

Management culture in the organisation does not yet support full 
publicity. There is still the idea, that the reward is out from others 

Public rewarding creates envy and unless justification is clear and still 
many can disagree. 
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Should rewarding be public? 

Employ-
ees 

Yes, 
why? 

Clarifies the rewarding criteria 

Creates equality 

Openness and transparency create equality and makes it easier to adjust 
own behaviour 

Encourages others to try 

Could engage others to invest more on their work and creates a transpar-
ent workplace 

Publicity makes sure that the system is not misused 

Makes mandatory to specify, why and what basis someone is rewarded 

The number of decisions per day should not have anything to hide 

Whose work is appreciated and who’s not 

Hiding on what basis someone is rewarded creates gossiping 

Would make clear, what the employer/organisation appreciates 

Everyone has a right to know, why someone is rewarded 

Current system only rewards quantity and not quality 

It is hard to pursue anything, if you don't know what is appreciated 

Creates equal pay 

On a general level, it would be good to know what is rewarded and how 

Creates rewarding based on work performance and not personal relations 

Would reduce guessing on why someone is rewarded 

No, 
why? 

Employees with the same education can work on different tasks and 
therefore with different salary 

Public rewarding would only compare the starting point of each employee 
rather that their work 

Rewarding should be personal, not putting a person up on a pedestal 

Would cause inequality between employees 

Would cause envy, because usually there are only few rewarded persons 

Currently rewarding would differ greatly due to different work tasks and 
weaken working atmosphere 

Not everyone wants extra attention 

Might create a certain kind of a reputation and create performance pres-
sure 

Rewarding should be compared to one's own development 

Creates unnecessary conversations and creates envy 

Rewarding favours certain kind of employees 

Rewarding is between employer and employee 

Rewarding does not have sufficient impact 

Creates unnecessary competition and stress 

Rewarding is a competitive advantage 
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How would public rewarding affect the rewarded employee? 

Manag-
ers 

He/she might feel awkward, but joy and a boost to confidence in the end 

Depends on the person, some want to be more at the spotlight and some stay 
on the back 

Some could feel anxiety 

Depends on the persons nature, as shy persons might be uncomfortable 

Public rewarding encourages 

Motivate, increase performance and help keep going 

Boost confidence and help believe in own skills 

How would public rewarding affect other than the rewarded employee? 

Manag-
ers 

Depends on the person 

Could increase faith that management also wants to hear what others have to 
say 

Help believe, that all of us have a chance to affect their own work  

Help others understand, that job well done gets rewarded 

Could make others envious, but in the and be happy for the rewarded person 

Others might feel injustice or envy 

Could make employees do more quantity than quality 

Others might motivate too 

Could cause conversations and criticism unless being transparent on rewarding 

Could make others doubt that reward has been achieved 

Some might be happy and some envious 

Some might question the rewarding 
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How would public rewarding affect your performance? 

Employees 

Could increase the number of envious colleagues 

Would help to focus on right things and know the rewarding criteria 

Would reduce performance, because every year the same persons are re-
warded, and some cannot achieve that level 

No effect 

Would increase quality and quantity 

Would encourage me to try harder strengthening the open atmosphere 

Depends of person, rewarding culture does not yet support full transparency 

No effect, because I always try my best 

Would not necessarily have any effect but would be awkward and uncom-
fortable for myself 

Would temporarily increase motivation be more active 

Would increase performance and would make myself regularly excel myself 

Might cause envy and talking behind bad so it's hard to say 

Not negatively 

Would encourage to good job also in the future 

Would motivate to do more and better 

Would reduce enthusiasm 

Would increase respect 

Negatively, because others might not agree with rewarding criteria 

Would help me focus on when the line in rewarding goes 

No major effect 

A lot 

Would create pressure to do more and better 

Would have to prove myself every day and create healthy competition 

Would probably make myself less committed to what I do 

Would increase stress 

No effect because I know I do more than most others 

Would make those rewarded an example on what to do and lead others to 
the same 
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What are the most important rewarding criteria in use? 

  1st criteria 2nd criteria 3rd criteria 

Managers 

Raise     Public acknowledgement More demanding tasks 

Personal points   Personal points   Team rewarding   

Feedback    Encouragement   Team activities   

Acknowledgement   Small rewarding   Personal career plan   

Team reward   Raise    Positive feedback   

     Benefits/perks   Gifts    

     Team rewarding       

Employees 

Collective bargain in-
crease 

Culture and Sport Vouch-
ers Free time     

Gift card    Free time    Perks/benefits   

Monetary rewarding   Vacation    Flexible working hours 

Perks    Gift card    Team rewarding   

Raise    Monetary rewarding   
Manager encourage-
ment 

Culture and Sport Vouch-
ers Team rewarding   Raise    

Flexible work options Perks/benefits   More responsible tasks 

Personal points   Manager encouragement 
Options to develop my-
self 

Team reward               
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How would you change the current rewarding program? 

Managers 

Change the personal point and task classification as it does not work 

Develop the whole system 

Remove strange/weird personal points and review the task classification 

Remove the points cap so that development is always possible to reward 

Remove the yearly point evaluation 

Update the old-fashioned system and remove unnecessary registering on 
forms 

Make rewarding freer within certain limits and make it on-time 

Remove personal points as they do not motivate employees and points are 
not earned but only given to those whose turn it is 

Zero to given points yearly and re-distribute, so they don't just go up auto-
matically 

Yearly assessment should only be done when necessary 

Clarify the criteria on rewarding 

Change it to meet the real work tasks requirements 

Re-asses the given point pool to managers as they are not in line with em-
ployee pool 

Remove the yearly point evaluation, as it costs more than produces 

Change it to be more genuine 

Employees 

Make it compete with private sector 

To notice personal skills better 

More monetary rewarding and openly explained tasks at work 

More focus on teams than individuals 

To support more personal development and rewarding a good employee 

More options to affect rewarding 

More transparent, open and equal system with clear criteria on rewarding 

To make truly reflect personal skills 

To implicate performance-related pay 

More power to managers to increase pay/points 

Let employees affect the system 

Update the system to be transparent and reward those who deserve it 

To reward more from quality than quantity 

Reward from broad benefit knowledge than just one deep knowledge from 
a narrow field 

Change the responsible person rewarding to someone else than the closest 
manager 

To not the level of education and experience more 

More rewarding options to choose from and seniority pay 

To meet the real standards the work tasks require 

Remove the list-based rewarding and make it more just than equal 

Implement bonuses, where quality and quantity are specified 

 



 

Appendix 11.  

 

  

What should be emphasized on rewarding? 

Managers 

Receive more positive feedback and public acknowledgment 

Employee development 

Personal performance 

Well-performing team 

Good quality and quantity 

Positive behaviour 

Other than monetary rewarding 

Social and working skills 

Attitude towards work, colleagues and customers 

Employees 

Personal development and performance 

Quality and quantity meeting both targets 

Overall performance 

Co-operation skills 

Innovativeness 

Quality and quantity 

Quality over quantity 

Customer-orientation 

Special tasks 

Team's joined performance 

Skills, knowledge and helping others 

Level of education and experience 

Openness, pointing out problem points and solutions to them 

Sharing knowledge to others 
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Should managers/employees be heard when designing or reviewing rewarding program? 

Managers 

Yes, why 

To know, what employees expect and want and that man-
agers can act accordingly 

Could provide important development ideas and new points 
of view 

Teams should choose the criteria on how to reward as 
quantity is overappreciated criteria 

Performing level should always be engaged and participated 

Provide information on what works and what doesn't 

Improve acceptance on rewarding 

Could make it more truthful and diverse 

No, why? 
Both managers and employees have chosen their represent-
atives and they do what they are empowered to do. 

Employees 
Yes, why? 

Especially worker association should be involved 

Employees know best what they do and what it requires 

They give practical information supporting the theory 

Managers and employees have a different perspective 

Employees know what motivates them 

Managers know what strengths employees have 

Managers might have the best know-how on developing the 
system 

Managers know the problem points 

The end-product could be better 

New ideas to think of 

To find new practises 

Managers and employees know what the real tasks involve 
as they do the work 

Employees and managers are experts in their own field 

They have the knowledge on how to commit and motivate 
them 

To remove current practises that don't work 

No, why? --- 
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Should individual rewarding be used also in the future? 

Managers 
Yes, why? 

If an employee is not rewarded, he/she might not be moti-
vated to develop 

Motivates to do their work 

Should be used more and more often than once a year 

Important when motivating and regarding well-being at work 

Improve the personal level of performance and reward for a 
job well done 

Encourages on a personal level 

Supports the good performance 

No, why? --- 

Employees 

Yes, why? 

Together with team rewarding 

Rewarding individuals must be available in the future for mo-
tivation 

Helps achieve set level of performance 

To motivate individual employees 

Creates feeling of appreciation and accomplishment 

This kind of work is done individually 

It is the most important way who to reward 

Team rewarding alone does not motivate individuals 

Those who perform well must be rewarded 

Everyone who does good is worth rewarding 

Personal investment to work must be rewarded 

Creates a feeling that one can affect their salary 

To note personal input 

One of the only ways to increase commitment in the organi-
sation 

Increases satisfaction within employees 

No, why? 
Team rewarding increases co-operation and team spirit 

Everyone's work is important, not just some individuals 
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Should the Social Insurance Institution of Finland use a rewarding program? 

Managers 
Yes, why? 

Increases work motivation 

Creates rules and criteria for rewarding 

Creates certain rules 

Everyone in the organisation work by the rules and makes new 
managers orientation easier 

Improves acceptance and increases commitment to quality 

Helps motivate and reward and also supports well-being at work 

Guides to coherent actions and equalises rewarding to be acces-
sible to everyone 

No, why? 
Measurable criteria on rewarding alone is not a good basis for 
rewarding 

Employees 

Yes, why? 

Supplements the basic salary 

Increases appreciation towards organisation 

So each individual knows what kind of activity is rewarded 

Kela is a big organisation and a forerunner, so why not here 

Performance-based salary is a good addition 

Motivates better to try one's best 

Good work deserves a good reward 

A clear program takes notes everyone and makes it transparent 

Helps notice good performance outside Kelpo-discussions 

Would take individuals into consideration 

It is present 

No, why? 

Not necessary to be done separately 

Could complicate things 

No, because it can't be done equally and taking each type of em-
ployee into consideration 

No to formality 

Current rewarding program is not based to real skills and 
knowledge 

 


