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1. introduction

1.1
Executive summary: The Finnish economy in a nutshell

Finland is ranked amongst the most competitive countries in the world. The World Economic Forum (WEF) ranks Finland as first and the International Institute for Management Development (IMD) as third. This top position Finland has gained in just a few years’ time due to a remarkable transition in the 1990s from an investment-driven to an innovation-driven economy.

The foundations for this economic success were laid already in previous decades through continuous increases in investment in research and development (R&D) and education as well as policy actions in favour of liberalisation and deregulation. Hence, current competitiveness is based on long-term strategies rather than pure luck.

The increase in R&D expenditure has been dramatic in the last two decades, and by 2001 its GDP share amounted to 3.6%. In real terms, R&D expenditure more than doubled during the 1990s. A remarkable growth in business enterprise R&D expenditure – mainly in the electronics industry – explains a major part of the increase in total R&D expenditure. In 2001 business enterprises’ share of R&D expenditure amounted to 72%. Despite of notable increases in government R&D funding, the public sector has not been able to keep pace with the private sector and its share in both total and business R&D expenditure has declined to a level much below the EU and OECD averages.

The exceptional increase in public R&D input during the 1990s can be seen as an important ingredient of the fundamental change in industry policy thinking that started in the late 1980s. The concept of a national innovation system was adopted as an important instrument of Finnish science and technology policy already in 1990, and in the mid-90s it was integrated with the concept of the knowledge-based society. The new economic policy that emerged from this redirection of strategies put emphasis on globalisation, innovations and productivity growth through increased knowledge and expertise. A main strength of Finland’s national innovation system is the collaboration between authorities, research institutes and companies. This institutionalised dialogue, which is evidently not very common in the international setting, definitely adds to the understanding of the interplay between technology policy and labour market flexibility actions underlying the economic success of the Finnish economy since the mid-90s.

The deep economic crisis in the early 1990s speeded up industrial restructuring, and in combination with investment in R&D and other intangibles increasing at an unprecedented rate, this created a considerably stronger industrial base of the Finnish economy. Indeed, many of the industries and firms that survived over the recession years have performed extremely well in terms of productivity growth. Measured by total factor productivity Finland has, by now, even outperformed the world leader on productivity, the USA. It is, therefore, fair to state that although industrial and technology policies have had a major bearing on business performance, the Finnish success story has been primarily business-driven rather than an outcome of public policy-making. 

The Finnish economy was growing at an exceptionally fast pace during the later half of the 1990s. A major explanation for this extraordinary economic performance was the growth of export-based high-tech industries and, especially, of the information and communication technology (ICT) industry. This growth performance has commonly been attributed to Nokia Corporation and the network that surrounds this also internationally highly valued company. Apart from Nokia and its network of contractors, also many other Finnish companies have achieved exceptionally good economic performance.

A major concern and challenge is how Finland’s competitiveness can be maintained also in the future. Finnish innovation performance so far reveals major weaknesses, as well. Among the most crucial are the weakly developed venture capital industry, the low proportion of SMEs innovating in-house, and the low proportion of new market capitalisations. Moreover, Finland’s current competitiveness stands out as less favourable when using more typical definitions of competitiveness than the one adopted by the two leading authorities on international competitiveness – “the country can offer an attractive environment for firms’ business activities”. If this situation is conditioned on all factors of production being fully employed and earning high returns and the long-term external balance of the country being maintained, then Finland’s current competitiveness ranking might be considered as too high. Measured by GDP per capita Finland was, in 2001, only ninth among the 15 EU member states and fourteenth among WEF’s 75 countries.

Key explanations for the average performance of Finland in terms of standards of living can be searched for on the labour market. The recession in the early 1990s resulted in a tremendous rise of unemployment, from one of the lowest in Finland in 1990 (close to 3%) to one of the highest (over 16%) within the OECD area. The recession expedited a structural change of employment from industry to services, and weeded out the less viable companies in Finnish industry, bringing high productiveness at the price of lost employment. The mass unemployment that ensued is still today reflected in an unemployment rate that has stagnated at a rather high level, making long-term unemployment and labour market exclusion central social problems that Finland has to face. The situation is compounded by demographics characterised by a rapidly increasing share of the elderly dependent population over the employed population.

Numerical flexibility in Finland is typically fixed-term. Part-time work is relatively rare due to high income taxation and traditionally high participation of females in working outside home. Wage flexibility is very limited due to the high level of unionisation (79%). Tele-work is becoming rapidly more common, and has evolved to include the use of teleinformatics in the organisation of work. Finland invests considerably in life-long learning, which makes functional flexibility feasible. In over 60% of all workplaces of more than 200 employees worker autonomy is considerable and continuous learning commonplace.

The key features of the Finnish economy can thus be summarised as top rank performance in R&D input, knowledge-intensive growth, competitiveness and productivity growth, but less than average performance when it comes to employment and unemployment despite of considerable recent improvements in the functioning of the labour market. 

1.2 Purpose of the study

Finnish competitiveness is largely built on knowledge and know-how. This requires flexibility and efficiently functioning national structures. Also the functioning of the labour market has adopted to these criteria through increased flexibility. Such consensus has been possible to achieve through active involvement of industry and labour market parts in technological policies and strategies.

This fact lays the foundation for the present study and dictates the structuring of the content of this report on flexibility and competitiveness for Finland. The report starts from an outline of the performance and consequent restructuring of the Finnish economy over the past two decades. It then continues with a presentation and discussion of Finnish technology policy and the ICT miracle of the 1990s, which are key supporting factors behind the Finnish success story. Chapters 4 and 5 report on the main features of labour market legislation and organisations as well as the collective bargaining system implemented in Finnish working life. The main modes of labour market flexibility – currently and historically – are discussed in Chapter 6. The report is concluded with a discussion of “the Finnish model”, in Chapter 7.

The report is based on three kinds of sources: published and unpublished literature, available statistics and data sources, and interviews with key stakeholders. The interviews were made in December 2001 – January 2002 with representatives of the Ministry of Industry and Trade, the Ministry of Labour, the National Technology Agency (Tekes), the Confederation of Finnish Industry and Employers (TT) and the Central Organisation of Finnish Trade Unions (SAK). Issues covered were labour market flexibility and its mechanisms, the role of legislation and labour market organisations, the interaction between technology and labour market policies, and the preferred future developments of labour market flexibility in Finland.

2. economic performance and structural change

This chapter provides an overview of the extraordinary performance of the Finnish economy over the past few decades and the structural changes that this evolution has brought about. The emphasis is on trends in GDP and productivity growth, exports and imports, industrial structures and, ultimately, on competitiveness. The concomitant influence on the labour market in term of employment, unemployment and the composition of the labour force is, to most parts, analysed in the chapter focusing on labour market flexibility (Chapter 6). Here, only some overall employment growth and industry employment aspects are covered, as a logical part of whole-economy performance and restructuring.

2.1
GDP growth and the Nokia effect

GDP growth in Finland displays the turbulence that the Finnish economy has experienced over the past few decades (Figure 2.1). The economy was booming towards the end of the 1980s and, suddenly in the early 1990s, was plunged into its deepest recession since the 1930 crisis.
 Signs of a recession were discernible already in the autumn of 1990, but the depth of it was realised only in 1991 when GDP growth turned strongly negative for the first time in the post-war period, causing a notable drop in GDP also in absolute terms.
 Negatively signed growth rates followed in 1992 and 1993, albeit declining in magnitude. As a result, the volume of GDP declined by 10.4% between 1990 and 1993. Due to the strong export-led growth that started in manufacturing in the latter half of 1993 and that gradually spread to the rest of the economy, GDP growth jumped already in 1994 and remained substantially higher than in pre-recession years, up to the new millennium. In 2001 Finland experienced the largest decline in GDP growth among EU member states when compared to the annual average growth for the period 1995 to 2001 (Table 2.1).

The electro-technical industry and Nokia in particular have had a tremendous impact on GDP growth in post-recession years. This impact has taken the form of boosting GDP growth but also the amplitude of the fluctuations in annual growth rates. As is evident from Figure 2.1, the Nokia effect was largest in 2000 when the company contributed with 1.8 percentage points to the total growth of 5.6% in real GDP. The contribution of Nokia was, in other words, estimated to have been nearly one-third of total GDP growth. By 2001 both rates had dropped substantially – GDP growth to below one per cent and the Nokia effect to close to zero. In that very same year, Nokia’s share in GDP amounted to 2.8%. Indeed, the strong influence of Nokia and the electro-technical industry on the Finnish economy is expected to have come to an end. Telecommunications have turned into a “normal” industry.

Figure 2.1
Real GDP growth and the %-point contribution to it of Nokia and the electro-technical industry, 1985 – 2002 
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Source: ETLA’s database and Ali-Yrkkö & Hermans (2002)

The average annual growth in real GDP was extremely rapid in Finland in the late 1990s also in an international perspective (Table 2.1). The only EU member states performing better were Ireland and Luxembourg. Important phenomena behind the high GDP growth rates in Finland in the latter half of the 1990s were excellent productivity performance fuelled by high R&D intensity and strong influence of technology-driven sectors producing spill-overs to the rest of the economy. These underlying phenomena are discussed in the next sections.

Table 2.1
Average annual growth in real GDP in selected countries, % 

	
	1985 – 90
	1990 – 95
	1995 – 2001
	2001

	Finland
	3.3
	-0.7
	4.3
	0.5

	Ireland
	4.6
	4.7
	9.3
	6.5

	Greece
	1.2
	1.2
	3.5
	4.1

	Netherlands
	3.3
	2.1
	3.3
	1.5

	EU-15
	3.3
	1.4
	2.4
	1.6

	United States
	3.2
	2.4
	3.6
	1.1


Source: European Commission: European Competitiveness Report 2002, Table I.2.

2.2
Productivity growth through restructuring

A major explanation for the outstanding growth rates of GDP reached in the Finnish economy in post-recession years can be found in dramatic strengthening of manufacturing total factor productivity (TFP). Indeed, within only a few years’ time Finnish manufacturing managed to fill in the TFP gap relative to the USA (Figure 2.2) and has in recent years probably even outperformed US manufacturing in this respect.

Figure 2.2
Total factor productivity of Finnish manufacturing, 1980 – 1999
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Source: Maliranta (1996) plus updated numbers.

The processes behind this extreme productivity performance as measured by TFP have been subject to in-depth research over the past years.
 A key outcome is that Finnish manufacturing has undergone a process that can be characterised as creative destruction á la Schumpeter and that this process intensified dramatically during the deep recession years. In other words, the considerable improvement in manufacturing TFP is largely the outcome of less productive firms and plants having been destroyed and surviving firms and plants having become even more productive than before.

This creative destruction process is also seen in official statistics. The total number of firms declined by no less than 33 000 in the deep recession years, from over 218 000 firms in 1990 to 185 000 in 1994 (VATT 2000). As can be seen from Figure 2.3, the exit rate was high in all firm size categories, with the recovery being particularly rapid among small firms.

Figure 2.3
Number of firms by size, 1988 – 2001
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Source: Official statistics compiled by Statistics Finland

Apart from fundamental restructuring at the micro level of the economy, TFP growth was boosted also by notable increases in business R&D investment, further supported by public R&D subsidies, and intensified networking between firms, creating not least a functioning and efficient ICT cluster. The rapid growth in R&D intensity and the growing importance of ICT clustering and capital accumulation are discussed in later sections.

Productivity performance, however, stands out as less impressive when looking at labour productivity instead of total factor productivity. The improvement in GDP growth towards the new millennium, as displayed in Table 2.1 above, was accompanied by weakening performance in labour productivity, with Finland being outperformed by Ireland, Greece and Portugal (Table 2.2). The average annual growth of GDP per employed person for 1995 to 2001 was notably lower compared to the corresponding growth rate for 1990 to 1995, and was, in effect, negative (-0.8) in 2001. Measured by labour productivity, Finland lagged far behind the USA still in 2001 (index = 77).

Table 2.2
Labour productivity growth in selected countries, %

	
	1985 – 90
	1990 – 95
	1995 – 01
	2001
	USA = 100 in 2001

	Finland
	3.0
	3.2
	2.1
	-0.8
	77

	Ireland
	3.5
	2.7
	4.0
	4.1
	90

	Greece
	0.5
	0.7
	3.0
	3.0
	64

	Netherlands
	1.1
	1.2
	0.7
	-0.4
	94

	EU-15
	1.9
	1.9
	1.2
	0.5
	78

	United States
	1.0
	1.2
	1.9
	1.2
	100


Note: Labour productivity growth is defined as growth of GDP per employed person.

Source: European Commission: European Competitiveness Report 2002, Table I.4.

This trend in output growth per employed person, of course, mirrors employment growth over these years. Compared to most other EU member states, the creation of new jobs has been rather satisfactory in Finland, with higher employment growth rates for the period 1995 to 2001 obtained only by Ireland, Spain, Netherlands and Luxembourg (Table 2.3). More details on the evolution of employment and unemployment are provided in the section on employment trends of Chapter 6.

Table 2.3
Employment growth in selected countries, %

	
	1985 – 90
	1990 – 95
	1995 – 01
	2001
	Employment rate in 2001

	Finland
	0.3
	-3.8
	2.1
	1.4
	67

	Ireland
	1.1
	1.9
	5.1
	2.3
	67

	Greece
	0.7
	0.6
	0.5
	1.1
	55

	Netherlands
	2.3
	1.1
	2.5
	2.0
	76

	EU-15
	1.4
	-0.6
	1.2
	1.1
	66

	United States
	2.0
	0.9
	1.3
	-0.1
	74


Source: European Commission: European Competitiveness Report 2002, Table I.3.

A similar downward trend is discernible when measuring productivity as output growth per hours worked instead of per employed person. From having reached an annual average rate of 3% over the period 1980 to 1990, hourly labour productivity growth had dropped to an average of 2.3% per annum for the period 1991 to 1999 (European Commission: European Competitiveness Report 2002, Table II.4). Figure 2.4 draws together the growth trend in real GDP, total hours worked and hourly labour productivity.

Figure 2.4
Annual growth rates of real GDP, total hours worked and hourly labour productivity, 1985 – 2001
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Source: ETLA’s database 

The highly different performance of Finland depending on whether focusing on total factor productivity or labour productivity explains much of the different opinions about Finnish productivity performance that have been expressed and debated in Finland over the very recent years. Indeed, productivity growth has occasionally been claimed to be surprisingly weak in view of the physical capital, human resources and technological advances, including ICT, in use in and available to Finnish businesses.

Evidently, this discrepancy in views relates strongly to whether the role of ICT is looked upon from the conventional supply-side angle or from the demand-side – New Economy – perspective. Large size of ICT capital accumulation and technology-driven industries is reflected in total factor productivity growth, and Finland is, indeed, a leading provider of ICT. Moreover, Finland has succeeded in creating an effective ICT cluster to support the diffusion of ICT both within the cluster and to the rest of the economy. But Finland is not an equally advanced user of ICT, which is in conformity with the finding of rather weak performance in terms of labour productivity. Further support for this argument is obtained when comparing Finland to another ICT leader, viz. the USA. While in the USA two-thirds of the contribution of ICT to labour productivity growth come from use, the corresponding ratio for Finland is estimated to be only one-third.

In this context it may, finally, be noted that labour productivity growth seems to have reached much the same magnitude in business service sectors as in manufacturing. Labour productivity growth in total business sector services was estimated at an average of 2.1% per annum in the period from 1995 to 1999 (European Commission: European Competitiveness Report 2002, Table III.2). Of the nine countries covered in the comparison, a higher growth rate was obtained only for the USA. The excellent performance of Finnish business sector services is due to very high labour productivity growth in post and telecommunications (14.1%) and financial intermediation (12.6%). In view of the above discussion, the question arises whether the business service sectors, and these two services in particular, have been able to implement ICT in a much more efficient way than manufacturing. In other words, are business services the leading user and manufacturing the leading provider? 

2.3
Explosion in R&D investment and high innovation rankings

The steady increase in R&D investment in the 1980s speeded up during the 1990s. In the early 1980s Finland allocated about 1% of GDP to R&D investment, as measured by gross domestic expenditure on R&D. At the turn of the decade, this share had reached the 2% level and, already before entering the new millennium, it had exceeded the target of 3% of GDP set by the Science and Technology Policy Council (STPC)
 for the year 2000 (Figure 2.5). Preliminary statistics for 2001 indicate that the share of R&D expenditure in GDP increased to 3.6% in 2001 from having been 3.4% in 2000. Due to this rapid growth in R&D input Finland now ranks second in the world. The only country with an even higher GDP share is Sweden.

[image: image11.wmf]1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

0

10

20

30

40

0

10

20

30

40

%

Finland

Greece

Netherlands

Switzerland

Ireland

USA

Figure 2.5
R&D expenditure (% of GDP) in comparison to selected countries and economic areas, 1981 – 2000

Source: OECD STI and the National Technology Agency (Tekes)

As in most other industrialised countries, an increasing share of R&D activities is performed by the business enterprise sector. In 1999 close to 70% of R&D was executed by business enterprises, compared to some 55% in the early 1980s.
 In line with this, business R&D intensity (in domestic product of industry) has shown one of the highest annual growth rates (over 7%) in the OECD area since the early 1990s. In 1999 business R&D intensity amounted to 3.2%, with only Sweden showing a higher figure (4.7%). The growth in business R&D intensity can be traced to increased R&D activities in virtually all industries in both manufacturing and services. 

The business enterprise sector not only performs but also funds an increasing share of R&D activities. Since the early 1980s its funding share has expanded from some 55% to some 67% (in 1999). As a percentage of GDP this corresponds to an increase from 0.65% up to 2.1%, again a top-ranking figure among OECD countries. The funding share of the business enterprise sector is estimated to be 72% for 2001.

Simultaneously the relative importance of government funding of R&D has declined. This is due not to an absolute decrease in government sources devoted to R&D but to a growth rate in public R&D funding that, in more recent years, has failed to keep pace with that in private R&D funding. Public R&D funding is outlined in more detail in Chapter 3.

Nokia has contributed considerably to this rapid growth in R&D input. In 2001 Nokia accounted for approximately one-third of total R&D expenditure and for an estimated share of 47% of business R&D input. Compared to the public R&D input, Nokia invests twice as much. Indeed, if excluding Nokia the R&D share in GDP drops to 2.4% for 2001.
 Also this share exceeds clearly the EU average, though. The electronics industry accounts for the major part, or some two-thirds, of total R&D expenditure. Furthermore, Nokia alone is estimated to attribute with about half of the manufacturing R&D input, which is due to the company still spending a large share of its R&D budget in Finland.

At this background it is hardly surprising that also ICT spending has grown rapidly since the early 1990s. Indeed, over the period 1993 to 2001 the ICT market grew faster in Finland (11%) than in the USA (close to 7%).
 ICT spending as a percentage of GDP increased from 5.1% in 1993 to 7.8% in 2000, but is estimated to have dropped slightly in 2001 (Figure 2.6). A minor slump occurred also in the Netherlands and Switzerland, while the situation remained unchanged in Greece. The ICT industry recession was reflected much stronger in the GDP share of ICT in Ireland and the USA. One notable feature, however, is that despite the downturn in 2001, in all these small European economies ICT spending as a percentage of GDP remained at a clearly higher level than in 1999. This was not the case for the USA.

Figure 2.6
Total ICT spending as a percentage of GDP in comparison to Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, Switzerland and USA, 1993 – 2001
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Source: WITSA (2002, p. 36)
Many forces have contributed to the slowdown in total ICT spending. There are, nevertheless, trends in the opposite direction as well. Among these are e-commerce and Internet. For instance, the percentage of IT spending on e-business in Finland moved from 6% in 1999 to 10% in 2001. Greece experienced a similar trend (from 6% to 9%). Switzerland and Ireland landed at, respectively, 14% and 16% in 2001 from having been at the same level (9%) in 1999. The Netherlands saw the most moderate growth in e-business among these five nations (from 8% in 1999 to 10% in 2001).

Aggregate ICT spending is dominated by telecommunications. The growth in telecommunications spending over the period 1993 to 2001 was clearly higher than in total ICT spending for Greece (18.2% compared to 16.6% for total ICT spending); slightly higher for Finland (11.3% versus 10.9%); about the same for Ireland (some 12%) and the Netherlands (7.4%); but notably lower for Switzerland (2.2% versus 4.5%).
 Also in the USA did telecommunications spending grow at a slower rate (4.9%) than total ICT spending (6.7%) over the years 1993 – 2001.

These success stories in R&D and ICT spending have pushed Finland high up in innovation indicator rankings. In the European Commission 2001 Innovation scoreboard, Finland takes the EU leader position in four out of the eighteen indicators scored, viz. population with a tertiary education as a percentage of the 25 – 64 years age classes; public R&D expenditures as a share of GDP; European Patent Office (EPO) high-tech patent applications per million population
; and US Patent Office (USPTO) high-tech patent applications per million population (Table 2.4). In the case of business expenditure as a percentage of GDP, Finland is outperformed only by Sweden. Finland is ranked as third when it comes to employment in high-tech services as a percentage of the total workforce; innovation expenditures as a percentage of all turnover in manufacturing; and per cent of manufacturing value-added in high-tech sectors. The innovation scoreboard accordingly lists the following major strengths of the Finnish economy relative to other EU member states: population with tertiary degree; public and business investment in R&D; high-tech patenting; and Internet penetration
.

Table 2.4
The 2001 Innovation scoreboard – main results for Finland

	Indicator
	EU mean
	Finland
	Rank-ing
	Relative size
	EU average = 100

	S&E graduates / 20 – 29 yrs
	10.4%
	10.4%
	4
	average
	100

	Population with tertiary ed. 
	21.2%
	32.4%
	1
	above
	153

	Participation in life-long l.
	8.4%
	19.6%
	4
	above
	233

	Employed in med/high-tech manufacturing
	7.8%
	7.2%
	7
	average
	92

	Employed in high-tech services
	3.2%
	4.3%
	3
	above
	134

	Public R&D / GDP
	0.66%
	0.95%
	1
	above
	144

	Business R&D / GDP
	1.19%
	2.14%
	2
	above
	188

	High-tech EPO patents /pop.
	17.9
	80.4
	1
	above
	449

	High-tech USPTO patents / population
	11.1
	35.9
	1
	above
	323

	SMEs innovating in-house
	44.0%
	27.4%
	11
	below
	62

	SMEs innovation co-oper.
	11.2%
	19.9%
	4
	above
	178

	Innovation expenditure / total sales
	3.7%
	4.3%
	3
	average
	116

	High-tech venture capital / GDP
	0.11%
	1.38%
	5
	above
	128

	New capital raised / GDP
	1.1%
	0.3%
	12
	below
	27

	Sales of new-to-market products
	6.5%
	7.3%
	5
	average
	112

	Home internet access
	28.0%
	44%
	4
	above
	157

	ICT markets / GDP
	6.0%
	6.0%
	9
	average
	100

	High-tech value added in manufacturing
	8.2%
	12.5%
	3
	above
	152

	Summary Innovation Index
	
	4.7
	
	
	


Notes: Relative size illustrates whether the indicator is more than 20% above the EU average (above) or more than 20% below the EU average (below). Definitions of the indicators can be found in the text.

Source: European Commission: 2001 Innovation scoreboard, different tables.

Lower than top-3 rankings but indicator numbers still clearly above the EU average are obtained for participation in life-long learning measured as a percentage of the 25 – 64 year-olds; manufacturing SMEs involved in innovation co-operation; high-tech venture capital investment as a percentage of GDP; and home internet access as a percentage of all households. 

Finland performs close to the EU average with respect to new S&E graduates as a percentage of the 20 – 29 years age class; employment in med-high and high-tech manufacturing as a share of the total workforce; innovation expenditures as a percentage of all turnover in manufacturing (which nevertheless is enough for a third ranking, as noted above); new-to-market products as a percentage of all manufacturing sales; and share of ICT markets as a percentage of GDP.

A weak and notably lower than EU average performance is scored for two indicators: new capital raised on stock markets as a percentage of GDP and SMEs innovating in-house as a percentage of manufacturing SMEs. The latter is, in effect, noted to be a major weakness relative to other EU member states.

The summary innovation index is calculated to be 4.7, which ranks Finland third after Sweden (6.5) and the USA (5.6). The overall trend indicates that Finland has been rushing further ahead; the already high summary innovation index combines with an improvement rate far above the EU average. An even higher improvement rate is calculated for, among others, Ireland and Greece, but their innovation performance is notable lower than for Finland. Ireland ranks eighth with a summary innovation index of 1.2, and Greece sixteenth (-7.9) with only Portugal having an even lower index (-8.7). The Netherlands ranks seventh (2.9), but in combination with an improvement rate much below the EU average, the country is classified as “losing momentum”.

2.4 New exports and imports patterns

The fact that Finland, during the 1990s, managed to become one of the leading providers of ICT has profoundly reshaped the structure of Finnish exports and imports. Figure 2.7 reveals the substantial increase in the relative importance of exports of electronics and electromechanical products that occurred during the past decade. The figure includes statistics from 1960 to underscore how dramatic the change has been, away from the traditional export goods of wood, pulp and paper products. The recent turbulence in the ICT sector coupled with uncertainty in the global economy resulted in 2001 in a cut off in the exports of electronics and electromechanical products. It is expected to be only temporary, though. 

Figure 2.7
Exports of goods by industry, 1960 – 2000
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Source: Board of Customs

Figure 2.8
Imports of goods by industry, 1997 – 2000
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Source: Board of Customs

Unfortunately, available statistics cannot tell about the corresponding change in the composition of imports of goods, as a similar decomposition has been produced only since 1997. The important role of electronics and electromechanical products in recent years also in imports is evident, nevertheless (Figure 2.8). 

Another way to illustrate the explosive change in the importance of ICT in Finnish trade is to look at the relative share of high-tech exports in total exports. This share was less than 7% in 1990 and some 11% in 1994. By 2000, it had increased to 23% or almost one-forth of total exports, a share very close to that of the UK but still lower than the corresponding share for Japan, USA and the world leader, Ireland.

A third alternative is to focus on the export and import activities related to telecommunications equipment. This is done in Figures 2.9 and 2.10, in comparison with selected countries. Finland’s outstanding position as a provider of telecommunications equipment is evident from Figure 2.9. In 2000 the export share of telecommunications equipment in GDP was close to 7%, compared with only 1% in 1993. The corresponding share for the other countries is modest with Ireland coming closest with a share having increased to some 3% by 2000.

A similar but much more moderate trend is seen in imports, mainly explained by the manufacture of components having been, to an increasing extent, moved abroad to own or sub-contractors’ plants (Figure 2.10). Still in 2000 the imports of telecommunications equipment amounted to less than one per cent of GDP, though. Here, the conspicuous exception is Ireland, where the activities of multinational firms had raised the GDP share of imports of telecommunications equipment to 2% by the turn of the millennium.

The Finnish success in trade and especially with electronics and electromechanical products has been strongly supported by a favourable development of relative unit labour costs of Finnish industry. This favourable trend, which started in the deep recession years of the early 1990s, is displayed in Figure 2.11, separately for total cost competitiveness and cost competitiveness when excluding the electro-technical industry. Indeed, the wages of Finnish engineers are relatively low when compared to other industrialised countries, for which reason ICT has been comparatively cheap to develop.
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Figure 2.9
Exports of telecommunications equipment as a percentage of GDP in comparison to Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, Switzerland and USA, 1985 – 2000

Source: Calculations based on The ITU World Telecommunication Indicators Database 

Figure 2.10
Imports of telecommunications equipment as a percentage of GDP in comparison to Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, Switzerland and the USA, 1985 – 2000

[image: image16.wmf]1981

1983

1985

1987

1989

1991

1993

1995

1997

1999

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

%

Finland

Greece

Netherlands

Switzerland

Ireland

USA

EU-15


Source: Calculations based on The ITU World Telecommunication Indicators Database

Figure 2.11
Relative unit labour costs of Finnish industry, OECD/Finland

[image: image17.wmf]1981

1983

1985

1987

1989

1991

1993

1995

1997

1999

0

20

40

60

80

100

%

Finland

Greece

Netherlands

Switzerland

Ireland

USA

EU-15


Source: ETLA’s database

2.5 Profound industrial restructuring

Most fundamentally the strengthening of the Finnish economy through ICT has been reflected in industry structures with respect to both value added and employment. A traditional sector composition shows that the industry sector still leads when tracing volume trends (Figure 2.12), while a decomposition according to relative shares reveals the rapidly growing role of services in total output (Figure 2.13). The share of the services sector in real GDP has increased to over 60%, with business sector services covering a steadily growing portion of the sector’s output. The relative share of industry has come down to one-third of real GDP, while agriculture contributes with less than 4%. 

Due to differences in productivity growth, this traditional way of dividing the economy into sectors displays even larger compositional changes when it comes to employment (see Chapter 6).

Figure 2.12
Volume trend in GDP, agriculture, industry and services, 1985 – 2002
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Source: ETLA’s database

Figure 2.13
Relative shares of agriculture, industry and services in real GDP, 1985 – 2000
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Source: ETLA’s database

A closer look at the compositional structure of manufacturing reveals, as is also to be expected, a tremendous increase in the value added share of the electro-technical industry (Figure 2.14). Moreover, the expansion of this industry has occurred at the expenses of the consumer goods industry; the relative shares in total manufacturing value added of the forest and metal industries have remained approximately unchanged over the past decades. At the turn of the millennium, the four broad industry categories contributed with an almost equally large share to total manufacturing value added.

The corresponding distribution of those employed in manufacturing is shown in Figure 2.15. The employment share of the electro-technical industry has doubled between 1985 and 2000, from 8.6% to 16.2%. A slight improvement in the relative employment share is noted for the rest of the metal industry. The forest industry has managed to maintain its employment share almost intact. A notable drop has occurred in the employment share of other manufacturing industries, which in 2000 employed an equally large share as the category of other metal industries, or approximately one-third.

The corresponding trends in the services sector are displayed in Figure 2.16 and Figure 2.17. The most conspicuous change has occurred in the case of services related to real estate. The relative share of real estate in total value added of the services sector had by 2000 increased to over 27%, compared to some 20% in 1985. Its relative employment share of total service sector employment had, however, grown more slowly, amounting to just over 13% in 2000 from having been 8.4% in 1985. This supports further the European Commission results of considerable labour productivity growth in services in Finland, especially in the 1990s, that were referred to above.

Figure 2.14
Compositional structure of manufacturing value added, 1985 – 2000
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Source: ETLA’s database

Figure 2.15
Compositional structure of manufacturing employment, 1985 – 2000
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Source: ETLA’s database

Figure 2.16
Compositional structure of service sector value added, 1985 – 2000

[image: image22.wmf]1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

0

20

40

60

80

100

0

20

40

60

80

100

%

Other goods

Chemicals

Metals

Machinery

Paper

Wood

Electronics

31%


Source: ETLA’s database

Figure 2.17
Compositional structure of service sector employment, 1985 – 2000
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2.6 Outcome: Top competitiveness rankings

The extraordinary performance of the Finnish economy in post-recession years up to the new millennium in terms of economic and (total factor) productivity growth has thus been largely driven by tremendous increases in business R&D and ICT investment. A key supportive ingredient of this process has been the science and technology policy pursued by the government, for which reason it is well justified to look in more detail into industrial policy thinking in Finland and its evolution over time. This is done in the next chapter.

The joint efforts of the private sector and the government to increase R&D expenditure and to create a functioning and efficient ICT cluster have also contributed substantially to the top rankings that Finland has achieved in recent years in international competitiveness comparisons.
 In its 2001 comparison of 75 economies, the World Economic Forum (WEF) ranked Finland as the most competitive nation. This top ranking was reached both according to the Current Competitiveness Index (CCI) and the Growth Competitiveness Index (GCI). According to the latter, Finland ranked only sixth in 2000, eleventh in 1999, and even worse in 1996 to 1998. Of the factors emphasised by WEF as supporting the Finnish competitiveness rankings, eight out of the ten listed in relation to CCI concern science and technology efforts of the private and public sectors. Of the five supporting factors listed in relation to GCI, four are linked to such efforts.

The International Institute for Management Development (IMD), on the other hand, ranked Finland as third in 2001, out of 49, after the USA and Singapore. In view of Finland’s low position in 1993 (25th out of 38 countries) the improvement in ranking as been remarkable. Any improvement in rankings should, though, be evaluated also against changes in the countries covered in each year in the comparisons.

These successful competitiveness rankings are no doubt positive for Finland in an international perspective. They do not, however, mean that Finland can lay back and admire its excellence. Instead the long-term perspective should be the guiding one also in the future, especially since considerable economic challenges remain, the most severe being unemployment. 
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Annex of Chapter 2: Internet penetration in Finland

The number of personal computers and the number of online users are commonly used indicators in international comparisons of Internet. A major problem, however, is that the country-specific figures actually reported tend to vary considerably across databases. According to the series drawn in Figure A2.1, the number of personal computers per capita increased in Finland from some 14% in 1993 to close to 40% in 2000. Based on WITSA (2002), on the other hand, the installed base of personal computers per capita was 13.4% in 1993, increasing to some 36% in 1999, but then dropping to about 33% in 2000. And recent numbers published by Statistics Finland indicate that every second Finn has a personal computer. This certainly points to an unsatisfactory spread in the available information on the consignment of personal computers.
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Figure A2.1
Number of personal computers per capita in comparison to Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, Switzerland and USA, 1988 – 2000

Source: Calculations based on The ITU World Telecommunication Indicators Database 
Similar discrepancies between databases can be found for several of the other countries. Thus the trend in Figure A2.1 goes from some 17% in 1993 to 50% in 2000 for Switzerland, while WITSA (2002) numbers point to a trend from close to 16% in 1993 to about 39% in 2000 (a drop from almost 43% in 1999). For Ireland, the WITSA (2002) numbers go from 7.5% in 1993 to some 22% in 2000 (down from over 23% in 1999), which are throughout substantially lower per capita numbers compared to those given in Figure A2.1 (13.5% in 1993 and 35.9% in 2000). The largest difference occurs for the USA where the share reported in the figure amounts to 58.5% for 2000, but is as high as 72.2% according to WITSA (2002). For Greece and the Netherlands, in contrast, the two databases report very similar dispersions across the population. 

Differences in reported year-specific shares show up in more or less outstanding differences in growth rates. The series displayed in Figure A2.1 imply that the number of personal computers per capita has increased at much the same average annual rate in the five European countries, but at a clearly slower rate in the USA. According to WITSA (2002, p. 48) statistics, on the other hand, Finland has experienced the slowest growth in the consignment of personal computers, while growth has been fastest in Greece, followed by Ireland, Netherlands and Switzerland, with the USA falling between Ireland and the Netherlands. 

The expansion in personal computers is also reflected in the development of the online population. According to WITSA (2002), in 2001 the percentage of Internet users in the population approached or exceeded 50% in four out of the six countries compared, with Greece and Ireland being the exceptions. Among these countries, Finland had the largest share in 1997 but was surpassed by the USA already in 2000 and in 2001 also by Switzerland. The per capita numbers displayed in Figure A2.2 tell a totally different story, however. Finland dominates with an estimated number of Internet users per capita amounting to over 37% in 2000. This share is also closer to the one reported by Statistics Finland (every third Finn being an Internet user).

European Commission 2001 Innovation scoreboard numbers, finally, sign the Netherlands as the EU leader when it comes to home internet access as a percentage of all households. The share in the Netherlands (55%) exceeds even that of the USA (47%). Among EU member states, Finland comes forth (44%), Ireland seventh (36%), and Greece last with a share of 12%. The EU average amounts to 28%. It is emphasised, though, that better data and more sophisticated measures of Internet use are needed.

Equally important as absolute shares is the development over time in the number of Internet users. When it comes to Finland, the trend over the past few years seems to point to a slowdown in the growth of the online population, a trend that can also be seen in several other industrialised countries. Potential reasons for slower growth rates are technical difficulties and too high prices. This outcome is of particular interest with respect to tele-working, as one key justification put forth in Finland for increased use of tele-working has been to secure jobs also in regionally remote parts of the country through efficient use of the opportunities offered by information technologies. Tele-work is discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.

Figure A2.2
Number of Internet users per capita in comparison to Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, Switzerland and USA, 1991 – 2000
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Source: Calculations based on The ITU World Telecommunication Indicators Database 

3. Technology policy and the ict miracle

3.1
The emergence of Finnish technology policy

The growth of technological and industrial R&D activities started in the early 1980s, partly due to the adoption of R&D enhancing policies. A key objective was to speed up the restructuring of Finnish industry, from low-tech to high-tech industries. Information technology (IT) was recognised as a key ingredient of this process. The National Technology Agency (Tekes) was established – nowadays the main executor of technology policy – and the first national R&D programmes were launched with the aim of promoting collaboration among industry, universities and research institutes. A few years later, in 1987, the domain of the Science Council, an advisory body to the government founded already in 1963, was enlarged to include also technology issues and, accordingly, its name was changed to the Science and Technology Policy Council (STPC). 

Compared to the 1970s, the investments in R&D undertaken by the business sector had doubled towards the end of the 1980s. Nevertheless, there was seen to be a need to notably increase national spending on R&D. The targets set by STPC were to increase the R&D share in the gross national product (GDP) to 2% by 1990, to 2.45% by 1995 and to 2.7% by 2000. The target for the year 2000 was later on raised to 3%. For the period 2001 to 2004 the target is to retain the R&D share in GDP intact, that is, to increase R&D funding in line with the estimated growth of GDP (STPC 2000). 

When the economic boom of the late 1980s suddenly turned into the deepest economic crises of the Finnish economy since the 1930s, it was realised that the economy had to be diversified away from the traditional pillars of the forest and metals and engineering industries towards new high-tech industries, and IT in particular. Obviously, another major driving force was the coming EU membership. As a consequence, industrial policy underwent a fundamental revision and several supporting key policy actions were set into force: a new competition policy, privatisation of government-owned companies and liberalisation of markets. The role of technology policy strengthened further and, at the same time, the focus shifted from “science-push” to “industry-pull” strategies. A growing number of industry- and problem-oriented technology programmes were introduced with the emphasis on fostering vertical collaboration.
 In addition, actions were taken to improve firm- and business-related conditions through changes in the regulatory environment and the institutional setting, including labour market institutions. Technology policy had shifted from intervention to facilitation – to creating favourable framework conditions, and had become one of the main ingredients of Finnish industrial policy.

During the 1990s increasing attention was paid also to the social dimension of technology policy, one aim being to develop sectoral research relevant to social development in order to find new solutions to social problems (STPC 1996). The emergence of this dimension was rationalised by the rapid and profound changes in industrial and economic structures that followed upon the economic recession in the early 1990s and that were driven by both national and global challenges. Moreover, since the restructuring processes of the economy will inevitably continue and may even intensify further, the social dimension can be expected to demand considerable attention also in the future. 

The Science and Technology Policy Council lays the basis for the science and technology policy to be pursued in the coming years. In its triennial key policy document, Review of science and technology policy, the Council discusses main policy challenges, sets priorities and makes recommendations about, inter alia, the allocation of public funding of R&D as well as of other resources. The actual implementation of the Council’s recommendations is the responsibility of the ministries and the various agencies.

The strong influence of the Council on industrial policy design originates in it being chaired by the Prime Minister and in it having a broad representation of key stakeholders representing not only government and academia but also industry, and employers’ and employees’ organisations. The government appoints the Council for a three-year term. Albeit institutionalised in the form of a council, the interactions between these stakeholders are characterised by intensive and informal communication. Equally important, the role of each actor is clearly defined, and they have a common view on the policy objectives and tools of the national industrial strategy to be pursued over the coming years. This institutionalised dialogue, which is evidently not very common in the international setting, also adds to the understanding of the interplay between technology policy and labour market flexibility actions underlying the economic success of the Finnish economy since the mid-90s.

3.2 NIS and cluster thinking drives technology policy

Finnish technology policy thinking has, ever since the early 1990s, been strongly influenced by the national innovation system (NIS) approach
; that is, by the idea of the complex linkages and interactions between technology, science and economy being the engine of social change and economic growth. Other major concepts that were introduced into the technology policy debate at much the same time were competitiveness and networking, grasped by means of the cluster approach.
 With the adoption of the National industrial strategy of 1993, traditional industrial policy was gradually replaced by technology, education and competition policies.

The adoption of NIS thinking shifted the focus in Finnish technology policy towards the innovation process and, as indicated below, more recently also to the environment in which innovations are born and commercialised. This innovation-centred approach requires policy actions to acknowledge a number of key issues through which innovations can be encouraged and facilitated. Among these are the knowledge and skills base; technology accumulation, transfer and diffusion; inter-organisational co-operation; commercial utilisation; and the business environment. Apart from improving the global competitiveness of national companies, this type of conditions providing policies can also attribute to making the country an attractive location for foreign companies. 

The implementation of the cluster approach in Finnish technology policy was seen to provide an important complementary view to the existing policy basis founded on “innovation systems thinking”.
 Both approaches depart from whole systems and attempt to identify key actors, framework structures and conditions as well as interactions and their relation to outcomes. Whereas in the NIS approach these outcomes are measured indirectly as competitiveness, they are in the cluster approach measured directly in economic terms. Other notable differences between the two approaches are that clusters are implemented not at the national level but on a smaller scale, and that cluster analyses generally overlook flows of knowledge and skills.

A recent outcome of the introduction of cluster thinking are the so-called inter-ministerial cluster-based programmes that were introduced in the STPC Review of 1996 and that came to constitute a major new concept of technology policy in the late 1990s.
 The novelty of these programmes as compared to the already implemented industrial cluster-based approach was to join and combine the efforts of all stakeholders in an attempt to strengthen the competitiveness of the whole cluster. Apart from universities, research institutes and companies, these stakeholders also include sectoral government research laboratories and main users. The second generation of inter-ministerial cluster-based programmes will be launched in the near future. 

The STPC Review of 1996 also integrated a third key concept into the national innovation system – the knowledge-based society. This change shifted the emphasis of Finland’s economic policy to globalisation, innovations and productivity growth, which were regarded to require increased knowledge and expertise through R&D, education and training. 

The strong integration of NIS, cluster and knowledge-based society thinking into Finnish technology policy-making is evident also from the five policy challenges that were identified by the STPC in its most recent review (STPC 2000):

· How to enable growth of the ICT cluster in Finland? Here the main challenge is to secure the match between the demand for and the supply of skilled labour.

· How to ensure innovation and growth in social, cultural as well as other sectors of the economy? Here the challenge is to transform the whole society into a knowledge economy.

· How to identify potential clusters and how to enable their growth? Here the challenge is to identify clusters with a potential of becoming strong and fast growing. Otherwise there is the risk of the economy of being too dependent on the ICT cluster.

· How to enhance technology transfer and diffusion to enable widespread use and benefits of new technologies throughout society? Here the challenge is to ensure that all organisations, regardless of location and capability, can utilise the high-quality innovation services that the innovation system provides.

· How to strengthen the science base? Here the challenge is the funding situation of Finnish universities.

This outline of Finnish technology policy dating from 2000 also reflects the particular challenges that the adopted NIS and cluster approaches themselves are inevitably facing in the coming years. A major part of these challenges arises from the continuous restructuring of industries and the ongoing globalisation of both companies and value chains. As discussed by Romanainen (2001), this development makes it increasingly difficult to pre-define clear borders of systems to allow analysis of their contents. He therefore suggests a solution according to which the systemic approaches of NIS and clusters are complemented with “analysing and thinking in terms of environments”, which basically means that only the core needs to be defined while the analysis is focused on the environment surrounding it.

Indeed, Finnish technology policy of today has already extended its innovation systems approach to the complementary concept of innovation environment in an attempt to fuel the discussion with perspectives that originate not only from the innovation system but also from innovation as such. Hence, the strong influence of innovation thinking could well justify the use of the term “innovation policy” instead of “technology policy”.

3.3 The ICT cluster

As was evident from the above policy challenges, as identified by the STPC, the ICT cluster and its growth conditions are of major concern in Finnish technology policy. The ICT cluster in Finland relies on a core of industries engaged in manufacture of telecommunications – particularly mobile – equipment and in telecommunications operation and services. Among the supporting industries is a highly specialised electronics industry. The associated services comprise, among others, the venture capital market, which has evolved to become a notable source of funding for ICT companies. A major contribution of the related industries, finally, is the digitalisation of content, the success of which will decisively affect the future demand for telecommunications infrastructure.

The 1990s witnessed a substantial strengthening in the economic relevance of the ICT cluster, a trend that was strongly influenced by successful implementation of the policy actions supporting the evolution of the national innovation system. Towards the end of the decade, the share of the ICT cluster in GDP amounted to close to 7% (in 1999). This outstanding performance is to most part attributable to the development of ICT manufacturing, the value added of which has grown at an average annual rate of 35%.

The share of the ICT cluster in total national employment is much more moderate, or some 4% in 1999. The employment potential of the cluster, however, is clearly higher but has not been fully realised because of continuous shortage of skilled labour.
 Nokia employed nearly 30% of the cluster’s labour force. If adding a cautious quantification of the indirect employment effects of Nokia – through sub-contractors – its share is likely to be one-half, at least.

Nokia dominates the ICT cluster also in other respects. Its domestic sales accounted in 1998 for almost one-half of total cluster turnover, and for two-thirds of cluster exports. A major part (some 60% in 1998) of ICT cluster production is exported, with the export share being even larger for ICT manufacturing, i.e. equipment. Towards the end of the 1990s, ICT product exports covered some 20% of total exports, compared to only 5% in 1990. These numbers reflect the strong position of Finland among the providers of ICT.

Apart from advantageous factor conditions, like favourable capital market developments, the ICT cluster has benefited also from fruitful demand conditions, not least from the alleged “technology-oriented” character of the Finnish population. The enthusiasm with which the Finns adopted the mobile phone contributed strongly to the success of Nokia. Today, however, with the explosive expansion of Nokia, only a few per cent of the company’s total revenue come from the Finnish market.

The future prospects and growth potential of the ICT cluster depend on three challenges, at least. First and as also emphasised by the STPC, one challenge is to provide the ICT companies with a sufficient supply of skilled labour. And a recent evaluation report (Prihti et al. 2000) emphasises, more generally albeit with strong reference to the ICT industry, the need to develop the future competencies of the Finnish workforce. For these purposes, the ICT industry association and the public sector have jointly outlined the future needs of skilled labour in the ICT industry. Previous to this, the Ministry of Education initiated a programme, implemented in the years 1998 – 2002, to expand education in the information industry fields. One of the goals is to increase the number of academic degrees in these fields by one-third during 1999 – 2006.

Second, in addition to telecommunications technology, also the digital content industry needs to be developed. There is, in other words, a need to obtain a better balance within the ICT cluster between technology-oriented and market-oriented activities. Also the aforementioned evaluation report stresses the need to focus more strongly on a customer-driven innovation policy. This challenge ranks high in Finnish technology policy, which is also reflected in the Content Finland Programme that the government initiated in 1999. The main task of this inter-ministerial agenda, which extends over the years 2000 to 2003, is to improve the preconditions for Finland to become a leader also in the provision of digital content industrial products.

Finally, the ICT cluster still relies heavily on the cluster companies themselves. This reveals an obvious need to link the ICT companies more strongly to the rest of the economy. Moreover, this challenge relates to two aspects underlined in the previously mentioned evaluation report (Prihti et a. 2000): first, to integrate the new and old industries so as to preserve conventional jobs and create new ones, and second, to improve further the cluster approach, especially through the creation of entirely new linkages. One already adopted solution is to supplement the flow of ICT into other industries with a flow in the opposite direction, that is, with other industries providing to an increasing extent new technologies to ICT companies. Moreover, one of the most significant changes within the national technology policy in recent years has been to create new organisations associated with technology transfer, diffusion and commercialisation.

3.4 Major trends in public R&D funding

It is commonly argued that the successful development of the Finnish ICT cluster builds on two historical circumstances. First, telephone network operation was never monopolised by the state, as was the case in most other countries. Second, unlike many foreign markets the Finnish telecommunications equipment market allowed competition.
 Swift deregulation and full liberalisation of the telecommunications market were finalised as early as in 1994. Paija (2001a) describes the regulatory approach adopted in Finnish telecommunications policy with three illustrative terms – pro-competitive policies, light-handed regulation and technology-neutral competition.

Moreover, the evolution of the Finnish economy has, over the past few decades, involved several fundamental changes that have contributed to strengthening the competitive advantage of the ICT cluster. Further pre-conditions for rapid growth have been laid down by government policy actions. In the 2001 competitiveness rankings of WEF, successful public support of ICT use is put forth as one main factor behind the outstanding competitiveness performance of the Finnish economy over the past few years.

The extraordinary increase in R&D expenditure towards the end of the decade was the outcome of a joint commitment of the private sector and the government in 1996 to increase R&D expenditure to 2.9% of GDP by 1999 (STPC 1996). As noted earlier, this goal was, in effect, exceeded already in 1998, and new, more ambitious goals were set. A substantial portion of the increase in public R&D funding came from the sell-off of state-owned firms. These funds were to most part allocated to technology, targeted basic research and education. In relation to this re-orientation in Finnish technology policies also a new Subsidies Act concerning the general conditions for the provision of industrial subsidies was passed in 1997. With this new provision the whole support system was put under continuous evaluation as well.

The government’s strategy of raising the R&D intensity level of the Finnish economy close to that of the world leaders has, in other words, been highly successful. As a percentage of GDP the share of public funding of R&D remained at the 0.8 – 0.9% level through most of the 1990s (compared to less than 0.7% in the 1980s). In 1998 and 1999, it rose, however, to around 1% due to the notable increases in government R&D funding that occurred in those years, and is estimated to be 1.04% of GDP in the years 2001 – 2004.

The target set for the share of public R&D funding to reach 40% has not been realised, though (Figure 3.1). At the turn of the millennium, public funds covered about one-forth of total R&D expenditures, which falls below the EU average of almost 35% and the OECD average of some 30%. The reason for this is simple: despite of a considerable increase in public R&D funding in absolute terms, its share in total R&D funding has lagged behind because of an exceptionally intense growth in private R&D funding. The lagging trend is further fuelled by the fact that the government’s R&D input has remained unchanged in nominal terms over the past four years.

Figure 3.1
Public funding as a percentage of total R&D expenditure in comparison to selected countries and economic areas, 1981 – 2000
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Source: OECD STI, Tekes

Figure 3.2
Public funding as a percentage of business R&D expenditure in comparison to selected countries and economic areas, 1981 – 2000
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This slowdown is evident also from Figure 3.2, giving the share of public funding in business R&D funding. Equally important, the figure reveals that public R&D funding of business R&D input is far less important in Finland than in the EU on average (which is very close to the OECD average).
 If also accounting for the tax reductions for R&D activities in use in other countries, Finland’s situation in an international perspective weakens further. The relative shares of the other small European economies drawn into the figure are close to that of Finland, but in absolute terms the differences are huge.

3.5 Conclusions

In conclusion, the business sector has a much more outstanding role in the financing of R&D investment in Finland compared to most other countries, as was shown also in Section 2.3 above. Finnish firms have been willing to invest own money also into rather risky projects, which can undoubtedly be seen as one major factor having contributed to the ICT success of the Finnish economy.

Public R&D funding has complemented rather than substituted business R&D funding, which is also the conclusion drawn in the evaluation report on the government’s additional appropriation programme for research implemented in 1997 to 1999 (Prihti et al. 2000).
 The evaluation report further points to public R&D policies also having improved corporate profitability and the know-how level of the personnel, fuelled productivity growth, intensified the adoption of new technologies through diffusion and spill-over mechanisms, and affected employment positively. All these effects have added to the competitiveness of the Finnish economy. It is, therefore, proposed in the report that policy-makers should continue to set ambitious aims for research funding to safeguard Finland’s economic success and prosperity. 

4.
Labour Market Legislation

4.1
Job contract legislation

The first job contract law (TSL) was issued in 1922 to replace a collection of individual laws on the role of wage earners. This law served well until the post-WW2 years when Finland started to become increasingly unionised. Collective agreements in this time were often done on the sector level, which brought to labour market legislation a myriad of acts and exceptions, applying to a smaller or larger portion of wage-earners. This caused the labour market regulation to become significantly more complex than before the war. 

Furthermore, legislation became a subject of study at the Finnish universities, giving a new angle from which to observe job legislation. The focus moved to seeing employment as a contract between the employer and the employee. Finally, developments in social security in the 1960s made it necessary to update legislation, which eventually led to TSL 1970, a new law that collected, clarified, and summarised the changes done over the past decades. 

After 1970, the changes continued unabated until in the mid-1990s it was considered that a new legislative overhaul is sorely required to clarify the situation, especially in light of the membership of Finland in EU from 1995. The third job contract law was implemented in 2000.
 

Not unlike its two predecessors, TSL 2000 did not strive much to change issues but to clarify the changes already in place in the Finnish labour market. It is a law that covers the judicial relationship between an employer and an employee, and consists of regulations about how the job contract may be formed; about the duration and hours of work; the rights and duties of the employer and the employee; free time; layoffs; and the termination of the job contract. The overall principle is to protect the weaker partner in the contract, the employee. As a part of that protection, fixed-term contracts of employment are permitted, but only if there is a reason to use them instead of indefinite contracts. In case of contention it is the employer’s duty to show that such a reason exists – for example, a specific project for which the employee is hired or a given training period.

Unlike the two earlier and narrower versions, TSL 2000 is designed to apply to all contracts of employment. This excludes specific groups of people, such as military personnel, voluntary workers, and convicts.

As regulated in TSL, job contracts can be ended at any time by either party. There is a minimum term of notice, however; not abiding by it causes an obligation of compensation and possibly sanctions as well. These can range from three months’ to two years’ pay. The minimum term of notice varies depending on the length of the employment relationship, from 14 days to six months, except in case of a collective dismissal to avoid a bankruptcy when the maximum term of notice is reduced to two months regardless of the duration of employment. The 14-day term of notice applies even in case of the employer’s bankruptcy – in such a case the bankruptcy estate is held liable. For an employee the term of notice is 14 days regardless of the length of employment.

The employer has a legal right to give a furlough to an employee, but only if there is a valid financial or production related reason to do so, and the employee cannot reasonably be reassigned or retrained to another task. Even during furlough the employer must abide by the terms of notice, and should the period of furlough last longer than 200 days, pay additional compensation. Shop stewards and other similar occupations have additional protection against dismissal or furlough; in practice this means that while any work at all remains to be done it is to be done by the shop stewards, assuming they have the competence required by the task. While laid off the employee may hand in his or her resignation at any time, unless there is an agreement that work would resume within the next seven days.

4.2
Working time legislation

The working time law (TAL) was issued in 1996. TAL replaced its 1946 predecessor as well as four later additions: the bakery law (1961), the janitorial working time law (1970), the working time law for shops and offices (1978), and the working time law for agriculture (1989). TAL 1996 addresses issues relating to the length or time of the working day or week. Part-time work, study leaves and annual leaves are regulated separately.

According to TAL, the maximum number of normal working hours is eight hours per day, 40 hours per week. During those hours the employee must be on hand for the employer. The employer and the employee can agree on lengthening the working day by up to one hour, or the working week by up to five hours, assuming that the weekly number of working hours is no more than an average of 40 hours during any period of four weeks. It is also possible to alter work cycles, subject to a maximum of 80 hours of regular work per fortnight, 120 hours per three weeks, and an average of 40 hours per week during a calendar year.

If the number of hours worked per week is below the legal maximum, which in Finland is generally the case, then at the employer’s initiative and with the employee’s assent it is possible to do additional hours of work, at no less than the same pay as the regular hours. It is also possible to agree on the additional hours in the job contract. Even then the employee may refuse the additional hours by presenting a warranted reason to do so.

Hours beyond the legal maximum of normal working hours are overtime. These are likewise subject to the employee’s assent, and have a legal cap of 138 hours per four months, or 250 hours per calendar year, whichever is less.

Trade unions 
may agree on additional overtime of up to 80 hours per year, but the 138 hours per four months cap must still be honoured. Overtime must be compensated by a higher hourly rate, which is no less than +50% for hours done in excess of the weekly quota or for the first two hours of the daily working hours.

Any work with at least six hours of daily work must include a daily rest period of sixty minutes, which can by an agreement between the employer and the employee be reduced to 30 minutes. The rest period may not be placed at the very beginning or end of the work shift. Additionally, the employee is entitled to at least 11 hours of uninterrupted rest each day, and a rest period of 35 hours per fortnight and 24 hours per week.

Night work is defined as work done between 23:00 and 06:00. It can legally be required in work done by cycle basis, in shift work done in three or more shifts (or up to 01:00 in work done in two shifts), or when the nature of the task itself requires nocturnal hours (e.g. newspaper work, public sanitation, or security). There is also a limit of seven night shifts in a row, where night shift refers to a work shift with at least three hours of work done between 23:00 and 06:00.

TAL regulates that the weekly rest should, if feasible, include Sunday. Sunday work must be agreed on either separately or in the job contract. Unless the employee specifically agrees to it, Sunday work may only be required of the employee if the nature of the work is such that it must be done regularly also on Sundays. Finally, Sunday work must be compensated at no less than double hourly rates. 

Part-time work regulation 

Part-time work 
is defined in Finland as work that regularly takes less than 30 hours per week. If the employee – for social or health reasons – wishes to work part-time, the employer is required to try and arrange the work so that the employee can work part-time. Part-time workers are to be treated no differently from full-time workers; when in need of additional labour the employer has to first offer full-time work to all of its workers, including fixed-term and part-time workers, regardless of whether they have specifically stated that they want such work or not. Nursing leave may also involve working part-time. 

Leaves and holidays

An employee is eligible to a minimum of two days of annual leave pay per month worked, at full pay. Those who have been employed by the same employer without interruptions for at least a year are eligible to 2.5 days per working month. The right to paid leave is typically earned on months when at least 14 days of work has been done. 

Maternity leave is granted for 105 days. Parental leave may be had by either parent for up to 158 working days. Employees who are parents also have a right to time off from work for child caring until the child is three years old. This applies to only one of the parents at a time. During this time, the Social Insurance Institution of Finland (KELA) offers financial support. Alternatively this time off can be taken as part-time, in which case it can continue until the end of that calendar year when the child starts compulsory education (typically at the age of seven).

Study leave is similarly addressed in its own law. It is available to those who have been employed full-time by the same employer for at least a year, and designed to enable employees to seek additional education in a flexible manner, typically without pay but also without interruptions in their employment history. During a period of five years the person is entitled to two years of study leave, either continuously or in multiple sequences. As this does not terminate the employment relationship, only the payment of wages, the situation is similar to furlough. Study leave can be used in government supervised education whether domestically or abroad, in practical training done according to a curriculum, or in other training, as agreed upon, for instance, in a collective labour agreement.

4.3
Pension legislation

Pension legislation consists of well over 20 laws and decrees. Most of these only touch a fairly limited number of Finnish citizens, such as athletes, sailors, farmers, or artists. Parts of current legislation date back to the 1960s, and have seen a large number of smaller and larger updates over the years.  

The three most important laws in pension legislation are Työeläkelaki (TEL), which outlines the fundamental principles; Yrittäjien eläkelaki (YEL) which sets pensions for entrepreneurs; and Lyhytaikaisissa työsuhteissa olevien työntekijäin eläkelaki (LEL), with the pension legislation of the wage-earners in short-term job contracts (of up to 12 months’ duration).

The default maximum legal pension age is 65 years. The level of pension is 1.5% of the salary earned between ages 23 and 59, plus 2.5% of the salary earned at over 60. Wage-related unemployment benefits also contribute to pensions. In this unemployment pension pipeline, a person is entitled to unemployment benefits up to 59 years and at age 60 can enter the unemployment pension scheme until legal pension age, 65 years (Huovinen & Piekkola 2002).

A worker of 60 years of age or higher is eligible to retire. This age limit was recently raised from the earlier 58 years. However, retiring at an earlier age diminishes the pension significantly, at a rate of 0.4 percentiles per month, in addition to which some or all of the five years of work that would have contributed to a higher pension the most, are forfeit. Delaying retirement correspondingly increases the pension, by an amount that increases by 0.6% percentiles per additional month of work.

Partial retirement is an option for people of over 58 but under 65 years of age, combining part-time wages with part-time pension. This is also possible for entrepreneurs. This pension is paid entirely by the state, whereas full-time pensions, whether due to old age or disability may have an excess payable by the employer, either fully (for companies with 1,000 or more employees) or partially (companies with 50 or more workers). For the employee, part-time pension does not reduce the pension rate that (s)he will receive when fully retired. The reasoning in part-time pensions is to increase flexibility by enabling workers to stay in the working life for longer by working in a less strenuous manner, possibly also seeking additional education. 
TTThe minimum age of part-time pensions without a medical cause was lowered from 58 to 56 years in 2000. 
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5.
Labour Market Organisations and Collective Bargaining

5.1
Ministry of Labour 

The Ministry of Labour (MOL) administrates the labour market. It is responsible for the labour market policy, and administers the policy through labour districts and employment offices (Santamäki-Vuori & Parviainen 1996). The mission of MOL is to promote the functionality of the labour 
market and its organisations, to improve employment, and to help immigrants settle in. MOL provides training, information, employment services, and support, and is active in seeking various new ways to alleviate unemployment and labour market exclusion.

MOL labour force training

MOL labour force training is practical and vocational adult training. It is intended primarily for job seekers (90% of the time) or those in danger of losing their jobs. Applicants of less than 20 years of age are only admitted as exceptional cases. The trainees are chosen by MOL, with priority given to those deemed most likely to benefit from it. The training is free of charge for the participants, and does not prevent the trainees from receiving whatever unemployment benefits they are eligible to. 

In 1991 there were 17,000 people in MOL labour force training. On the years that followed the training became more frequent, due to worsening employment, reaching its peak value of 46,800 trainees in 1997. Since then the number has decreased, to 29,000 in 2002.  There are between 8,000 and 9,000 courses per year, covering a variety of skills closely related to the requirements of various jobs. The largest single field of studies is teleinformatics. 

The results of the training have been auspicious. MOL uses as measure the share of trainees who are employed three months after completing the training. In 2001, that figure was 58%, slightly exceeding the MOL goal of 57% (MOL annual report 2001).

Figure 5.1
 Numbers of persons in labour force training, 1985 – 2001
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Source: Ministry of Labour, Työpoliittinen aikakauskirja 1/2001]
Selective measures

In addition to labour force training MOL co-ordinates a variety of selective measures designed to actively provide employment by enhancing the functioning of the labour market as well as balance regional differences in employment rate. These measures range from temporary jobs in both the public and the private sector to providing part-time bonuses and enterprise subsidies. These measures have applied to 30,000 – 70,000 Finns in different years. In 1997, five per cent of the labour force was employed through various selective measures (Hämäläinen 1999).

Temporary employment refers to funds directly paid by MOL to an employer for the purpose of hiring an unemployed person. The employment can take place in the public or the private sector. MOL also provides funding for entrepreneurs.

Figure 5.2
Persons employed with selective measures, 1985 – 2001 
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The part-time bonus system was implemented in 1995. According to it, a person voluntarily switching from full-time to part-time work is eligible to compensation that is paid by the public employment agencies – given that the employer hires a formerly unemployed person to likewise work part-time. This compensation is paid for 12 months, and amounts to 50% of the lost wages. The compensation cannot exceed the base unemployment benefit by more than 70%.  

A special case of this arrangement is the 6+6 working time experiment, also known as the “job sharing”, “day shift model”, or the “Seppänen model” in honour of the professor of sociology Paavo Seppänen who first proposed it in 1967. In job sharing, a formerly full-time job is replaced by two part-time jobs. This provides a variety of benefits to all parties involved. The employer gains from invested capital by being able to maintain longer opening hours or production runs, additional flexibility in how the work is organised, and the option of a faster production pace during crunch hours by having the two part-timers active at the same time. The new employee gains a job, whereas the formerly full-time worker benefits from reduced exhaustion and additional free time. The state benefits from a reduction in unemployment. The experiment officially ended in 1998 in the public sector, but some of the companies that were involved in it have found the Seppänen model useful and adopted it into their business practices. The main finding of the experiment was that the Seppänen model is not at its best for reducing long-term unemployment, but in aiding fresh graduates enter the job market successfully.

Other selective measures used by MOL include sabbatical leave, apprenticeship education, “head hunting”, and finding jobs in the non-profit sector for the long-term unemployed. 

Sabbatical leaves have, since 1996, been used by MOL as a tool to alleviate unemployment. They are available to full-time employees after 12 months of employment with the current employer. A sabbatical leave requires both the employer’s and the employee’s consent. It can last from three to twelve months, after which the employee is eligible to return to his or her old job or a comparable one. On the average a sabbatical leave has lasted seven months. The number of people on sabbatical leave has increased steadily from 1,578 in 1996 to 6,244 in 2001. During the sabbatical leave, the employer is obligated to hire a job seeker into a full-time, fixed-term job with a duration no shorter than the sabbatical leave, though not necessarily to do the same set of tasks. Wages are not paid to an employee on a sabbatical leave, but (s)he is eligible to 70% of the unemployment benefits (s)he would have otherwise received if unemployed, payable by the Social Insurance Institution of Finland (KELA). Working while on a sabbatical leave reduces the benefits as from the point-of-view of the state, as such is considered to be in contradiction with the purpose of the leave. According to the Confederation of Finnish Industry and Employers
, however, sabbatical leaves have failed in their original purpose of alleviating unemployment, and have instead become almost exclusively a method of renewal. At present, this is an especially topical issue as the law that makes job rotation possible will remain in effect only until the end of 2002, unless reinstated. 

Apprenticeship education merges, by means of MOL support, employment with the training that goes to it. Though the principle has been in use for centuries, apprenticeship has only recently gained an official framework in Finland. Moreover, this form of entering the job market is quickly gaining ground. During the 1990s the number of apprentices quadrupled, to some 26,000 at the turn of the millennium, half of whom in advanced training, half in basic training. 

Head hunting refers to a three-year experiment that started in 2002, and it involves finder’s fees to people or organisations that find jobs for the formerly unemployed.

Altogether, selective measures and labour force training have provided employment for tens of thousands of Finns, especially during Finland’s recovery from the economic crisis in the early 1990s
.

Manpower agencies

The public manpower agencies are co-ordinated by MOL. A person may sign up as a job seeker at a public manpower agency whether unemployed or not. After an initial interview, the job seeker’s skills are charted and a job seeking plan made. To improve the likelihood of a person finding employment, selective measures and training may be used. In addition, there are several private companies that arbitrate hired labour and provide employment services.

Signing up as a job seeker at a public manpower agency is a prerequisite for unemployment benefits. There are two parallel systems of unemployment benefits in Finland. A daily allowance designed to ensure basic livelihood is provided by the state, through (KELA), on condition that the beneficiary is between 17 and 64 years old, enrols as a job seeker at a public employment agency, seeks full-time employment, is able to and available for work, and has worked no less than 43 weeks within the past 24 months, for a minimum of 18 hours per week. The daily allowance has since March 1st 2002 been 22,75 Euro per diem, subject to a child increment of 4,31 (one child) to 8,16 Euro (three or more children). 

An earnings-related unemployment allowance is available to a person who had been a member of an unemployment fund for the ten months prior to unemployment. This allowance is paid for the first 500 days of unemployment. It consists of an earnings-related portion in addition to the base employment benefit. The increase in daily income for the unemployed is sizeable; for someone with an average monthly wage, which in Finland during the last quarter of 2001 was 2,143 Euro (Statistics Finland), the earnings-related unemployment allowance would be 55,30 Euro, well over twice the basic allowance. Until recently, membership in an unemployment fund also automatically meant membership in a trade union.

5.2
Ministry of Social Affairs and Health 

The bailiwick of STM consists of issues relating to welfare and health. When it comes to the job market, this means opposing exclusion from the job market, fighting poverty, and issues relating to demographics, such as equality between genders and the labour market effects of the ageing population. In areas such as job exhaustion and ageing there is naturally common ground with MOL areas of responsibility.

Exclusion

Exclusion was targeted by an STM project group set up in 1999. By 2000 the group had formed 18 propositions, some of which may be implemented by the time the group completes its work in 2003. According to its initial findings exclusion applies to, depending on definition, tens or hundreds of thousands of Finns, making it a vast national problem. Due to the changes in the kind of skills in demand in the labour market, those who have lost their jobs are at a risk of losing them permanently; according to a MOL study done in 1999, there were over 100,000 Finns who had been without work for at least 12 months consecutively, more than half of them for 24 months or longer. The average duration of unemployment in the whole country was 51 weeks in 2001 (Työpoliittinen aikakauskirja 1/2002).

Long-term unemployment is in many cases also accompanied by other problems, such as incurring of debt, alcohol or drug abuse, or homelessness. As a way to cut destructive developments at the nip, the project group has suggested low-cost housing and all-round academic education to increase the versatility of employees, especially those late in their job careers. A narrow focus on the professional skills of one task only is to be considered risky as due to reasons such as globalisation and technical development the demands of the job market remain at a constant state of flux.

Ageing

Ageing is an issue that will place a challenge to the Nordic welfare system in general. Already in 1998 14.5% of Finns were over 65 years old. The Finnish baby boom generation is reaching the retirement age, and the birth rate has been modest ever since the years following World War 2. Together with the increasing life expectancy this has meant that the number of Finns of age 64 or less has stayed nearly the same in 1985 – 2000 whereas the number of Finnish senior citizens has increased by 27% in the same time period. According to stochastic simulations, this trend will significantly accelerate by the end of the decade, and by 2030 the ratio of people over 64 to the working age population will more than double, from 22.4% in 2000 to 50% in the 2030s (Lassila & Valkonen 2002).

Finland is far from the only EU country where the age pyramid is rapidly becoming inverted, which makes research in this area of particular interest. The overall STM goal in this area has been to delay retirement by an average of 2 – 3 years by methods such as developing the available kinds of early retirement; making the connection between retirement insurance payments and benefits closer; and increasing the benefits from having worked a very long career. Development in the occupational health service law and the co-operation act as well as the 1999 occupational safety law also facilitate working to a more advanced age.

Figure 5.3
Population by age, 1985 – 2000 (1000s)


[image: image3.wmf]0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

1985

1990

1995

2000

65 years and older 

15 - 64 years 

Under 15 years

 
Source: OECD Labour Force Statistics

The part-time pension arrangements are a tangible example of the methods used. They offer flexible choice for those in their late years in the working life
, and provide the means for the employer to retain a highly experienced worker for some additional years. This arrangement has become rapidly more popular, and the average age of those on part-time pensions has been decreasing. In January 2002, there were over 30,000 Finns on part-time pensions.

Figure 5.4
Number of part-time pensioners by age, 1987 – 2002
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Gender equality

Judging by the female participation in the labour force, Finland is one of the most gender-equal nations in the world, with 47.3% of the workforce being female in 1999. This is second only to Sweden (47.6%) in the World Competitiveness Yearbook 2000 comparison. However, Nordic labour markets remain highly segregated also by EU standards (MOL 2002), and Finland is no exception. Gender segregation in the labour market is both horizontal and vertical in nature. Women need to outdo rather than equal men in order to be promoted, and there are still jobs typically done by women, others typically done by men. Women are more likely to be employed in the services sector, whereas base production, industry, and construction employ a mainly male workforce. 
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Figure 5.5
Employment rates by gender, 1985 – 2001 (%)
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The “glass ceiling” that prevents women from reaching the top positions remains. It has, however, changed somewhat to include a “glass elevator”, which refers to women who reach high levels in the organisational hierarchy, only to find that despite a lofty title they remain isolated from decision-making. It is hard to prove beyond reasonable doubt whatsoever whether each individual case is discrimination or a matter of personal choices, but on the aggregate level the situation is obvious.

According to the 1996 European Survey on Working Conditions the immediate superior is a woman only for 33% of Finns. Still, the share is significantly higher than the EU average of 23% (Ireland 21%, Netherlands 18%, Greece 13%).  With segregation occurring in all these different dimensions it is hardly surprising that the gender wage gap is still notably large, with women’s salaries being on average 81% of those of men in 2001. 

Table 5.2
Labour force participation rates by level of educational attainment and gender for the population aged 25 – 64, 1998

	MEN
	Below upper secondary education
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	Tertiary type B


	Tertiary type A and advanced research programmes
	All levels 

of 

education

	Finland
	69
	86
	88
	92
	81

	Greece
	84
	89
	88
	91
	87

	Ireland
	81
	92
	93
	95
	87

	Netherlands
	78
	88
	n/a
	91
	80

	Switzerland
	90
	94
	97
	96
	94

	USA
	75
	88
	92
	94
	88

	OECD mean
	78
	89
	93
	93
	87

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WOMEN
	Below upper secondary education
	Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
	Tertiary type B


	Tertiary type A and advanced research programmes
	All levels 

Of

education

	Finland
	60
	78
	85
	89
	75

	Greece
	40
	54
	79
	83
	50

	Ireland
	38
	63
	81
	80
	55

	Netherlands
	44
	70
	n/a
	82
	62

	Switzerland
	65
	75
	85
	84
	74

	USA
	50
	73
	82
	82
	73

	OECD mean
	51
	69
	80
	83
	64


Source: OECD Education at a Glance 2000

The concept used in Finland to promote equality is mainstreaming rather than enforcing individual changes. That is, equality issues are to be taken into account in all decision-making. This has involved supporting female entrepreneurship and guiding men increasingly towards the paternal roles of father and grandfather, e.g. facilitating the match between fatherhood and working life. Mainstreaming is also inherent in the text of the law on equality between genders (Tasa-arvolaki, 1987). Many of the requirements in the law follow the principle of mainstreaming; government officials and educational institutions are obligated to facilitate equal opportunities between genders, employers are not only banned from sexual discrimination but also obligated to promote equal opportunities, equal pay, and working conditions that are equally suited for both genders. Where possible, state committees and similar institutions must have a representation of no less than 40% from both genders.

5.3 Ministry of Education

The Ministry of Education states as its vision that “Finland’s future depends on know-how, the ability to capitalise on know-how, and the ability to create new innovations.” Increasing the skills level of the entire population supports the development of Finland as a civilised nation as well as the Finnish competitiveness. This means answering to the training needs of the society as well as the economy, building Finland into a society where knowledge and know-how are the most important factors of production and total investment in R&D continues to be high. 

Judging by the figures, the MinEDU vision has been matched, especially amongst younger Finns. In 1996, enrolment in tertiary education, 14.6% of the population aged 17–34, was fifth in the world, first in Europe; this was seen as sufficient to meet the needs of a competitive economy more often than in any of the other 46 countries in the World Competitiveness Yearbook 2000. In 1996, a full-time equivalent of 6,6 people out of 1,000 Finns worked on R&D, making Finland fifth in the world (after Sweden, Switzerland, Japan, and Iceland), and second in basic research (only after the USA).


In both secondary vocational and tertiary education the difference between genders is not so much in how many students of each gender there are – on different years, 50 – 55% of all students are female – but in what they study. In universities, technical sciences (81% of students), natural sciences (57%) and economy (56%) appealed to males whereas women typically study health (92%), veterinarian and pharmaceutical sciences (86% and 81%, respectively) or psychology and education (81% each). Similar differences apply in vocational schools and colleges. 

Figure 5.6
Education level amongst the adult population by gender, 1999
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5.4 Labour market organisations

During the 1990s the labour market organisations have begun to interact in a less confrontational manner than before the 1990s. This has contributed to the development of the knowledge and know-how infrastructures that lay the foundation of Finnish competitiveness. Finnish trade unions have especially in the 1990s been positive about technology. It came clearly out in interviews with the Ministry of Trade and Industry and Tekes that technology has been seen rather as a means to create more welfare to be shared than as a way to move a larger portion of the profits to the employers. This is also reflected by the fact that the trade unions are represented in the Science and Technology Policy Council (STPC), and have often had a board member in Tekes. 

Furthermore, as said in the Ministry of Labour interview, the exceptionally high level of unionisation in Finland has been a factor that makes it harder for employers to resort to numerical flexibility, thereby guiding decision-making towards training and quality of working life. As the structures of the working environment become more conducive to learning, more challenging and more rewarding tasks replace simple and repetitive ones. In this sense, the high level of unionisation in Finland has been a national strength, rather than a weakness.

On the other hand, unionisation has also meant that wages have been rather inflexible and controlled, which has brought about a number of difficulties of its own. As voiced in the interviews, these include concerns about Finland’s ability to retain the top people and to hire key professionals; “brain drain” has been a recurring theme both in the media and the political debate. Yet, as the Ministry of Trade and Industry points out, the wage is, while important, far from the only relevant factor that makes a job offer inviting.

Central organisations of trade unions

There are three central organisations of trade unions in Finland – SAK, STTK and AKAVA. The member unions of the three have currently a total membership in excess of two millions, roughly 80% of the total labour force. The three trade unions have been working together in accordance to a general agreement since 1978.

The Central Organisation of Finnish Trade Unions (SAK) is the largest and oldest of the three, founded in 1907 (ten years before Finland claimed her independence). SAK has 23 member unions, and slightly over one million members, who work in a wide variety of professions, ranging from industry and transport to private services, local government, and the state. SAK functions to a great extent through co-operation with other employee organisations as well as with its one hundred thousand shop stewards. SAK core values include the right to work and to a sufficient and fair income, to influence and lobby regarding to one’s own situation in the working life, and the right to a healthy and pleasant working environment, all leading to a mentally enriching life. SAK is also active in peace work, and keen on international responsibility. Traditionally SAK is associated with blue-collar workers but the distinctions have become more blurry over the years.

The Finnish Confederation of Salaried Employees (STTK) has 26 affiliated labour unions with roughly 650,000 professional employees as members, including nurses, police officers, sales personnel, secretaries, and technical engineers. STTK works towards full employment, life-long learning and equal opportunities in the working life for both genders through influencing national economic policy and social issues, and by collective bargaining.

The Confederation of Unions of Academic Professionals in Finland (AKAVA) consists of 32 member affiliates, which together carry some 400,000 members, typically with tertiary-level education. As the demand for highly educated labour is on the increase, so has the membership of AKAVA. Its members are often in managerial, expert or teaching positions in their working places, and slightly more than half of them are women. Tertiary-level students account for one-fifth of all AKAVA membership. AKAVA members typically work long weeks, 43 hours on average, and have almost without exception regular, full-time jobs. Like the other trade unions, AKAVA safeguards the interests of its members through lobbying and influencing the collective bargaining system. AKAVA concerns itself not only with financial interests, but is also engaged in prestige and educational issues.

Employers’ associations

The employers are represented in collective bargaining by five or six confederations, depending on whether the entrepreneurs’ confederation is counted in or not. Their member companies, offices and parishes represent most of the Finnish economy, and employ approximately 60% of the labour force.

The Confederation of Finnish Industry and Employers (TT) was founded in 1992 as a result of a merger between the Confederation of Finnish Industry (TKL) and the Confederation of Finnish Employers (STK). It is an interest group for employers functioning in industry, construction, traffic, and industry-related service sectors. TT promotes entrepreneurship, internationalisation, healthy business practices, and the market economy. It has over five thousand member corporations, which together provide over half a million jobs and account for some 75% of Finnish exports. Practically all corporations exporting goods from Finland are members of TT, which makes it the largest and most powerful organisation in Finnish domestic production and exports. TT provides counselling and lobbying, and represents its members in political decision-making, in particular in matters involving labour market policy or business, but also economy, energy, and trade policy. It can justifiably be said that TT is the employers’ counterpart for SAK.

In 2001 the vast majority (some 99.8%) of the 220,000 Finnish companies were small or medium sized. Despite their individual size, however, small and medium size companies employ over 60% of the entire Finnish labour force. Of these companies, some 86,000 are members of the Federation of Finnish Enterprises (Suomen Yrittäjät), which, on basis of the number of member companies, is the largest employers’ confederation in Finland. Its member companies employ almost 350,000 people, including 114,000 entrepreneurs or family members thereof. Entrepreneurship is what typifies the membership of the confederation. The main service that the members seek from the confederation is lobbying power. In addition, Suomen Yrittäjät provides various counselling services for its members.

There are four other employers’ confederations in Finland, each covering a distinct sector with little overlap:

· the Employers’ 
Confederation of Service Industries (PT) consists of 13 service sector member confederations from private business such as teleinformatics, education, banking and insurance. It has some 8,500 member companies, which together employ nearly 350,000 people.

· the Municipal Delegation for Collective Bargaining (KT) is the confederation of the 448 Finnish municipalities, promoting their interests as employers. Its members employ some 416,000 incumbents and employees, 80% of which work in health services, education, and social services.

· the Collective Bargaining Agency (VTML) is part of the Department of Treasury, and represents the state as employer in discussions and debates relating to income and labour policy, including collective bargaining. The state employs some 200,000 people in its 164 agencies.

· the Church Delegation for Collective Bargaining (KiSV) represents the 586 parishes of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, which together employ nearly 20,000 people.

5.5
Collective bargaining

Centralised collective bargaining in Finland began when the employers acknowledged the trade unions in 1940. The central market organisations agreed on a negotiation system in 1944, and collective bargaining has been the norm in Finland ever since the 1960s. Municipalities and the state have also been part of the system since 1970, and parishes since 1975. 

Collective agreements

Collective agreements are negotiations between the central organisations of the labour unions and the employers’ confederations, but have often also involved the government as a third party in tripartite bargaining. Many of the recent developments in the Finnish welfare system have originated as parts of a collective agreement package, such as the improvements to employment security in 1984; the reduction of the length of the working week in 1985; an agreement on the position of shop stewards in 1991; and the development of the working life in 1996 and 2001. These negotiations are done regularly so as to maintain industrial peace and avoid losses in the form of strikes. Success in this has been diverse. Still, the Finnish model is based on bargaining, arbitrating, and reaching agreements, which is vital also in view of the high level of unionisation.

The first rounds of the negotiations are done on central organisation level. If a centralised overall agreement is reached, it is binding for the central organisations. The agreement can involve stringent limits for wage increases, or be fairly flexible. Whether or not a centralised agreement exists to serve as guidelines, employers’ associations and trade unions will then engage in collective bargaining on a labour market organisation level. The bargaining leads to contracts that generally have a duration of one to three years. In them, central labour market organisations have set the basis for agreements on how working conditions, especially wages, will evolve in the contracts that eventually follow on sector or company level. 

A direct result of this system has been a rather limited level of wage flexibility. In practice, wages are fixed on a national level. Consensus seeking enables the trade unions to have a better overall ability to take into account the overall situation in national economics, thereby avoiding a self-defeating race for higher wage increases.  On the other hand, the centralised system necessitates a mutual understanding of what the situation is, which means that the consensus may at times be hard to achieve, plus it can be vulnerable to political effects (Ylä-Anttila & Vartia 1993). 

Ever since 1968 the collective agreements have had a heavy effect on not only wages but also labour legislation and social politics. The collective bargaining agreements for 2001 – 2002 include not only wages but also issues relating to improved employment security, job rotation, occupational health legislation, shop steward rights and compensations, family leaves, renewal of working time legislation, education, and tax relief measures.

There are currently some 200 collective bargains in effect relating to various economic activities, and an additional 70 that relate to the state and the municipalities. Collective bargaining sets the boundaries for agreements all the way down to local agreements between individual companies and shop stewards. In 1998 by far the most common element in local agreements was working time arrangements, as wages had rather little leeway. The local agreements, together with the collective agreement and labour law, are the environment in which individual job contracts are made. 

Strikes, lock-outs, conciliators, and Labour Court

A state conciliator, appointed by the President for four years at a time and in the employ of the state, and six part-time district conciliators facilitate the negotiation partners in reaching collective agreements. It is the conciliator’s task to find a solution that avoids a labour dispute. Should no agreement be reached, a strike notice may be the result. Then the conciliator strives for an amenable solution that would prevent the strike – or failing that, to end the strike as soon as possible. 

Table 5.3
Labour disputes, 1990 – 2000      

	
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000

	Participants (1000s)
	245
	167
	104
	23
	71
	127
	43
	28
	35
	15
	84

	Days lost (1000s) 
	935
	458
	76
	17
	526
	869
	20
	104
	133
	19
	254


Source: Statistics Finland

The conditions of employment may be the target of a strike or a lock-out if and when there is no collective labour agreement in effect. The Ministry of Labour can have the strike delayed by up to two weeks if the damage it will cause is unreasonable or it threatens functions vital to the society. Political strikes, forcing political decision-makers, are likewise possible and legal, as are support strikes. These are subject to pre-notification as well. 

The Labour Court concentrates on disputes regarding collective agreements, and only those. Agreements between an individual employer and employee are outside its bailiwick. Annually, some 60 – 80 cases are settled by the Labour Court, typically involving either different interpretations on or breaches of collective labour agreements. It has the right to assign fines for a breach of the collective agreement.
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6.
Labour Market FLEXIBILITY

6.1
Employment trends

The Finnish labour force continues to show signs of the economic difficulties of the early 1990s. In 1990 – 1993 the unemployment rate rose dramatically, from 3.2% to 16.6% as employment decreased by 427,000 jobs. As can be seen in Figure 6.1, employment has been slow to recover from the depression despite the success stories of the Finnish economy in the late 1990s.  The increase in employment in the 1993 to 2000 period recovered only 70% of the lost employment. 

	Figure 6.1     Finnish labour force, 1985 – 2000 (1000s)
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Source: OECD Labour Force Statistics


According to OECD Quarterly Labour Force Statistics, employment has been regained primarily in the services sector. Of the loss of employment in 1990-1993, 181,000 were in services, 213,000 in industry (60% of them in manufacturing) and 34,000 in base production.  In 1993 – 2000, employment in Finland increased by 304,000. Of this accretion 239,000 took place in the services sector and 107,000 in industry. Employment in base production decreased by an additional 42,000, thereby continuing its declining trend that has been lasting for decades. 

As a result, the share of employment in services has increased significantly, from 56% in 1985 to 67% in 2000, whereas the share of industry has diminished from 32% to 27% and base production from 12 to 6%. The economic depression of the early 1990s was a factor that expedited an ongoing structural change.

Figure 6.2
Employment by sector, 1985 – 2000 (1000s) 
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Source: 1985-1988 OECD Labour Force Statistics; 1989-2001 OECD Quarterly Labour Force Statistics
6.2
Unemployment 

Female unemployment

There are no remarkable differences between the unemployment rates of Finnish men and women (Table 6.1). Further, the prevalence of women in working outside the home has been at the top amongst OECD countries for as long as statistics have existed on it. Such statistics date back to the 1960s. In recent years, Sweden and Denmark have surpassed Finland. This is due to the wide-scale use of part-time work as a way to entice women to wage work, a practice that has not taken place in Finland. Judging by hours worked per working age population amongst women, Finland remains at the top position (Lehto & Sutela 1999).

Table 6.1 
Unemployment as a share of the corresponding labour force, by gender, 1985 – 2001 (%)

	
	1985
	1986
	1987
	1988
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Total
	5.0
	5.3
	5.0
	4.5
	3.1
	3.1
	6.6
	11.6
	16.2
	16.4
	15.2
	14.4
	12.5
	11.3
	10.1
	9.7
	9.1

	Men
	5.3
	6.0
	5.7
	5.0
	3.1
	3.6
	7.8
	13.3
	17.7
	17.8
	15.4
	14.0
	12.1
	10.7
	9.6
	8.9
	8.5

	Women
	4.6
	4.6
	4.4
	4.0
	3.0
	2.7
	5.1
	9.6
	14.4
	14.9
	15.1
	14.8
	13.0
	11.9
	10.7
	10.6
	9.7


Source: OECD Quarterly Labour Force Statistics

Youth unemployment

Youth unemployment, when observed as the ratio of unemployed of age 15–24 over the population in the same age group, rose from 5.5% in 1989 to 9.6% in 1990, and has remained at over 10% during the 1990s (Employment in Europe). Approximately one unemployed person in three is of age 15–24. As the numbers for the genders are a close match, the labour force participation of the young corresponds with the labour force as a whole.

Table 6.2
Share of youth unemployment of all unemployment, by gender, 1985 – 2001 (%)

	
	1985
	1986
	1987
	1988
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Total
	30
	28
	25
	27
	25
	27
	24
	21
	18
	17
	16
	15
	17
	19
	21
	22
	21

	Men
	31
	30
	24
	26
	22
	27
	24
	21
	18
	19
	18
	17
	20
	18
	22
	24
	22

	Women
	29
	25
	27
	30
	30
	28
	24
	22
	19
	15
	13
	13
	14
	20
	21
	20
	20


Source: OECD Quarterly Labour Force Statistics

Long-term unemployment

As the depression also involved a structural change, a drift of employment from industry to services, it resulted in long-term unemployment and job market exclusion. Defined as a continuous unemployment spell for at least twelve months, long-term unemployment had become virtually non-existent by the end of the 1980s. Since then it resurfaced with a vengeance (Table 6.3). In 1995 there were 144,000 Finns who had been unemployed for at least a year. At the turn of the millennium, the average duration of unemployment was 51–52 weeks (Työpoliittinen aikakauskirja). At the moment, long-term unemployment and job market exclusion remain pressing social problems for Finland.

Table 6.3
Long-term unemployment as a percentage of all unemployment, 1985 – 2001

	1985
	1986
	1987
	1988
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000

	21.1
	16.0
	19.0
	
	1.5
	
	9.2
	
	30.6
	
	37.6
	34.5
	29.8
	27.5
	29.6
	29.0


Source: OECD Labour Force Statistics 

6.3
Annual working hours

The amount of hours done per worker per year in Finland has diminished remarkably ever since the implementation of the eight-hour working day, which took place gradually during the 1910s. The length of a working week was reduced to 40 hours in 1966-1970 and then gradually to the European average of 38 hours. Simultaneously, the number of non-working days in a year has been increasing. The annual holidays increased to 12–24 days in 1946, 18-24 days in 1959, and in several stages to 24–30 days in the years 1972 – 1983. In addition, various days have been listed as national holidays, the most recent of them Epiphany in 1992 and the Saturday of the Ascension Day week in 2001.

IMD lists the low annual number of working hours as a weakness in the Finnish competitiveness. In the World Competitiveness Yearbook 2000, the 1,757 hours worked per annum in 1998 gives Finland the 40th rank out of 47. However, the number of hours worked per year is low in all Europe. The Netherlands ranked 45th (1,721 hours), Ireland 37th (1,782), Greece 33rd (1,821), and Switzerland 28th (1,861). 
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Figure 6.3
Number of hours of work done per year per worker
Source: ETLA

6.4
Overtime

Of all the hours worked in Finland, approximately two per cent were done as overtime or additional hours (Statistics Finland). Overtime work in Finland is concentrated in industry, where between 3.5 and 4% of all overtime hours have been done, an oscillation that has prevailed since the late 1980s, the midst of the depression being an exception with the ratio of overtime hours in industry dropped sharply, to 2.5% in 1991 and 3.2% in 1992 (Repo 1996, Saukkonen 2001). 

Overtime is more often done by men than by women. In 1994, 2.48% of all hours worked by men and 1.25% of all hours worked by women were done as overtime (Repo 1996). Overtime being more frequent among male than female employees is also reported in a recent study of Finnish manufacturing (Böckerman 2002). Moreover, workers tend to do less overtime during the last year of their employment with their current employer, but more during the first, presumably in order to be noticed. Wage level and age tend to reduce the employee’s disposition towards working overtime, as does working in a large or feminised company. 

6.5
Flexible forms of work

Employment has traditionally been full-time, regular, and indefinite. These so-called typical jobs are however rapidly giving way to part-time and fixed-term work. This development has been expected to provide companies opportunities for flexibility that enable them to better respond to changes in the economic cycles, and create more jobs. In practice, however, the labour force has been dividing into two groups. Some of the employed are in permanent jobs, and a lesser group in employment that is, and is likely to remain, numerically flexible (Parjanne 1997).

Part-time employment

Part-time employment in Finland is less common than on average in the EU member states, and has not increased past its 1985 share of 11.5% of all employment, which corresponds to 10.8% of the labour force (Table 6.4). 

Table 6.4
Part-time employment as a percentage of the labour force, 1989 – 2001 (%)

	
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Part-time employment
	9.5 
	9.2 
	9.4 
	9.2 
	9.5 
	9.6 
	9.9 
	9.8 
	9.6 
	10.1 
	10.8 
	11.1 
	11.1 


Source: ETLA

The low prevalence of part-time work in Finland relative to other European countries (Table 6.5) is primarily due to full-time work by both genders. The share of women of all employees working part-time is well below the EU average, and the gender difference in working hours smaller than in any other EU member state. Finnish women have long traditions of working outside home and the labour force of both genders is highly educated. The day-care system enables and income taxation practically necessitates that both parents work full-time. Consequently Finland is egalitarian when it comes to part-time work (Julkunen & Nätti).

In 1995, 11% of the female and 6% of the males worked part-time. The corresponding EU averages in 1994 were 30% for female and 5% for male workers (Nätti 1996). Much of what difference there is between genders in part-time work corresponds to Finnish part-time work being done mostly in the services sector where the labour force has a higher ratio of women than in industry. Finnish couples with children are not especially likely to have a part-time job; in 1996 only 17% of mothers and 5% of fathers in families with two parents had part-time jobs, and 87% of mothers with children aged between three and six either had a part-time job or were seeking one (Stockholm Conference 2002). 

Table 6.5
Women’s share in part-time employment, 1990 and 1999 

	
	1990
	1999

	Finland
	67.2%
	64.9%

	Greece (1998)
	61.1%
	63.1 %

	Ireland
	71.8%
	75.7 %

	Netherlands
	70.4%
	77.4 %

	Switzerland
	82.4%
	82.6 %

	EU
	80.9%
	79.0 %


Source: OECD Employment Outlook

Unlike the norm in Europe, Finnish part-time workers would typically have preferred to work full-time. Only 18.6% of the part-time workers did not want a full-time job, whereas the figure was 65.4% for EU-15. The usual reasons for not working full-time were inability to find a full-time job (32.6% of men, 40.7% of women), or being currently in education or training (34.2% of men, 24.0% of women). In 1999, the average working week for all men in part-time employment was 20,2 hours long, whereas for women the same figure was 21,1 hours. 

According to a Ministry of Education study (Nyyssölä 1999), part-time work amongst Finnish young adults is significantly more common than the OECD average. 53% of female and 34% of male workers aged 16–29 worked part-time, generally for reasons relating to education, whereas the OECD averages were 34% and 24%, respectively. 75% of the time this was the preferred choice of the worker. 

The “preferred choice of the worker” tends to mean a combination of part-time work and studying. In a 1998 Statistics Finland study (Sutela 1998) the reason for workers aged 15–29 to work part-time was either studying (63%) or the lack of availability of full-time work (25%).  Amongst those of age 24 or less, studying was the primary reason whereas availability is the reason for those aged 24–29. Other reasons – whether health, family, or personal preference – were rare. 37% of all part-time workers, or 94,000 in absolute numbers, were in this age group in 1998.

Fixed-term employment 

One of the effects of the economic crisis is a general change of attitude amongst employers. To minimise the financial risk inherent in hiring new workers making fixed-term contracts has become an appealing choice. Though indefinite employment is still the norm, job contracts made in the 1990s have often been for a fixed term only.

In 1985 only 10.4% of job contracts were fixed-term. Over the next five years it increased to 15% and has stayed at that rate despite the recovery of the economy in the late 1990s. In an international comparison, fixed-term employment is very common in Finland. Of the EU member states, only Spain has had higher rates (Sutela 1998). It is worth noting that Finland and Spain have also been the two countries with the highest unemployment rates in the EU area.

Table 6.6
Fixed-term contracts as a percentage of total employment, 1994 – 2000

	 
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000

	Fixed-term employment
	16.5
	15.9
	15.9
	15.9
	15.4
	14.8
	14.4


Source: Employment in Europe 2001

Fixed-term employment is especially common amongst workers in their early careers, especially in starting jobs (Parjanne 1997). In the age category of 15–25 years, one job in three was fixed-term in 1989. In 1993 the rate had increased to 46%, and in 1997 to over 50% (Nätti 2000; Statistics Finland 1998).  In 1998, of all fixed-term workers, 156,000 or 46%, were aged 16–29 (Sutela 1998). Such frequency is exceptionally high also internationally. According to OECD statistics (OECD Employment Outlook), Finland is one of the four countries, next to Germany, France and Spain with high rates of fixed-term employment amongst young workers (16–29 years) who have completed their education. 

What is different in Finland is how often fixed-term employment is involuntary; according to Sutela (1998), 60% of the young worked fixed-term because indefinite employment was not available. The young workers are not alone in this. Fixed-term employment is in Finland considered stressful by the majority of fixed-term employees of both genders of all ages (56% of males, 74% of females) as it tends to involve continually redeeming the employment contract and, in practice, to bar the fixed-term employee from access to various benefits. Prolonged fixed-term employment has been found to be a cause of stress and a factor that reduces the employee’s commitment, self-esteem, and perseverance. 

The prevalence of fixed-term employment amongst employees with a job history of at least a decade doubled between 1984 and 1997 (Lehto & Sutela 1999). An increasing number of fixed-term workers are highly educated women who have been in the working life for a decade or longer. Tertiary education reduces the likelihood of a male employee having a fixed-term job contract, but paradoxically appears to do the opposite amongst female employees. The share of fixed-term female employees with a tertiary-level education increased from 21% in 1990 to 27% in 1997, which is significantly higher than the corresponding rate amongst female employees with lower education. 

The prevalence of fixed-term employment amongst tertiary educated male employees increased from 9% in 1990 to 10% in 1997, a value lower than that of male employees with less education. Male upper clerical workers are the least likely group of employees to be working on a fixed-term basis (one employment contract in ten) whereas female upper clerical workers are the most likely to have a fixed-term job (one contract in four). 

Age, job experience, and education do not significantly reduce the likelihood of a female employee of having been hired on a fixed-term basis. Female fixed-term workers are also more likely than their male counterparts of having had several periods of fixed-term employment with their current employer, which is a partial explanation to the wage gap between genders. 

The 1990s have brought an uncertainty of employment, especially for female and young workers. Early careers that consist of a mix of periods of unemployment, part-time work, and fixed-term employment are becoming more of a norm than an exception (Ministry of Education).

Tele-work

Tele-work in Finland was originally understood as working away from the usual working site, generally at home. This then changed to referring to work done according to a flexible schedule and locale. Lately the term has evolved to e-work, which encompasses not only traditional tele-work but also work that is organised by taking advantage of teleinformatics. Tele-work in Finland is generally informal. The agreement is made verbally between the worker and the employer. In only one case out of three is a written contract made.  

The Finnish labour force structure and the high level of technology give a good potential for tele-work. As tele-work has been voluntary, generally starting at the own initiative of the tele-worker, it has been viewed favourably by the trade unions. The government has also made a decision in principle on methodically strengthening and supporting e-work in Finland, as this is considered important for an appropriate use of tele-work for reasons relating to labour, regional, traffic, and family policies, as well as the principles of sustainable development and decentralised work. This activity is undertaken as a co-project between administrative branches, and is co-ordinated by the Ministry of Labour (E-work).

There is considerable interest in Finland towards e-work. The highly educated labour force and the frequency of computer and teleinformatics provide the capacity for wide-scale use of e-work. According to an EU labour survey, 55% of Finnish wage earners used a computer in their work as early as in 1996. The interest in tele-work is amongst the highest in Europe; nearly 40% of the employed would be interested in working most of the time from home, and 54% at least for a day a week.

E-work is rapidly becoming more common. In 1994 the number of Finnish tele-workers was 150,000. In 1997 eight per cent of the labour force (200,000 workers) tele-worked for at least some hours per month, and 50,000 at least half a day per week (E-Work). In 1999 the number of tele-workers had increased to 10% of the labour force and had an annual increase rate of 60%.

6.6
Unsocial hours

Unsocial hours refer to night work, Sunday work, and shift work. Compared with the European average, Finns rarely work at night (which as far as work is concerned is in Finland defined to take place between 23:00 and 06:00). Night work is regulated in the Working Time Law (TAL) and what night work is done is usually a part of shift work (Chapter 4). 

Sunday and shift work is regulated by collective agreements, and both are common in Finland.  In 1999, one worker in four usually worked in shift-work. Sunday work, though limited as to where and when it is allowed, has been more common in Finland than in the EU on average. 

The legislative limits on working unsocial hours are flexible. They generally do not hinder Sunday work that is done with a mutual agreement between the employer and the employee – only deny requiring it. Sunday work was subject to a lively public debate in the mid-1990s, eventually leading to a change in legislation in 1997 that enabled shops to remain open on Sundays at summer, in December, and on up to five separately agreed Sundays every year. In the same bill, limitations on Sunday work were lifted from shops outside densely populated areas as well as those of a sufficiently small size. Further exceptions were suggested in the year 2000 draft bill, including permitting shops to stay open also in November. 

Table 6.7
Working unsocial hours as a percentage of all employees, 1995 – 1999

	 
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999

	Usually shift work 
	20.0
	-
	19.3
	24.5
	25.0

	Usually night work 
	9.8
	-
	9.1
	9.8
	7.6

	Usually Sunday work 
	21.0
	-
	19.0
	18.6
	17.9


Source: EUROSTAT

6.7
Earnings

The interviewees considered wage flexibility to be a vital aspect of labour market flexibility in the coming years, but not yet actual reality. In 1985 –1999, annual changes of earnings levels have shown clearly distinct kinds of behaviour during three different time periods. The over-heating of the Finnish economy in the pre-recession years was characterised by high increases of annual earnings, as well as low unemployment. In 1990 the boom period of the economy ended, and the unemployment level more than doubled. The earnings level took a year to react, and in 1991 to 1993 the rate of change in earnings remained at less than 2% per annum. In the late 1990s unemployment rates have decreased, yet earnings level changes have, as compared with the late 1980s, stayed modest. 

According to the hypothesis originally presented by A.W. Phillips, wages are flexible if and only if the rate of change of unemployment correlates negatively with the rate of change of wages. As there is no such correlation, the wages have not been flexible in Finland in the 1985 to 1999 period.

Figure 6.4
Change of earnings relative to change of unemployment, 1985 –1999
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When disaster struck wages did in fact react in the right direction, but it was too little, and too late. Wages were actually lowered in a few of the larger companies in the worst years of the economic depression (Ruutu 1995) but these were exceptions rather than the rule. The overall earnings level has not decreased in any year in the 1985 to 2000 period, though its rate of ascent was close to zero in 1991 – 1993. After the recession unemployment rates have decreased, but wage level has risen only slowly.

The slow ascent of earnings levels is to a large extent due to moderation in collectively agreed wage increases during the late 1990s (Table 6.8). The late 1980s were a time of high wage increases, a competition between trade unions to outdo each other in order to acquire maximal real wage increases for their members. As a result of the early 1990 crisis, this practice was practically ended as an unprecedented concordance between labour market organisations caused not only negotiated wage increases to diminish close to zero for three years, but did the same to wage drift. Because of this, real wage increases remained close or even below zero in 1991 – 1994. 

Table 6.8
Wage increases, 1988 – 2000 (%)

	
	1988
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000

	Negoti-ated wage
	8.0
	4.9
	6.3
	2.6
	0.0
	0.1
	0.7
	4.0
	2.4
	1.5
	2.7
	1.8
	2.8

	Wage drift
	2.3
	3.5
	3.8
	1.5
	1.0
	0.9
	0.4
	1.0
	1.5
	1.5
	0.9
	1.0
	1.2

	Average earnings
	10.3
	8.4
	10.1
	4.1
	1.0
	1.0
	1.1
	5.0
	3.9
	3.0
	3.6
	2.8
	4.0

	Inflation
	5.1
	6.6
	5.1
	4.2
	2.6
	2.1
	1.2
	1.0
	0.8
	1.0
	1.4
	1.2
	3.4

	Real wage increase
	5.2
	1.8
	4.0
	-0.1
	-1.6
	-1.1
	-0.1
	4.0
	3.1
	2.0
	2.2
	1.6
	0.6


Source: ETUI (1988-1997); Statistics Finland (1998-2000)

As wage increases were reined in as a response to high unemployment rates, it is in Finland more logical to seek a negative correlation between the unemployment rate and collectively agreed rises in wages. Such a correlation does exist, and in 1988 – 2000 was -0.74.

Profit sharing has become rapidly more common in Finland, especially in the metal and chemical industries and in power production. In a recent study by The Confederation of Finnish Industry and Employers (TT), more than two-thirds of its member companies had adopted a system of profit sharing. TT expects this share to increase to 75% within the next few years. The systems applied to 74% of white-collar and 61% of blue-collar workers. Profitability was the most common determinant for payment. Of the entire payroll paid in industry in 2001, 2.5% was profit sharing. 

6.8
Education and skill levels

The 1997 government proposal on education outlines a policy of a high level of education, where learning skills and continuous education is available to all (Joy of Learning committee proposal). This continues a long-term Finnish practice of high investment in skilled labour. OECD Education at a Glance statistics also show that the Finnish overall investment in education has been considerable (Table 6.9). Relative to GDP the Nordic countries had the highest direct public expenditure for educational institutions in the OECD in 1997, Finland second only to Denmark (6.5%), Norway (6.6%), and Sweden (6.8%). 

Table 6.9
Direct public expenditure for educational institutions as a share of GDP, 1990 and 1997

	
	1990
	1997

	Finland
	6.4%
	6.3%

	Greece
	
	3.5%

	Ireland
	4.7%
	4.5%

	Netherlands
	
	4.3%

	Switzerland
	5.0%
	5.4%

	OECD mean
	5.1%
	4.8%


Source: OECD Education at a Glance 

According to Statistics Finland, some 60% of adult (age 15 or older) Finns had secondary or tertiary level degrees in 1999 (Table 6.10); 59.2% of males and 57.9% of females had a secondary level degree or higher. Especially women were also likely to pursue higher education; 21.5% of adult males and 24.3% of adult females had attained a tertiary-level degree. The differences between age groups are considerable, however. Whereas 40% of the post-WW2 baby boom generation have no vocational training, 80% of men and 86% of women in their early 30s have an upper secondary level education or higher. 

Table 6.10 
Prevalence of upper secondary education or higher by age group, 1998 

	
	25-64
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64

	Finland (1997)
	68%
	84%
	78%
	62%
	41%

	Greece (1997)
	44%
	66%
	52%
	36%
	22%

	Ireland
	51%
	67%
	56%
	41%
	31%

	Netherlands
	64%
	74%
	68%
	59%
	50%

	Switzerland
	81%
	88%
	83%
	80%
	71%

	OECD mean
	61%
	72%
	65%
	57%
	44%


Source: OECD Education at a Glance

6.9
Functional flexibility

The Finnish success matches well the claims of Michael Porter (1989) on that competitive advantage can only be based on created factors of production – know-how, information, and technology, not indigenous ones such as natural resources. Finland has invested extensively in a high-skilled labour force, as well as life-long learning. According to the Ministry of Labour, the share of wage-earners who in 1998 took part in staff training was 42%. 

According to a John Atkinson model, a flexible enterprise combines many elements of continuous learning in the work with employee autonomy. According to a Ministry of Labour study for 1996 (Antila & Ylöstalo 1999), 42% of all Finnish enterprises with 10 or more employees fill the criterion of learning. Employees have many opportunities to influence decision making in 44% of companies with 10–19 employees, and this share increases with company size, reaching 50% for companies of 50 employees or more. Altogether, 23% of the workplaces fill both criteria, and can thus be considered functionally flexible. Of companies with 200 or more employees, 64% fill both criteria. These companies often have a proactive attitude towards their environment, creating their own opportunities rather than letting their circumstances dictate their future. As a result, they have been highly successful relative to traditional workplaces. 
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7.
THE FINNISH MODEL

The material in this chapter is largely based on the stakeholder interviews.

Three phases in 1985 – 2000

The time period from 1985 to the turn of the millennium in Finland consists of three highly different five-year periods. The latter half of the 1980s saw the tail end of a period of economic growth. GDP was in a steady and quick growth, and unemployment both low and decreasing from 5.0% in 1985 to 3.1% in 1989, and involved considerable increases of wages. 

At the turn of the decade the boom period came to a quick and spectacular end. Finland ended up in the worst economic crisis of her 85 years of indepedence, even more severe than the 1930s depression. In only three years,  GDP decreased by a third of its value, and unemployment began to increase at a staggering rate, reaching its peak value of over 16% in 1993 – 1994. 

Following the crisis, the Finnish economy made a remarkable comeback in the later half of the 1990s, soon becoming, by competitiveness rankings, one of the most, if not the most competitive nation in the world. Despite social problems that also ensued, this turnaround has, with justification, been called the “Finnish miracle”.

The roots of the miracle

By investment in education, methodical construction of  connections between enterprises as well as across the business – academics barrier and lowering obstacles to flexibility, Finland has been consistently built towards a  knowledge-based, innovation-intensive open economy. The “miracle” is neither supernatural nor especially lucky. It is the result of decades of work.

In the 1980s Finnish technology policy had focused on training, providing highly skilled labour as the basis of competitiveness. Its eventual form however took shape mainly with the early nineties recession. The recession required significant cuts in public spending. Technology funding, however, was seen as a source of revenue rather than a cost as such, and was consequently left relatively unscathed. The cuts there focused on reducing funding which took place in the forms of logistics, subsidies, or tax breaks. This increased the relative role of funding designed for knowledge creation as well as of non-monetary support; high-skill labour, applied research, methodically built networks of connections between companies as well as companies and universities. It also resulted in a kind of social Darwinism, weeding out all but the most viable enterprises in Finnish industry. A policy of “survival of the smartest”.

It is therefore fair to say that the Finnish model was sculpted. It is what was left behind as all else around it was chipped away. 

Consensus in dire times

Finnish policy changes have been industry-driven and require consensus; due to the high level of unionisation, dictating changes has not been practical. As a result, once consensus was reached the ownership for the model was wide in labour market organisations, business, politics as well as the general populace, which has contributed to Finland’s successes in the late 1990s.

Cohesion in a small economy

Industry, economy and politics in Finland are extensively intertwined. The labour market system and technology policy interact well, in areas such as labour mobility, especially between academics and business. This helps with diffusion, promote life-long learning and multi-skilling, thereby building knowledge capital. New forms of work such as networking and e-work help contribute to this, helping to guarantee maintaining as well as continuously improving employees’ competencies. Already there are people who work continuously both in business and academics.

Similarly, the Finnish employment and technology policies are built to be parallel and mutually complementary systems. This creates a supply as well as a demand for skills needed in R&D. Employment is a goal also in technology policy, but one goal amongst others, rather than the only, or even main goal. The overall goals are to create a good environment for starting up companies by means of venture capital; building the skills base; converting knowledge into jobs and tax incomes; eliminating problems such as lack of entrepreneurs, lack of high-skilled labour, shortages of venture capital – and thereby, to create long-term competitiveness and permanent jobs. 

Flexible forms of work

In the 1990s the labour market system has became gradually more flexible, giving companies alternatives to traditional, numerical-internal flexibility (“hire-and-fire”). Though, for example, fixed-term work has contributed to this form of flexibility as well, the other forms, which are numerical-external (e.g. sub-contracting), functional-internal (teamwork, continuous education, life-long learning) and even functional-external (cluster thinking, genuine partnerships) have gained prevalence. Investing in developing the jobs as well as the people doing them has led towards an environment which increases the competituveness of the jobs – and thereby the number of jobs as well. The goal is a multi-skilled, functionally flexible, highly motivated labour force that provides far better results than could be achieved through numerical flexibility alone.

There are obstacles in the path of this development, though. Legislation is still to a great extent based on thinking work as a contract between one employer and one employee. Atypical relations are still seen as the exception, even though they are clearly a better fit with the modern society as well as increasingly common. Despite cultural, legislative, and wage-related hindrances, flexibility gains ground. 

The role of the crisis

The economic depression expedited the changes. It has been said that the crisis of the early 1990s was “sufficiently bad” to have beneficial effects as well, such as speeding up the structural change towards the tertiary sector, enhancing the productiveness of Finnish industry, enabling labour market structures to become more flexible in quick order, and changing the attitudes and world views rapidly. Certainly it was an eye-opener that enabled a number of reforms to be done and stagnated values to alter. It also forced the Finnish economy to become much more efficient, and paved the way towards the flattering competitiveness ratings of the late 1990s.  

Still, the negative effects are similarly undeniable. Unemployment has yet to diminish to the 1990 figures, and the average periods of unemployment were at the turn of the millennium at a staggering level of 51–52 weeks, which is especially alarming as the age structure of the Finnish population is about to lead to a rapid increase of the elderly dependent population by 2010. There has been an increase of over 25% in its share, whereas the young and adult populations have hardly changed at all. 

A Finnish miracle? If so, then we certainly needed one. 

But to speak of a Finnish model is far closer to the truth.
Literature of Chapter 3

Ali-Yrkkö, J. (2001), Nokia’s Network – Gaining Competition from Co-operation. ETLA, The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Series B174, Helsinki.

Ali-Yrkkö, J. & R. Hermans (2002), Nokia in the Finnish innovation system. ETLA, The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Discussion Papers No 799, Helsinki.

Ali-Yrkkö, J., L. Paija, C. Reilly & P. Ylä-Anttila (2000), Nokia – A Big Company in a Small Country. ETLA, The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Series B162, Helsinki.

Asplund, R. (ed.)(2000), Public R&D funding, technological competitiveness, productivity, and job creation. ETLA, The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Series B168, Helsinki.

European Trend Chart on Innovation – Country Report: Finland. Covering period: May – September 2001. European Commission, Enterprise Directorate-General, Brussels. www.cordis.lu/trendchart

Jääskeläinen, J. (2001), Clusters – Between Science and Policy. From Industry Policy to Social Policy. ETLA, The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Series A33, Helsinki. (PhD thesis, in Finnish)

Paija, L. (2001a), ‘The ICT cluster: The engine of knowledge-driven growth in Finland’, in Innovative Clusters - Drivers of National Innovation Systems. OECD Proceedings, Paris.

Paija, L. (ed.)(2001b), Finnish ICT Cluster in the Digital Economy. Taloustieto, Helsinki.

Pelkonen, P. (2002), Esitutkimus rekrytointiongelmien ja tuotannon yhteyksistä Suomen teollisuudessa 1987–2000. ETLA, The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Discussion papers No 788, Helsinki. (in Finnish)

Pietarinen, M. & R. Ranki (1993), National Industrial Strategy for Finland. Ministry of Trade and Industry Publications No. 3, Helsinki.

Prihti, A., L. Georghiou, E. Helander, J Juusela, F. Meyer-Krahmer, B. Roslin, T. Santamäki-Vuori & M. Gröhn (2000), Assessment of the additional appropriation for research. Sitra Reports series 2, Helsinki. 

Romanainen, J. (2001), ‘The cluster approach in Finnish technology policy’, in Innovative Clusters - Drivers of National Innovation Systems. OECD Proceedings, Paris.

Rouvinen, P. & P. Ylä-Anttila (1999), ‘Finnish Clusters and New Industrial Policy Making’, in OECD (ed.), Boosting Innovation: The Cluster Approach. Paris.

Schienstock, G. & T. Hämäläinen (2001), Transformation of the Finnish Innovation System – A Network Approach. Sitra, Helsinki.

STPC (1990), Review 1990 – guidelines for science and technology policy in he 1990s. Science and technology Policy Council of Finland, Government Printing Centre, Helsinki.

STPC (1996), Finland: A Knowledge-based Society. Science and technology Policy Council of Finland, Edita Ltd, Helsinki.

STPC (2000), Review 2000: The Challenge of Knowledge and Know-how. Science and technology Policy Council of Finland, Edita Ltd, Helsinki.

Toivola, K. (1992), Poimintoja teletoimen historiasta, Vol. 4. TELE Matka-viestinverkot. (in Finnish)
Turpeinen, O. (1996), Yhdistämme, Vols. 1-2. Edita Ltd, Helsinki. (in Finnish)

Ylä-Anttila, P. (2002), Cluster-based industrial and technology policies in Finland. Speech given in Reykjavik, March 14, 2002.

�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





�





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








� This section is based on the texts in the subsequent chapters and the references therein.


� The recession of the early 1990s has been investigated in-depth, see e.g. the special issue of the journal Finnish Economic Papers 1996/1 and Santamäki-Vuori & Parviainen (1996).


� A slightly negative (-0.4) growth rate was experienced in 1976 due to the oil crisis.


� See the comprehensive analyses undertaken by Maliranta (1996, 2001, 2002).


� The role of ICT use for labour productivity growth and GDP growth is analysed by e.g. Jalava & Pohjola (2001). Also see the European Commission’s European Competitiveness Report for 2001.


� Information on the Science and Technology Policy Council and its role in Finnish science and technology policy is provided in Chapter 3. 


� These numbers for the business enterprise sector are taken from OECD (2001).


� Ali-Yrkkö & Hermans (2002).


� This share has been estimated to amount to approximately 60% (Ali-Yrkkö et al. 2000).


� This was also the case for Greece (almost 17%), Ireland (about 12%) and the Netherlands (over 7%), while Switzerland experienced one of the slowest growth rates (4.5%) in Western Europe. WITSA (2002, p. 27).


� The corresponding development in the USA was from 13% in 1999 to 17% in 2001 (WITSA 2002, p. 44).


� WITSA (2002), pp. 27 and 28.


� For more details, see Zoppè (2002).


� Some statistics highlighting Internet penetration are provided in the Annex of this chapter.


� For a more detailed presentation of the Finnish competitiveness rankings and a discussion of their relevance and accuracy, see Rouvinen (2001). 


� This section as well as the next one (3.2) rely heavily on Romanainen (2001). Other main sources are European Trend Chart on Innovation – Country Report: Finland (2001), Paija (2001a) and Ylä-Anttila (2002). 


� It may be noted in this context that a recent study of network relations in the Finnish ICT cluster shows that vertical relationships play a key role in innovation, firm upgrading and value added creation (Paija 2001b). Evidently this is largely due to the programmes being demand-oriented, that is, planned with the needs of companies in mind and implemented in collaboration with companies.


� The national innovation system concept was introduced into Finland’s science and technology policy in 1990, through the Council’s review of that year (STPC 1990). It is defined in STPC (2000) in the following way: “…is a domain for interaction in the production and utilisation of knowledge and know-how built on cooperation between all producers and utilisers of new knowledge” (p. 11). For more information on the national innovation system, see e.g. Schienstock & Hämäläinen (2001).


� A cluster can be defined as “an industrial agglomeration of producers, customers and competitors that promotes efficiency, increases specialization and is a source of competitive advantage” (Ylä-Anttila 2002). Cluster-based policies with reference to Finland are discussed also in Rouvinen & Ylä-Anttila (1999).


� For more information on the adoption and implementation of cluster-based industrial policies, see Pietarinen & Ranki (1993).


� The adaptation of the cluster approach in Finnish technology policy and its relation to policy-making are analysed in detail by Jääskeläinen (2001).


� The government’s additional appropriation in 1997 – 2000 based on industrial clusters amounted to a total of 550 mill. EUR.


� This sub-chapter builds on the comprehensive analysis of the Finnish ICT cluster undertaken by Paija (2001a, 2001b). 


� For a detailed analysis of skill shortages in Finnish manufacturing, see Pelkonen (2002).


� Estimations of the indirect employment effects of Nokia are presented in Ali-Yrkkö et al. (2000) and Ali-Yrkkö (2001). Nokia’s share of industrial employment amounts to some 5% and of total employment to only 1%. If adding the employment effects of suppliers, Nokia’s share of total employment rises to close to 2.5%.


� For further information, see e.g. Paija (2001a), Turpeinen (1996) and Toivola (1992).


� If excluding Nokia, the share of public funding would in Finland be slightly higher, or close to 6% for 2000 (Ali-Yrkkö and Hermans 2002).


� For research results, see Asplund (2000).


� For a description thereof, see e.g. Kahri et al. (2001) and Koskinen & Mikkola (2001).
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People

						LABOUR FIGURES (1000s)

								1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		5.2		POP		Total population [13]		4902		4918		4932		4947		4964		4986		5029		5042		5066		5088		5108		5125		5140		5153		5171		5181		POP=MIN+WAP+ELD

		N/A		MIN		* Under 15 years [13]		951		952		952		957		961		963		966		967		970		971		971		971		964		956		943		936		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		WAP		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		3339		3343		3346		3346		3347		3356		3379		3385		3396		3404		3410		3417		3427		3442		3461		3467		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		ELD		* 65 years and older [13]		612		623		634		645		656		667		685		690		701		713		726		738		748		756		767		777		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

						Armed Forces		40		37		39		38		37		32		37		37		38		35		37		39		32		33		30		30

						Civilian Employment		2427		2421		2413		2420		2494		2493		2365		2196		2061		2045		2090		2119		2162		2213		2287		2326

						Unemployment		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253

		2.1.1		TLF		Total labour force [13]		2596		2596		2583		2574		2612		2606		2571		2526		2504		2489		2510		2521		2508		2532		2578		2609		TLF=ARF+CLF

		N/A		ARF		* armed forces [13]		40		37		39		38		37		32		37		37		38		35		37		39		32		33		30		30		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CLF		* civilian labour force [13]		2556		2559		2544		2536		2575		2574		2534		2489		2466		2454		2473		2481		2476		2499		2548		2579		CLF=EMP+UEM

		N/A		EMP		* (civilian) employment [13]		2427		2421		2413		2420		2494		2493		2365		2196		2061		2045		2090		2119		2162		2213		2287		2326		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		2.1.3		UEM		* unemployment [13]		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE1		Civ. employment: agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing [13]		280		266		251		238		218		207		198		187		174		167		158		159		153		144		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE2		Civ. employment:mining and quarrying [13]		10		9		7		6		6		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		6		6		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE3		Civ. employment: manufacturing [13]		557		550		534		519		528		524		471		424		396		398		427		433		436		447		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE4		Civ. employment: electricity, gas, water [13]		32		30		28		28		28		28		28		26		23		23		24		23		22		22		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE5		Civ. employment: construction [13]		178		185		184		188		201		205		179		149		125		114		115		118		130		139		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE6		Civ. employment: wholesale and retail trade; restaurants, hotels [13]		355		355		348		354		385		392		359		321		301		294		298		313		326		335		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE7		Civ. employment: transport, storage, communication [13]		186		183		182		182		178		178		175		164		158		161		163		159		164		169		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE8		Civ. employment: financing, insurance, real estate, business services [13]		156		160		177		190		199		203		199		191		180		168		198		218		218		227		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE9		Civ. employment: community, social and personal services [13]		671		680		700		714		715		714		715		694		665		679		666		684		702		717		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE0		Civ. employment: undefined [13]		3		3		2		2		2		2		2		3		4		6		6		8		5		7		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

								1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

						Base production		290		275		258		244		223		213		203		186		179		171		158		155		146		141		138		137		128		[OECD Quarterly LFS]

						Industry		767		765		746		735		750		736		629		570		523		538		568		574		588		604		633		630		635		[OECD Quarterly LFS]

						Services		1368		1378		1407		1440		1499		1491		1435		1360		1311		1332		1348		1379		1423		1462		1503		1550		1580		[OECD Quarterly LFS]

								136		129		121		115		105		100		96		87		84		80		74		73		69		66		65		65		60

								104		104		101		100		102		100		85		77		71		73		77		78		80		82		86		86		86

								92		92		94		97		101		100		96		91		88		89		90		92		95		98		101		104		106

								767		765		746		735		757		757		678		599		544		535		566		574		588		608

								557		550		534		519		528		524		471		424		396		398		427		433		436		447		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

								32		30		28		28		28		28		28		26		23		23		24		23		22		22		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

								178		185		184		188		201		205		179		149		125		114		115		118		130		139		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

						LABOUR FIGURES (%)		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		2.2.3		PEM%		Part-time employment [13]		8.3 %		8.1 %		8.1 %		7.4 %		7.8 %		7.5 %		7.9 %		8.1 %		8.9 %		8.9 %		8.6 %		8.4 %		9.4 %		9.6 %		9.9 %		10.4 %		PEM%=PEM/EMP

		N/A		LUM%		Long-term (12m+) unemployment [13]		21%		16%		19%		N/A		2%		N/A		9%		N/A		31%		N/A		38%		35%		30%		28%		30%		29%		LUM%=LUM/UEM

						DERIVED STATISTICS (1000s)		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		N/A		PEM		Part-time employed		201		196		195		179		195		187		187		178		183		182		180		178		203		212		226		242		PEM=PEM%*EMP

		N/A		LUM		Long-term unemployed (12m+)		27		22		25		N/A		1		N/A		16		N/A		124		N/A		144		125		94		78		77		73		LUM=LUM%*UEM

						Unemployment		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253

		N/A		CEA		Agriculture		280		266		251		238		218		207		198		187		174		167		158		159		153		144		N/A		N/A		CEA=CE1

		N/A		CEI		Industry		777		774		753		741		763		761		682		603		548		540		570		578		594		614		N/A		N/A		CEI=CE2+CE3+CE4+CE5

		N/A		CES		Services		1368		1378		1407		1440		1477		1487		1448		1370		1304		1302		1325		1374		1410		1448		N/A		N/A		CES=CE6+CE7+CE8+CE9

						DERIVED STATISTICS (%)		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		2.1.5		CER%		Employment rate		72.7 %		72.4 %		72.1 %		72.3 %		74.5 %		74.3 %		70.0 %		64.9 %		60.7 %		60.1 %		61.3 %		62.0 %		63.1 %		64.3 %		66.1 %		67.1 %		CER%=EMP/WAP

		2.1.6		UER%		Unemployment rate		5.0 %		5.4 %		5.1 %		4.6 %		3.1 %		3.2 %		6.7 %		11.7 %		16.4 %		16.6 %		15.4 %		14.6 %		12.7 %		11.4 %		10.2 %		9.8 %		UER%=UEM/TLF

		2.1.7		ACR%		Activity rate		76.5 %		76.5 %		76.0 %		75.8 %		76.9 %		76.7 %		75.0 %		73.5 %		72.6 %		72.1 %		72.5 %		72.6 %		72.2 %		72.6 %		73.6 %		74.4 %		ACR%=CLF/WAP

		2.1.2 & 2.1.4		ACE%		Annual change in employment		1.0 %		-0.2 %		-0.3 %		0.3 %		3.1 %		-0.0 %		-5.1 %		-7.1 %		-6.1 %		-0.8 %		2.2 %		1.4 %		2.0 %		2.4 %		3.3 %		1.7 %		ACE%(n)=[EMP(n)-EMP(n-1)] /EMP(n-1)

		2.2.6		LUT%		Long-term unemployed out of labour force		1.0 %		0.9 %		1.0 %		N/A		0.0 %		N/A		0.6 %		4.3 %		4.9 %		5.7 %		5.7 %		5.0 %		3.7 %		3.1 %		3.0 %		2.8 %		LUT%=LUT/TLF		1992 and 1994 figures: Ministry of Labour

		N/A		CEA%		Share of agriculture		19.3 %		19.0 %		18.3 %		17.8 %		17.3 %		16.9 %		16.4 %		15.7 %		14.9 %		14.2 %		13.5 %		13.3 %		13.4 %		13.1 %		N/A		N/A		CEA%=CEA/(CEA+CEI+CES+CE0)

		N/A		CEI%		Share of industry		32.0 %		32.0 %		31.2 %		30.6 %		31.0 %		31.0 %		29.3 %		27.9 %		27.0 %		26.8 %		27.7 %		27.3 %		27.5 %		27.7 %		N/A		N/A		CEI%=CEI/(CEA+CEI+CES+CE0)

		N/A		CES%		Share of services		56.3 %		56.9 %		58.3 %		59.5 %		60.0 %		60.5 %		62.1 %		63.3 %		64.2 %		64.6 %		64.4 %		64.8 %		65.2 %		65.4 %		N/A		N/A		CES%=CES/(CEA+CEI+CES+CE0)

								19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		18%		18%

								68%		68%		68%		68%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%

								12%		13%		13%		13%		13%		13%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		15%		15%		15%		15%

								100		99.7794748705		99.4962403514		99.7155335515		99.7893984957		99.5558541835		99.0121020479		98.8590477215		98.6959516091		98.3705086999		97.9853461756		97.6603216127		96.6733358701		95.6292037777		94.0004526579		93.1225900022

								100		99.7940711039		99.6000958954		99.2980943917		98.9876074493		98.8158397872		98.6423577036		98.5627289617		98.4145665357		98.2198658507		98.0077407952		97.8831635001		97.8831356344		98.063550067		98.2616266715		98.2419868852

								100		101.4662025851		102.9646327306		104.4334653206		105.8507528717		107.1508065721		109.1015248812		109.6145320484		110.8344364197		112.2443041682		113.8433368649		115.3411764706		116.5629053178		117.5123571649		118.8071863826		120.1238688875

								100		100.1051524711		100.1051524711		100.6309148265		101.0515247108		101.261829653		101.5772870662		101.6824395373		101.9978969506		102.1030494217		102.1030494217		102.1030494217		101.3669821241		100.5257623554		99.1587802313		98.4227129338

								100		100.1197963462		100.2096436059		100.2096436059		100.2395926924		100.5091344714		101.1979634621		101.3776579814		101.7070979335		101.9466906259		102.1263851453		102.3360287511		102.6355196167		103.0847559149		103.6537885594		103.8334830788

								100		101.7973856209		103.5947712418		105.3921568627		107.1895424837		108.9869281046		111.9281045752		112.7450980392		114.5424836601		116.5032679739		118.6274509804		120.5882352941		122.2222222222		123.5294117647		125.3267973856		126.9607843137
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						GDP		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		5.1		EX$		Currency FIM / USD [1b]				6.198		5.07		4.396		4.183		4.291		3.824		4.044		4.479		5.712		5.224		4.367		4.594		5.191		5.344		5.581		-		[OECD Historical Statistics]

		N/A		GDPFIM95		Finnish GDP at 1995 prices, billions FIM [1a]				496.3		508.7		530.1		555.2		583.8		584.0		547.4		529.2		523.2		543.9		564.6		587.2		624.2		657.5		683.9		722.9		[Main Economic Indicators, Finland]

		1.1.1		GDP$95		Finnish GDP at 1995 prices, billions USD [1a]				80.1		100.3		120.6		132.7		136		152.7		135.4		118.2		91.6		104.1		129.3		127.8		120.2		123		122.5		-		[OECD Main Economic Indicators]

		1.1.1		GDP$CUR		GDP based on exchange rates (billions of US dollars at current prices and exchange rates)[1c]		51.7		54.5		71.3		89.3		106.3		115.6		136.8		123.5		108.7		86.2		100		129.3		127.5		122.4		129		129.4		-		[OECD Annual National Accounts]

		1.1.2		GDP$PPP		GDP based on PPPs (Purchasing Power Parity:Billions of US dollars at current prices and current PPPs)[1c]				58.2		60.9		65.3		71.8		78.8		81.9		79.3		76.6		80.9		85		96.3		99.5		105.2		112.2		117.4		-		[OECD Annual National Accounts]

		5.3		GDPCAP$		Real GDP per capita PPP US $[12]				-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		17417		18547		-		20150		20847		23096		-		[UN ILO Human Development Report]

		N/A		GDP$95PPP		GDP - billions US$, 1995 prives levels & PPP [1c]				77		78.3		82.3		85.1		88.2		86.8		77.9		79.2		83.6		93.6		100		103.2		113.6		124.1		132.0		147.7		[OECD Main Economic Indicators]

						Gross domestic product per head - US$, 1995 prices levels & PPP [1c]		16822		17274		17646		18338		19152		20063		19981		18626		17908		17618		18232		18856		19547		20717		21767		22621				[OECD Annual National Accounts]

						GDP per capita, PPP (current international $) [2]				12337		13423		15264		16963		17672		17777		17181		17340		17492		18177		19273		20033		21042		22008		23113		25154		[World Bank]

						GDP, PPP (billions of current international $) [2]				60.47815		66.01637		75.29605		83.98616		87.68721		88.6384		86.14401		87.42874		88.6128		92.5042		98.44479		102.6697		108.1536		113.4081		119.4003		130.2987		[World Bank]

						GDP - Per head,At curr. prices and curr. exch. rates, Finland [1c]		10592		11126		14493		18106		21485		23283		27436		24627		21559		17023		19649		25311		24886		23817		25039		25046		-		[OECD Annual National Accounts]





Production

								1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

				VA		Arvonlisäys: toimialat yhteensä  [MMK, 1995 hinnoin]		414465		427205		436580		453785		473259		497088		500587		468357		454094		450965		472521		490656		511863		544048		572858		597191		634781		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA1		A+B Maa-, riista-, metsä- ja kalatalous		25210		24236		22753		20830		22104		23608		24557		21520		21518		22302		24967		23642		23577		25638		24687		24519		26180		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA2		C Mineraalien kaivu		1050		1124		1218		1298		1407		1566		1618		1529		1524		1523		1730		1798		1859		2116		1740		2054		1604		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA3		D Teollisuus		93600		96843		98474		104006		108785		113202		112628		99440		100500		105868		118544		127322		131078		144018		157639		168866		189970		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA4		E Sähkö-, kaasu- ja vesihuolto		9422		10239		10384		11152		11423		11398		11623		12015		11950		12478		13155		12895		14035		14018		14180		14152		14275		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA5		F Rakentaminen		28317		28540		29013		29208		31641		35903		34903		30979		28211		24615		22095		20508		22918		25483		27294		27390		28030		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA6_1		G Tukku- ja vähittäiskauppa		46861		48904		50848		54563		57677		62378		60838		53517		45555		43757		46771		49895		51954		54999		58728		61321		63645		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA6_2		H Majoitus- ja ravitsemistoiminta		6561		6810		7063		7473		7829		8337		8585		7920		7297		6934		7187		7736		7686		7821		8947		9062		9220		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA7		I Kuljetus, varastointi ja tietoliik.		33246		34506		35083		37514		39666		42358		44439		42694		42706		43930		45610		48098		50991		54969		59632		62864		67226		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA8_1		J Rahoitustoiminta		18475		19919		21815		23608		23937		26085		27014		20891		16733		21504		18186		18788		21271		22494		21128		24401		27065		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA8_2		K Kiinteistö-, vuokraus-, tutk.palv.		57732		59197		62045		65033		68000		70623		71719		71654		71170		72655		75890		79034		82677		86375		91151		95987		100158		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_1		L Julkinen hallinto, maanpuol. jne.		25537		25856		26005		26541		27237		27688		27672		28229		27581		26494		26695		26898		27342		28352		28124		28375		28723		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_2		M Koulutus		23269		23688		24140		24889		25371		25972		26352		26446		26018		25682		25780		26630		27177		27589		28420		29008		29469		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_3		N Terveydenhuolto- ja sosiaalipalv.		39039		40500		41481		42936		44037		45238		46298		46219		44888		42238		41638		42276		43518		44288		44607		44988		45485		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_4		O+P Muut yhteiskunn. ja henk.koht. palv.		16269		16954		17464		17944		18503		19421		20136		19428		19326		18396		18602		19278		20380		21264		21675		22468		23465		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA_0		991 Välilliset rahoituspalvelut		-10123		-10111		-11206		-13210		-14358		-16689		-17795		-14124		-10883		-17411		-14329		-14142		-14600		-15376		-15094		-18264		-19734		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VAA		Value added: agriculture		25210		24236		22753		20830		22104		23608		24557		21520		21518		22302		24967		23642		23577		25638		24687		24519		26180		VAA=VA1

				VAI		Value added: industry		132389		136746		139089		145664		153256		162069		160772		143963		142185		144484		155524		162523		169890		185635		200853		212462		233879		VAI=VA2+..+VA5

				VAS		Value added: services		266989		276334		285944		300501		312257		328100		333053		316998		301274		301590		306359		318633		332996		348151		362412		378474		394456		VAS=VA6+..VA9

				VAA%		Value added: agriculture, as share of total value added		6.1 %		5.7 %		5.2 %		4.6 %		4.7 %		4.7 %		4.9 %		4.6 %		4.7 %		4.9 %		5.3 %		4.8 %		4.6 %		4.7 %		4.3 %		4.1 %		4.1 %		VAA%=VAA/VA

				VAS%		Value added: services as share of total value added		64.4 %		64.7 %		65.5 %		66.2 %		66.0 %		66.0 %		66.5 %		67.7 %		66.3 %		66.9 %		64.8 %		64.9 %		65.1 %		64.0 %		63.3 %		63.4 %		62.1 %		VAS%=VAS/VA

				VAI%		Value added: industry as share of total value added		31.9 %		32.0 %		31.9 %		32.1 %		32.4 %		32.6 %		32.1 %		30.7 %		31.3 %		32.0 %		32.9 %		33.1 %		33.2 %		34.1 %		35.1 %		35.6 %		36.8 %		VAI%=VAI/VA

				VA0%		Value added: indirect financial costs as share of total value added		-2.4 %		-2.4 %		-2.6 %		-2.9 %		-3.0 %		-3.4 %		-3.6 %		-3.0 %		-2.4 %		-3.9 %		-3.0 %		-2.9 %		-2.9 %		-2.8 %		-2.6 %		-3.1 %		-3.1 %		VA0%=VA0/VA

						Arvonlisäys: toimialat yhteensä  [MMK, 1995 hinnoin]		84		87		89		92		96		101		102		95		93		92		96		100		104		111		117		122		129

						A+B Maa-, riista-, metsä- ja kalatalous		107		103		96		88		93		100		104		91		91		94		106		100		100		108		104		104		111

						C Mineraalien kaivu		58		63		68		72		78		87		90		85		85		85		96		100		103		118		97		114		89

						D Teollisuus		74		76		77		82		85		89		88		78		79		83		93		100		103		113		124		133		149

						E Sähkö-, kaasu- ja vesihuolto		73		79		81		86		89		88		90		93		93		97		102		100		109		109		110		110		111

						F Rakentaminen		138		139		141		142		154		175		170		151		138		120		108		100		112		124		133		134		137

						G Tukku- ja vähittäiskauppa		94		98		102		109		116		125		122		107		91		88		94		100		104		110		118		123		128

						H Majoitus- ja ravitsemistoiminta		85		88		91		97		101		108		111		102		94		90		93		100		99		101		116		117		119

						I Kuljetus, varastointi ja tietoliik.		69		72		73		78		82		88		92		89		89		91		95		100		106		114		124		131		140

						J Rahoitustoiminta		98		106		116		126		127		139		144		111		89		114		97		100		113		120		112		130		144

						K Kiinteistö-, vuokraus-, tutk.palv.		73		75		79		82		86		89		91		91		90		92		96		100		105		109		115		121		127

						L Julkinen hallinto, maanpuol. jne.		95		96		97		99		101		103		103		105		103		98		99		100		102		105		105		105		107

						M Koulutus		87		89		91		93		95		98		99		99		98		96		97		100		102		104		107		109		111

						N Terveydenhuolto- ja sosiaalipalv.		92		96		98		102		104		107		110		109		106		100		98		100		103		105		106		106		108

						O+P Muut yhteiskunn. ja henk.koht. palv.		84		88		91		93		96		101		104		101		100		95		96		100		106		110		112		117		122

						991 Välilliset rahoituspalvelut		72		71		79		93		102		118		126		100		77		123		101		100		103		109		107		129		140

						Value added: agriculture		107		103		96		88		93		100		104		91		91		94		106		100		100		108		104		104		111

						Value added: industry		81		84		86		90		94		100		99		89		87		89		96		100		105		114		124		131		144

						Value added: services		84		87		90		94		98		103		105		99		95		95		96		100		105		109		114		119		124
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Chart data

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		Finnish GDP		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		Current prices and exchange rates		54.5		71.3		89.3		106.3		115.6		136.8		123.5		108.7		86.2		100		129.3		127.5		122.4		129		129.4

		1995 prices		80.1		100.3		120.6		132.7		136		152.7		135.4		118.2		91.6		104.1		129.3		127.8		120.2		123		122.5

		Finnish GDP per capita		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		GDP per capita at 1995 prices levels		16340		20394		24453		26824		27397		30626		26924		23443		18081		20460		25313		24937		23385		23870		23690

		GDP per capita at current prices and current exchange rates		11126.2		14492.5		18105.9		21484.7		23282.6		27435.7		24627.4		21559.3		17022.6		19648.6		25311.2		24886		23817		25039		25046.3

		GDP per capita at 1995 prices levels, PPP adjusted		17274		17646		18338		19152		20063		19981		18626		17908		17618		18232		18856		19547		20717		21767		22621

				100.0		2.2		3.9		4.4		4.8		-0.4		-6.8		-3.9		-1.6		3.5		3.4		3.7		6.0		5.1		3.9

		Finnish GDP at 1995 prices; 1995 = 100		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		GDP		100.0		102.5		106.8		111.9		117.6		117.7		110.3		106.6		105.4		109.6		113.7		118.3		125.8		132.5		137.8

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Services share of total value added: 1985 = 1000		100		101		102		102		102		103		105		103		103		100		100		101		99		98		98		96

		Industry share of total value added: 1985 = 100		100		100		100		101		102		100		96		98		100		103		103		104		107		110		111		115

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Agriculture		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		4%		4%		4%

		Services		65%		65%		66%		66%		66%		67%		68%		66%		67%		65%		65%		65%		64%		63%		63%		62%

		Industry		32%		32%		32%		32%		33%		32%		31%		31%		32%		33%		33%		33%		34%		35%		36%		37%

		Indirect financial costs		-2%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-4%		-3%		-2%		-4%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing		100		94		86		91		97		101		89		89		92		103		98		97		106		102		101		108

		Mining and quarrying		100		108		115		125		139		144		136		136		135		154		160		165		188		155		183		143

		Manufacturing		100		102		107		112		117		116		103		104		109		122		131		135		149		163		174		196

		Electricity, gas, water		100		101		109		112		111		114		117		117		122		128		126		137		137		138		138		139

		Construction		100		102		102		111		126		122		109		99		86		77		72		80		89		96		96		98

		Wholesale and retail trade		100		104		112		118		128		124		109		93		89		96		102		106		112		120		125		130

		Hotels and restaurants		100		104		110		115		122		126		116		107		102		106		114		113		115		131		133		135

		Transport, storage, communication		100		102		109		115		123		129		124		124		127		132		139		148		159		173		182		195

		Financial intermediation		100		110		119		120		131		136		105		84		108		91		94		107		113		106		123		136

		Real estate, resting and business activities		100		105		110		115		119		121		121		120		123		128		134		140		146		154		162		169

		Public administration, and defense		100		101		103		105		107		107		109		107		102		103		104		106		110		109		110		111

		Education		100		102		105		107		110		111		112		110		108		109		112		115		116		120		122		124

		Health and social services		100		102		106		109		112		114		114		111		104		103		104		107		109		110		111		112

		Other community activities		100		103		106		109		115		119		115		114		109		110		114		120		125		128		133		138

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		4%		4%		4%

		Mining and quarrying		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Manufacturing		23%		23%		23%		23%		23%		22%		21%		22%		23%		25%		26%		26%		26%		28%		28%		30%

		Electricity, gas, water		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		3%		3%		3%		3%		3%		3%		3%		2%		2%		2%

		Construction		7%		7%		6%		7%		7%		7%		7%		6%		5%		5%		4%		4%		5%		5%		5%		4%

		Wholesale and retail trade		11%		12%		12%		12%		13%		12%		11%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%

		Hotels and restaurants		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		1%		2%		2%		1%

		Transport, storage, communication		8%		8%		8%		8%		9%		9%		9%		9%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		11%		11%

		Financial intermediation		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		4%		4%		5%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%

		Real estate, resting and business activities		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		15%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%

		Public administration, and defense		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%

		Education		6%		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		6%		6%		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%

		Health and social services		9%		10%		9%		9%		9%		9%		10%		10%		9%		9%		9%		9%		8%		8%		8%		7%

		Other community activities		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%

		1985 = 100		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Population		100		100.3263973888		100.611995104		100.9179926561		101.2647898817		101.7135862913		102.5907792738		102.8559771522		103.3455732354		103.794369645		104.2023663811		104.5491636067		104.8551611587		105.1203590371		105.4875560996		105.6915544676

		Population aged 15-64		100		100.1197963462		100.2096436059		100.2096436059		100.2395926924		100.5091344714		101.1979634621		101.3776579814		101.7070979335		101.9466906259		102.1263851453		102.3360287511		102.6355196167		103.0847559149		103.6537885594		103.8334830788

		Labour force		100		100		99.499229584		99.1525423729		100.6163328197		100.3852080123		99.0369799692		97.3035439137		96.4560862866		95.8782742681		96.687211094		97.1109399076		96.6101694915		97.5346687211		99.3066255778		100.500770416

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Employed		2427		2421		2413		2420		2494		2493		2365		2196		2061		2045		2090		2119		2162		2213		2287		2326

		Unemployed		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253

		Armed forces		40		37		39		38		37		32		37		37		38		35		37		39		32		33		30		30

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Employment rate: employed / 15-64-year-old population		73%		72%		72%		72%		75%		74%		70%		65%		61%		60%		61%		62%		63%		64%		66%		67%

		Unemployment rate: unemployed / civilian labour force		5.0 %		5.4 %		5.1 %		4.6 %		3.1 %		3.2 %		6.7 %		12%		16%		17%		15%		15%		13%		11%		10%		10%

		Activity rate: total labour force / 15-64-year-old population		78%		78%		77%		77%		78%		78%		76%		75%		74%		73%		74%		74%		73%		74%		74%		75%

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Population		4902		4918		4932		4947		4964		4986		5029		5042		5066		5088		5108		5125		5140		5153		5171		5181

		Population aged 15-64		3339		3343		3346		3346		3347		3356		3379		3385		3396		3404		3410		3417		3427		3442		3461		3467

		Labour force		2596		2596		2583		2574		2612		2606		2571		2526		2504		2489		2510		2521		2508		2532		2578		2609

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Total population [13]		4902		4918		4932		4947		4964		4986		5029		5042		5066		5088		5108		5125		5140		5153		5171		5181

		* Under 15 years [13]		951		952		952		957		961		963		966		967		970		971		971		971		964		956		943		936

		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		3339		3343		3346		3346		3347		3356		3379		3385		3396		3404		3410		3417		3427		3442		3461		3467

		* 65 years and older [13]		612		623		634		645		656		667		685		690		701		713		726		738		748		756		767		777

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		* Under 15 years [13]		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		18%		18%

		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		68%		68%		68%		68%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%

		* 65 years and older [13]		12%		13%		13%		13%		13%		13%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		15%		15%		15%		15%

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		* Under 15 years [13]		100		100		99		100		100		100		99		99		99		98		98		98		97		96		94		93

		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		100		100		100		99		99		99		99		99		98		98		98		98		98		98		98		98

		* 65 years and older [13]		100		101		103		104		106		107		109		110		111		112		114		115		117		118		119		120

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Ratio of employed / over 65-year olds		1.3757725587		1.380834366		1.3866556154		1.3826446281		1.34202085		1.346169274		1.4287526427		1.54143898		1.6477438137		1.6645476773		1.6315789474		1.6125530911		1.585106383		1.5553547221		1.5133362484		1.4905417025

		15 / 47		4 / 47		5 / 47		5 / 47		4 / 47		3 / 49

		-		-		15 / 53		11 / 59		5 / 58		1/75

		-		-		2/52		2/58		1 / 58		1/75
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GDP per capita at current prices and current exchange rates
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GDP

GDP at 1995 prices and current exchange rates. 1985=100
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Services share of total value added: 1985 = 1000

Industry share of total value added: 1985 = 100

Services and industry share of total value; 1985 = 100
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Real estate, resting and business activities
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Total value added - by activity
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Manufacturing

Construction

Transport, storage, communication

Health and social services

Select activities. Value added at 
1995 prices. 1985 = 100
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Employment rate: employed / 15-64-year-old population

Unemployment rate: unemployed / civilian labour force

Activity rate: total labour force / 15-64-year-old population

Key shares in employment
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* Under 15 years [13]

* From 15 to 64 years [13]

* 65 years and older [13]

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Ratio of employed / over 65-year olds

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0




_1087798126.xls
Chart2

		1909

		1916

		1922

		1922

		1928

		1928

		1938

		1938

		1944

		1944

		1946

		1946

		1954

		1954

		1957

		1957

		1960

		1960

		1965

		1969

		1971

		1971

		1972

		1972

		1973

		1973

		1977

		1977

		1983

		1983

		1986

		1986

		1987

		1987

		1988

		1988

		1989

		1989

		1990

		1990

		1992

		1992

		2000

		2002

		2005



3000

2440

2440

2390

2390

2370

2370

2320

2320

2310

2310

2230

2230

2225

2225

2100

2100

2060

2060

1880

1880

1875

1875

1870

1870

1850

1850

1830

1830

1820

1820

1800

1800

1780

1780

1765

1765

1755

1755

1745

1745

1740

1740

1732

1732



Sheet1

		1909		3000

		1916		2440

		1922		2440

		1922		2390

		1928		2390

		1928		2370

		1938		2370

		1938		2320

		1944		2320

		1944		2310

		1946		2310

		1946		2230

		1954		2230

		1954		2225

		1957		2225

		1957		2100

		1960		2100

		1960		2060

		1965		2060

		1969		1880

		1971		1880

		1971		1875

		1972		1875

		1972		1870

		1973		1870

		1973		1850

		1977		1850

		1977		1830

		1983		1830

		1983		1820

		1986		1820

		1986		1800

		1987		1800

		1987		1780

		1988		1780

		1988		1765

		1989		1765

		1989		1755

		1990		1755

		1990		1745

		1992		1745

		1992		1740

		2000		1740

		2002		1732

		2005		1732





Sheet1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1086002758.xls
Chart1

		Adult population, base education only		Adult population, base education only

		Secondary level education		Secondary level education

		Tertiary level education		Tertiary level education

		Researcher level		Researcher level



Men

Women

0.4082469915

0.4209329693

0.376783402

0.3365346135

0.2075157061

0.2393825149

0.0074539004

0.0031499023



Sheet1

		Väestö koulutusasteen mukaan kunnittain ja maakunnittain 1998-2000

				Väestö/tutkinnot

		Alueet		Vuosi		henkeä												prosenttia

		KOKO MAA		1999

		Väestö koulutusasteen mukaan kunnittain ja maakunnittain 1998-2000

		Taulukko päivitetty 12.11.2001

		Tilastokeskus

		YHTEYSTIEDOT

		Sähköposti: tarja.ylipekka@tilastokeskus.fi

		Palvelupuhelin: (09) 1734 3571

		TIETOSISÄLTÖ

		Taulukko sisältää tietoja väestön koulutusrakenteesta kunnittain,

		maakunnittain ja kuntaryhmittäin vuosilta 1998-2000.																																																Koulutustasomittain

		Koulutustiedot perustuvat Tilastokeskuksen tutkintorekisteriin.																																																Väestön koulutustaso		Miesten koulutustaso		Naisten koulutustaso

																																																		indeksi

		LUOKITUKSET																																																273		277		269

		Tutkinnot on luokiteltu 31.12.2000 tilanteen mukaisen koulutusluokituksen

		(Koulutusluokitus 2000, 12. uusittu laitos, Käsikirjoja 1) mukaan.

		Vuosien 1998, 1999 ja 2000 tilastoissa käytetty koulutusluokitus on

		uudistettu luokitus eivätkä koulutusasteet ole vertailukelpoisia

		aikaisemman vuonna 1997 käytetyn luokituksen kanssa.

		Uudistetussa luokituksessa koulutusaste määräytyy ensisijaisesti tutkinnon

		tavoitetason mukaan. Tavoitetaso pohjautuu virallisiin opetussuunnitelmiin,

		opetussisältöjen vaativuuksiin, ohjeellisiin koulutuspituuksiin,

		pohjakoulutusvaatimuksiin ja jatko-opintokelpoisuuksiin. Vanhassa

		koulutusluokituksessa koulutusasteen mittaaminen perustui koulutusaikaan.

		Kouluvuosien määrä osoitti koulutusasteen.

		Uudistetun ja vanhan luokituksen koulutusasteiden vertailua:

		Uudistettu Vanha luokitus

		koulutusluokitus

		3 Keskiaste 3 Alempi keskiaste

		- 4 Ylempi keskiaste

		5 Alin korkea-aste 5 Alin korkea-aste

		6 Alempi korkeakouluaste 6 Alempi kandidaattiaste

		7 Ylempi korkeakouluaste 7 Ylempi kandidaattiaste

		8 Tutkijakoulutusaste 8 Tutkijakoulutus tai vastaava

		3 Keskiaste

		Pääsisältö on sama kuin vanhan luokituksen 3 Alempi keskiaste ja 4 Ylempi

		keskiaste yhdistettynä. Kaikki samansisältöiset tutkintonimikkeet, jotka

		koulutusluokituksessa ovat sijainneet kahdella eri koulutusasteella on

		uudistetussa luokituksessa sijoitettu vain yhdelle koulutusasteelle.

		Tällaisia ovat esim. 2- ja 3-vuotiset ammattikoulutusnimikkeet eli 2- ja

		3-vuotiset sähköasentajan koulutukset on yhdistetty.

		Poistettu keskiasteelta:

		- merkonomikoulutus siirretty koulutusasteelle 5

		- teknikkokoulutus (-1989) siirretty koulutusasteelle 5

		- sairaanhoitaja- ym. hoitoalojen koulutuksia siirretty koulutusasteelle 5

		- maa- ja metsätalouden teknikkokoulutus siirretty koulutusasteelle 5

		5 Alin korkea-aste

		Pääsisältö on sama kuin 5 Alin korkea-aste vanhassa luokituksessa.

		Poistettu alimmalta korkea-asteelta:

		- insinöörikoulutus (-1989) siirretty koulutusasteelle 6

		Lisätty alimmalle korkea-asteelle:

		- merkonomikoulutus koulutusasteelta 4

		- teknikkokoulutus (-1989) koulutusasteelta 4

		- sairaanhoitaja- ym. hoitoalojen koulutuksia koulutusasteelta 4

		- maa- ja metsätalouden teknikkokoulutus koulutusasteelta 4

		6 Alempi korkeakouluaste

		Pääsisältö on sama kuin 6 Alempi kandidaattiaste vanhassa luokituksessa.

		Lisätty alemmalle korkeakouluasteelle:

		- insinöörikoulutus (-1989) koulutusasteelta 5

		7 Ylempi korkeakouluaste

		Pääsisältö on sama kuin 7 Ylempi korkeakouluaste vanhassa luokituksessa.

		Lisätty ylemmälle korkeakouluasteelle:

		- lääkäreiden erikoistumiskoulutus koulutusasteelta 8

		- yleisesikuntaupseeri koulutusasteelta 8

		8 Tutkijakoulutusaste

		Pääsisältö on sama kuin 8 Tutkijakoulutus vanhassa luokituksessa.

		Poistettu tutkijakoulutusasteelta:

		- lääkäreiden erikoistumiskoulutus siirretty koulutusasteelle 7

		- yleisesikuntaupseeri siirretty koulutusasteelle 7

		Aluejako taulukossa on ajankohdan 1.1.2001 mukainen.

		TIETOLÄHDE

		Tiedot perustuvat Tilastokeskuksen tutkintorekisteriin, jonka perustana

		ovat vuoden 1970 väestölaskennassa kerätyt tutkintotiedot. Rekisteriä on

		päivitetty vuosittain oppilaitoksilta saaduilla tutkintotiedoilla.

		Ulkomailla suoritettujen tutkintojen tiedot on saatu KELAn

		opintotukikeskuksesta, OPM:stä, STAKESista, Terveydenhuollon

		oikeusturvakeskuksesta sekä poimittu Työministeriön

		rekistereistä.

		KOHDEJOUKKO JA RAJAUS

		Tilaston henkilöperusjoukon muodostaa 15 vuotta täyttänyt väestö.

		Tutkinnon suorittaneella väestöllä tarkoitetaan lukioissa, ammatillisissa

		oppilaitoksissa, ammattikorkeakouluissa, yliopistoissa ja korkeakouluissa

		tutkinnon suorittaneita sekä näyttötutkintona ammatillisen perustutkinnon,

		ammattitutkinnon tai erikoisammattitutkinnon suorittaneita.

		Pelkästään peruskoulun, keskikoulun ja kansakoulun käyneet eivät kuulu

		tutkinnon suorittaneeseen väestöön.

		Tutkinnot on luokiteltu henkilön korkeimman, viimeksi suoritetun

		ammatillisen tutkinnon mukaan.

		VIITEAJANKOHTA

		Koulutustiedot ovat ajankohdalta 31.12.1998, 31.12.1999 ja 31.12.2000.

		Aluejaot ovat vastaavilta ajankohdilta, paitsi että vuoden 2000 tilastoissa

		käytetty ajankohta on 1.1.2001.

		VERTAILTAVUUS AJASSA

		Vuosien 1998, 1999 ja 2000 koulutustietojen luokittelussa on käytetty

		uusittua koulutusluokitusta. Luokituksen koulutusasteisiin on tehty niin

		suuria muutoksia, etteivät koulutusasteet ole vertailukelpoisia vuoden 1997

		tietoihin.

		Koulutusluokituksen uudistamisen yhteydessä tarkistettiin myös väestön

		koulutustasomittain. Mittaimen laskentatapa on muuttunut niin paljon, ettei

		koulutustasoluku ole vertailukelpoinen vuoden 1997 tietoon.

		TIETOJEN LUOTETTAVUUS

		Koulutustiedot kerätään tutkintorekisteriin suoraan oppilaitoksilta. Tästä

		syystä tutkintotiedot ovat Suomessa suoritettujen tutkintojen osalta

		luotettavia. Sen sijaan ulkomailla suoritetuista tutkinnoista ei ole

		kattavaa tietoa.

		YLLÄPITO

		Seuraavan vuoden tiedot saadaan tilastovuotta seuraavan vuoden

		loka-/marraskuussa.

		ASIASANAT

		Koulutus, tutkinnot, tutkinnon suorittanut väestö, tutkinnon suorittaneet,

		koulutusrakenne, väestön koulutusrakenne, väestön koulutus

		LISÄTIETOJA

		Väestön koulutusrakennetta kuvaavia tietoja on tuotettu vuodesta

		1973 lähtien vuosittain. Uusin julkaisu on Väestön koulutusrakenne

		kunnittain 1999, Tilastokeskus, Koulutus 2001:2, Helsinki 2001.

		Lisää kunnittaisia tietoja on Tilastokeskuksen ylläpitämässä

		aluetietokannassa (ALTIKA).																		Men		Women						Adult population, base education only		Secondary level education		Tertiary level education		Researcher level

																		Adult population, base education only		833593		920335				Men		833593		769348		423723		15220

		15 vuotta täyttänyt väestö																Secondary level education		769348		735805				Women		920335		735805		523390		6887

		15 vuotta täyttäneet																Tertiary level education		0		0

																				Men		Women

		Yhteensä																Adult population, base education only		40.8 %		42.1 %

		15 vuotta täyttänyt väestö yhteensä																Secondary level education		37.7 %		33.7 %

																		Tertiary level education		20.8 %		23.9 %

		Miehet																Researcher level		0.7 %		0.3 %

		15 vuotta täyttäneet miehet																				15 vuotta täyttänyt väestö

																						Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset

		Naiset																				4228301		2041884		2186417

		15 vuotta täyttäneet naiset																				Tutkinnon suorittaneet

																						Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset		Tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus, %		Miesten osuus, %		Naisten osuus, %

		Tutkinnon suorittaneet																				2474373		1208291		1266082		58,5		59,2		57,9

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittanut väestö

																						Keskiasteen tutkinto

		Yhteensä																				Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset		Tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus, %		Miesten osuus, %		Naisten osuus, %

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä																				henkeä						prosenttia

																						1505153		769348		735805		35,6		37,7		33,7

		Miehet																				Korkea-asteen tutkinto

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet																				Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset		Tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus,%		Miesten osuus, %		Naisten osuus, %

																						henkeä						prosenttia

		Naiset																				969220		438943		530277		22,9		21,5		24,3

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset																				Alin korkea-asteen tutkinto

																						Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset

		Tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus, %																				henkeä

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus 15 vuotta																				534771		211521		323250

		täyttäneestä väestöstä																				Alempi korkeakouluasteen tutkinto

																						Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset

		Miesten osuus, %																				prosenttia

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittaneiden miesten osuus 15 vuotta																				190779		99562		91217

		täyttäneistä miehistä																				Ylempi korkeakouluasteen tutkinto

																						Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset

		Naisten osuus, %																				henkeä

		Perusasteen jälkeisen tutkinnon suorittaneiden naisten osuus 15 vuotta																				221563		112640		108923

		täyttäneistä naisista																				Tutkijakoulutusasteen tutkinto

																						Yhteensä		Miehet		Naiset

		Keskiasteen tutkinto																				prosenttia

		2-3 vuotta koulutusta eli noin 11-12 vuotta koulutusta peruskoulun																				22107		15220		6887

		aloittamisesta: ylioppilastutkinnot, 1-3-vuotiset ammatilliset tutkinnot,

		ammatilliset perustutkinnot, ammattitutkinnot ja erikoisammattitutkinnot																				Men

		esim. merkantti, perushoitaja																		No degree		1753928

																				Degree		969220

		Yhteensä

		Keskiasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä

		Miehet

		Keskiasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet

		Naiset

		Keskiasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset

		Tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus, %

		Keskiasteen tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus kaikista tutkinnon

		suorittaneista

		Miesten osuus, %

		Keskiasteen tutkinnon suorittaneiden miesten osuus tutkinnon

		suorittaneista miehistä

		Naisten osuus, %

		Keskiasteen tutkinnon suorittaneiden naisten osuus tutkinnon

		suorittaneista naisista

		Korkea-asteen tutkinto

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnot = alimman korkea-asteen tutkinnot + alemman

		korkeakouluasteen tutkinnot + ylemmän korkeakouluasteen tutkinnot +

		tutkijakoulutusasteen tutkinnot

		Yhteensä

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä

		Miehet

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet

		Naiset

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset

		Tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus,%

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneiden osuus kaikista tutkinnon

		suorittaneista

		Miesten osuus, %

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneiden miesten osuus tutkinnon

		suorittaneista miehistä

		Naisten osuus, %

		Korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneiden naisten osuus tutkinnon

		suorittaneista naisista

		Alin korkea-asteen tutkinto

		2-3 vuotta koulutusta keskiasteen jälkeen eli noin 13-14 vuotta koulutusta

		peruskoulun aloittamisesta esim. teknikon, agrologin, hortonomin,

		artenomin ja sairaanhoitajan tutkinnot, jotka eivät ole

		ammattikorkeakoulututkintoja

		Yhteensä

		Alimman korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä.

		Miehet

		Alimman korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet.

		Naiset

		Alimman korkea-asteen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset.

		Alempi korkeakouluasteen tutkinto

		3-4 vuotta opiskelua keskiasteen jälkeen. Alemman korkeakouluasteen

		tutkinnon suorittaminen antaa kelpoisuuden siirtyä ylemmälle

		korkeakouluasteelle, mutta ei tieteelliseen jatkokoulutukseen.

		Esim. ammattikorkeakoulututkinnot ja alemmat korkeakoulututkinnot

		sekä mm. insinööri, metsätalousinsinööri ja merikapteeni.

		Yhteensä

		Alemman korkeakouluasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä.

		Miehet

		Alemman korkeakouluasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet.

		Naiset

		Alemman korkeakouluasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset.

		Ylempi korkeakouluasteen tutkinto

		5-6 vuotta opiskelua keskiasteen jälkeen. Tutkinnon suorittaminen antaa

		valmiudet tieteelliseen jatkokoulutukseen tutkijakoulutusasteella.

		Esim. ylemmät korkeakoulututkinnot (maisteritutkinnot),

		diplomi-insinöörit ja lääkäreiden erikoistumistutkinnot.

		Yhteensä

		Ylemmän korkeakouluasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä.

		Miehet

		Ylemmän korkeakouluasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet.

		Naiset

		Ylemmän korkeakouluasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset.

		Tutkijakoulutusasteen tutkinto

		Tutkinnot ovat tieteellisiä lisensiaatin ja tohtorintutkintoja.

		Yhteensä

		Tutkijakoulutusasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet yhteensä.

		Miehet

		Tutkijakoulutusasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet miehet.

		Naiset

		Tutkijakoulutusasteen tutkinnon suorittaneet naiset

		Koulutustasomittain

		Väestön koulutustasoa mitataan perusasteen jälkeen suoritetun

		korkeimman koulutuksen keskimääräisellä pituudella henkeä kohti.

		Esimerkiksi koulutustasoluku 246 osoittaa, että teoreettinen koulutusaika

		henkeä kohti on 2,5 vuotta peruskoulun suorittamisen jälkeen.

		Väestön koulutustasoa laskettaessa perusjoukkona käytetään 20 vuotta

		täyttänyttä väestöä. Näin siksi että monen alle 20-vuotiaan koulutus on

		vielä kesken.

		Mittaimen avulla voidaan helposti vertailla eri alueiden välisiä

		koulutustasoeroja sekä seurata ajassa tapahtuvia muutoksia.

		Väestön koulutustaso

		20 vuotta täyttäneen väestön koulutustaso eli 20 vuotta täyttäneiden

		keskimääräinen koulutusaika henkeä kohti peruskoulun suorittamisen

		jälkeen

		Miesten koulutustaso

		20 vuotta täyttäneiden miesten koulutustaso eli 20 vuotta täyttäneiden

		miesten keskimääräinen koulutusaika henkeä kohti peruskoulun

		suorittamisen jälkeen

		Naisten koulutustaso

		20 vuotta täyttäneiden naisten koulutustaso eli 20 vuotta täyttäneiden

		naisten keskimääräinen koulutusaika henkeä kohti peruskoulun

		suorittamisen jälkeen

		Lähde: Tilastokeskus 31.5.2002 
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		Thu Jun 13 13:59:51 2002																				Thu Jun 13 14:01:36 2002

		ANSIO85																				ANSIO90

		ANSIO85:	Ansiotasoindeksit 1985=100																				ANSIO90:	Ansiotasoindeksit, pääryhmät, 1990=100

				Lähde:																				Lähde:

				Julkaisija:																				Julkaisija:

		1		OBS																		1		OBS

		2		ANSIO85:SID				Tilastolähde ja aikaleiman koodi														2		ANSIO90:SID				Tilastolähde ja aikaleiman koodi

		3		ANSIO85:A64		IND		Palkansaajien yleinen ansiotasoindeksi														3		ANSIO90:A90		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Yhteensä

		4		ANSIO85:A85		IND		Palkansaajien ansiotasoindeksi														4		ANSIO90:A90HR		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Tuntipalkat

		5		ANSIO85:A85P		IND		Palkansaajien ansiotasoindeksi, yksityinen sektori														5		ANSIO90:A90MO		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Kuukausipalkat

		6		ANSIO85:A85S		IND		Palkansaajien ansiotasoindeksi, valtio														6		ANSIO90:A90S		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Valtiosektori, yhteensä

		7		ANSIO85:A85M		IND		Palkansaajien ansiotasoindeksi, kunnat														7		ANSIO90:A90SH		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Valtiosektori, tuntipalkat

		8		ANSIO85:A85N		IND		Palkansaajien ansiotasoindeksi, voittoa tavoittelem. toiminta														8		ANSIO90:A90SM		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Valtiosektori, kuukausipalkat

		9		ANSIO85:A853		IND		Palkansaajien ansiotasoindeksi teollisuudessa														9		ANSIO90:A90M		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Kuntasektori, yhteensä

																						10		ANSIO90:A90MH		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Kuntasektori, tuntipalkat

																						11		ANSIO90:A90MM		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Kuntasektori, kuukausipalkat

																						12		ANSIO90:A90P		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Yksityinen sektori, yhteensä

																						13		ANSIO90:A90PH		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Yksityinen sektori, tuntipalkat

																						14		ANSIO90:A90PM		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, Yksityinen sektori, kuukausipalkat

																						15		ANSIO90:A90N		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, voittoa tavoittelematon sektori

																						16		ANSIO90:A90D		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, teollisuus

																						17		ANSIO90:A9035		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, talonrakentaminen

																						18		ANSIO90:A90G		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, tukku- ja vähittäiskauppa

																						19		ANSIO90:A90H		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, majoitus- ja ravitsemistoiminta

																						20		ANSIO90:A90I		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, kuljetus

																						21		ANSIO90:A90J		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, tietoliikenne

																						22		ANSIO90:A9061		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, rahoitus

																						23		ANSIO90:A9062		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, vakuutus

																						24		ANSIO90:A9081		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, julkinen hallinto

																						25		ANSIO90:A90O		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, koulutus ja tutkimus

																						26		ANSIO90:A90851		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, terveyden ja sairaanhoito

																						27		ANSIO90:A90853		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, sosiaalipalvelut

																						28		ANSIO90:A90MHT		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, miehet

																						29		ANSIO90:A90NST		I/90		Ansiotasoindeksi, naiset

		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9

		OBS		ANSIO85:SID		ANSIO85:A64		ANSIO85:A85		ANSIO85:A85P		ANSIO85:A85S		ANSIO85:A85M		ANSIO85:A85N		ANSIO85:A853

		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17		18		19		20		21		22		23		24		25		26		27		28		29

		OBS		ANSIO90:SID		ANSIO90:A90		ANSIO90:A90HR		ANSIO90:A90MO		ANSIO90:A90S		ANSIO90:A90SH		ANSIO90:A90SM		ANSIO90:A90M		ANSIO90:A90MH		ANSIO90:A90MM		ANSIO90:A90P		ANSIO90:A90PH		ANSIO90:A90PM		ANSIO90:A90N		ANSIO90:A90D		ANSIO90:A9035		ANSIO90:A90G		ANSIO90:A90H		ANSIO90:A90I		ANSIO90:A90J		ANSIO90:A9061		ANSIO90:A9062		ANSIO90:A9081		ANSIO90:A90O		ANSIO90:A90851		ANSIO90:A90853		ANSIO90:A90MHT		ANSIO90:A90NST

		Y:1990		AT:200002		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Y:1991		AT:200002		106.4		105.9		106.6		105.4		107.7		105.3		107		104		107.2		106.4		105.9		106.7		105.8		106.1

		Y:1992		AT:200002		108.4		106.9		109		107.1		109.7		106.9		110		106.2		110.3		108.1		106.8		109		108.3		108.3

		Y:1993		AT:200002		109.2		107		110.1		107.1		110.5		106.9		111.7		108.9		119.9		108.8		106.8		110		109.3		110

		Y:1994		AT:200002		111.4		109.5		112.1		108.4		112.7		108.1		112.5		108.7		112.8		111.6		109.4		112.9		110.2		115

		Y:1995		AT:200002		116.6		115.3		117.1		111		116.2		110.6		116.7		112.9		117		117.4		115.3		118.8		113.2		123.1

		Y:1996		AT:200002		121.2		119.7		121.7		115.3		119.4		115		121.4		116.7		121.8		122		119.8		123.4		118.8		127.8

		Y:1997		AT:200002		123.8		122		124.4		118		124.9		117.6		123.7		118.6		124.1		124.7		122.2		126.3		120.9		131.4

		Y:1998		AT:200002		128.1		126.1		128.8		122.2		129.9		121.7		127.8		121.8		128.3		129		126.2		130.9		123.8		136.2

		Y:1999		AT:200011		131.6		129.6		132.3		125.2		133.2		124.7		130.9		125.1		131.3		132.8		129.8		134.8		126.3		139.9

		Y:2000		AT:200102		136.6		135		137.2		129.8		138.1		129.2		135		129.6		135.4		138.2		135.1		140.2

		Y:1985		AT:199211		942.7		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Y:1986		AT:199211		1008.4		106.9		106.7		106.6		107.8		107.2		106.2

		Y:1987		AT:199211		1079.3		114.4		114.5		115.7		113.3		115.2		113.4

		Y:1988		AT:199211		1176.2		124.6		124.6		128.8		121.9		128		122.7

		Y:1989		AT:199211		1280.6		135.7		136.4		137.4		132		137		133.8

		Y:1990		AT:199211		1398.2		148.2		148.8		149.8		144.7		150		146.9

		Y:1991		AT:199211		1487		157.6		158.3		157.9		154.8		158.9		156.2

		Y:1992		AT:199306		1515.2		160.6		160.9		160.6		158.6		162.4		159.9

						Income Level		Unemployment						Unemployment		Income Level		Income Level

		Y:1985		1985		67		158		5.0 %

		Y:1986		1986		72		169		5.4 %				6.9 %		7.0 %		0.0696934338

		Y:1987		1987		77		160		5.1 %				-5.2 %		7.0 %		0.070309401

		Y:1988		1988		84		144		4.6 %				-10.5 %		9.0 %		0.0897804132

		Y:1989		1989		92		98		3.1 %				-32.1 %		8.9 %		0.0887604149

		Y:1990		1990		100		100		3.2 %				2.5 %		9.2 %		0.0918319538

		Y:1991		1991		106		209		6.7 %				109.4 %		6.4 %		0.064

		Y:1992		1992		108		368		11.7 %				75.9 %		1.9 %		0.0187969925

		Y:1993		1993		109		516		16.4 %				40.0 %		0.7 %		0.0073800738

		Y:1994		1994		111		522		16.6 %				1.2 %		2.0 %		2.0 %		5.1 %		4.6 %		3.1 %		3.2 %		6.7 %		11.7 %		16.4 %		16.6 %		15.4 %		14.6 %		12.7 %		11.4 %		10.2 %		9.8 %

		Y:1995		1995		117		485		15.4 %				-7.1 %		4.7 %		0.0466786355

		Y:1996		1996		121		459		14.6 %				-5.3 %		3.9 %		0.0394511149

		Y:1997		1997		124		398		12.7 %				-13.3 %		2.1 %		0.0214521452

		Y:1998		1998		128		358		11.4 %				-10.1 %		3.5 %		0.034733441

		Y:1999		1999		132		322		10.2 %				-10.2 %		2.7 %		0.0273224044

		Y:2000		2000		137		308		9.8 %				-4.2 %		3.8 %		0.037993921

								67.5		67.2		66.8		69.1		66.7		68.1

								72.1		71.7		71.2		74.5		71.5		72.3

								77.2		76.9		77.2		78.3		76.8		77.2

								84.1		83.7		86.0		84.2		85.3		83.5

								91.6		91.7		91.7		91.2		91.3		91.1

								100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0

								106.3		106.4		105.4		107.0		105.9		106.3

								108.4		108.1		107.2		109.6		108.3		108.8

								1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

								1985 - 1986		1986 - 1987		1987 - 1988		1988 - 1989		1989 - 1990		1990 - 1991		1991 - 1992		1992 - 1993		1993 - 1994		1994 - 1995		1995 - 1996		1996 - 1997		1997 - 1998		1998 - 1999		1999 - 2000

						Income Level		7.0 %		7.0 %		9.0 %		8.9 %		9.2 %		6.4 %		1.9 %		0.7 %		2.0 %		4.7 %		3.9 %		2.1 %		3.5 %		2.7 %		3.8 %

						Unemployment		6.9 %		-5.2 %		-10.5 %		-32.1 %		2.5 %		109.4 %		75.9 %		40.0 %		1.2 %		-7.1 %		-5.3 %		-13.3 %		-10.1 %		-10.2 %		-4.2 %
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						LABOUR FIGURES (1000s)

								1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		5.2		POP		Total population [13]		4902		4918		4932		4947		4964		4986		5029		5042		5066		5088		5108		5125		5140		5153		5171		5181		POP=MIN+WAP+ELD

		N/A		MIN		* Under 15 years [13]		951		952		952		957		961		963		966		967		970		971		971		971		964		956		943		936		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		WAP		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		3339		3343		3346		3346		3347		3356		3379		3385		3396		3404		3410		3417		3427		3442		3461		3467		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		ELD		* 65 years and older [13]		612		623		634		645		656		667		685		690		701		713		726		738		748		756		767		777		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

						Armed Forces		40		37		39		38		37		32		37		37		38		35		37		39		32		33		30		30

						Civilian Employment		2427		2421		2413		2420		2494		2493		2365		2196		2061		2045		2090		2119		2162		2213		2287		2326

						Unemployment		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253

		2.1.1		TLF		Total labour force [13]		2596		2596		2583		2574		2612		2606		2571		2526		2504		2489		2510		2521		2508		2532		2578		2609		TLF=ARF+CLF

		N/A		ARF		* armed forces [13]		40		37		39		38		37		32		37		37		38		35		37		39		32		33		30		30		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CLF		* civilian labour force [13]		2556		2559		2544		2536		2575		2574		2534		2489		2466		2454		2473		2481		2476		2499		2548		2579		CLF=EMP+UEM

		N/A		EMP		* (civilian) employment [13]		2427		2421		2413		2420		2494		2493		2365		2196		2061		2045		2090		2119		2162		2213		2287		2326		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		2.1.3		UEM		* unemployment [13]		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE1		Civ. employment: agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing [13]		280		266		251		238		218		207		198		187		174		167		158		159		153		144		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE2		Civ. employment:mining and quarrying [13]		10		9		7		6		6		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		6		6		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE3		Civ. employment: manufacturing [13]		557		550		534		519		528		524		471		424		396		398		427		433		436		447		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE4		Civ. employment: electricity, gas, water [13]		32		30		28		28		28		28		28		26		23		23		24		23		22		22		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE5		Civ. employment: construction [13]		178		185		184		188		201		205		179		149		125		114		115		118		130		139		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE6		Civ. employment: wholesale and retail trade; restaurants, hotels [13]		355		355		348		354		385		392		359		321		301		294		298		313		326		335		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE7		Civ. employment: transport, storage, communication [13]		186		183		182		182		178		178		175		164		158		161		163		159		164		169		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE8		Civ. employment: financing, insurance, real estate, business services [13]		156		160		177		190		199		203		199		191		180		168		198		218		218		227		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE9		Civ. employment: community, social and personal services [13]		671		680		700		714		715		714		715		694		665		679		666		684		702		717		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

		N/A		CE0		Civ. employment: undefined [13]		3		3		2		2		2		2		2		3		4		6		6		8		5		7		N/A		N/A		[OECD Labour Force Statistics]

						LABOUR FIGURES (%)		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		2.2.3		PEM%		Part-time employment [13]		8.3 %		8.1 %		8.1 %		7.4 %		7.8 %		7.5 %		7.9 %		8.1 %		8.9 %		8.9 %		8.6 %		8.4 %		9.4 %		9.6 %		9.9 %		10.4 %		PEM%=PEM/EMP

		N/A		LUM%		Long-term (12m+) unemployment [13]		21%		16%		19%		N/A		2%		N/A		9%		N/A		31%		N/A		38%		35%		30%		28%		30%		29%		LUM%=LUM/UEM

						DERIVED STATISTICS (1000s)		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		N/A		PEM		Part-time employed		201		196		195		179		195		187		187		178		183		182		180		178		203		212		226		242		PEM=PEM%*EMP

		N/A		LUM		Long-term unemployed (12m+)		27		196		195		179		195		187		187		178		183		182		180		178		203		212		226		242		LUM=LUM%*UEP

		N/A		CEA		Agriculture		468		460		442		432		425		416		381		340		303		286		277		281		289		289		N/A		N/A		CEA=CE1

		N/A		CEI		Industry		777		774		753		741		763		761		682		603		548		540		570		578		594		614		N/A		N/A		CEI=CE2+CE3+CE4+CE5

		N/A		CES		Services		1368		1378		1407		1440		1477		1487		1448		1370		1304		1302		1325		1374		1410		1448		N/A		N/A		CES=CE6+CE7+CE8+CE9

						DERIVED STATISTICS (%)		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		2.1.5		CER%		Employment rate		72.7 %		72.4 %		72.1 %		72.3 %		74.5 %		74.3 %		70.0 %		64.9 %		60.7 %		60.1 %		61.3 %		62.0 %		63.1 %		64.3 %		66.1 %		67.1 %		CER%=EMP/WAP

		2.1.6		UER%		Unemployment rate		5.0 %		5.4 %		5.1 %		4.6 %		3.1 %		3.2 %		6.7 %		11.7 %		16.4 %		16.6 %		15.4 %		14.6 %		12.7 %		11.4 %		10.2 %		9.8 %		UER%=UEM/TLF

		2.1.7		ACR%		Activity rate		76.5 %		76.5 %		76.0 %		75.8 %		76.9 %		76.7 %		75.0 %		73.5 %		72.6 %		72.1 %		72.5 %		72.6 %		72.2 %		72.6 %		73.6 %		74.4 %		ACR%=CLF/WAP

		2.1.2 & 2.1.4		ACE%		Annual change in employment		1.0 %		-0.2 %		-0.3 %		0.3 %		3.1 %		-0.0 %		-5.1 %		-7.1 %		-6.1 %		-0.8 %		2.2 %		1.4 %		2.0 %		2.4 %		3.3 %		1.7 %		ACE%(n)=[EMP(n)-EMP(n-1)] /EMP(n-1)

		2.2.6		LUT%		Long-term unemployed out of labour force		1.0 %		0.9 %		1.0 %		N/A		0.0 %		N/A		0.6 %		4.3 %		4.9 %		5.7 %		5.7 %		5.0 %		3.7 %		3.1 %		3.0 %		2.8 %		LUT%=LUT/TLF		1992 and 1994 figures: Ministry of Labour

		N/A		CEA%		Share of agriculture		19.3 %		19.0 %		18.3 %		17.8 %		17.3 %		16.9 %		16.4 %		15.7 %		14.9 %		14.2 %		13.5 %		13.3 %		13.4 %		13.1 %		N/A		N/A		CEA%=CEA/(CEA+CEI+CES+CE0)

		N/A		CEI%		Share of industry		32.0 %		32.0 %		31.2 %		30.6 %		31.0 %		31.0 %		29.3 %		27.9 %		27.0 %		26.8 %		27.7 %		27.3 %		27.5 %		27.7 %		N/A		N/A		CEI%=CEI/(CEA+CEI+CES+CE0)

		N/A		CES%		Share of services		56.3 %		56.9 %		58.3 %		59.5 %		60.0 %		60.5 %		62.1 %		63.3 %		64.2 %		64.6 %		64.4 %		64.8 %		65.2 %		65.4 %		N/A		N/A		CES%=CES/(CEA+CEI+CES+CE0)

								19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		18%		18%

								68%		68%		68%		68%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%

								12%		13%		13%		13%		13%		13%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		15%		15%		15%		15%

								100		99.7794748705		99.4962403514		99.7155335515		99.7893984957		99.5558541835		99.0121020479		98.8590477215		98.6959516091		98.3705086999		97.9853461756		97.6603216127		96.6733358701		95.6292037777		94.0004526579		93.1225900022

								100		99.7940711039		99.6000958954		99.2980943917		98.9876074493		98.8158397872		98.6423577036		98.5627289617		98.4145665357		98.2198658507		98.0077407952		97.8831635001		97.8831356344		98.063550067		98.2616266715		98.2419868852

								100		101.4662025851		102.9646327306		104.4334653206		105.8507528717		107.1508065721		109.1015248812		109.6145320484		110.8344364197		112.2443041682		113.8433368649		115.3411764706		116.5629053178		117.5123571649		118.8071863826		120.1238688875

								100		100.1051524711		100.1051524711		100.6309148265		101.0515247108		101.261829653		101.5772870662		101.6824395373		101.9978969506		102.1030494217		102.1030494217		102.1030494217		101.3669821241		100.5257623554		99.1587802313		98.4227129338

								100		100.1197963462		100.2096436059		100.2096436059		100.2395926924		100.5091344714		101.1979634621		101.3776579814		101.7070979335		101.9466906259		102.1263851453		102.3360287511		102.6355196167		103.0847559149		103.6537885594		103.8334830788

								100		101.7973856209		103.5947712418		105.3921568627		107.1895424837		108.9869281046		111.9281045752		112.7450980392		114.5424836601		116.5032679739		118.6274509804		120.5882352941		122.2222222222		123.5294117647		125.3267973856		126.9607843137
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GDP

		

						GDP		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		5.1		EX$		Currency FIM / USD [1b]				6.198		5.07		4.396		4.183		4.291		3.824		4.044		4.479		5.712		5.224		4.367		4.594		5.191		5.344		5.581		-		[OECD Historical Statistics]

		N/A		GDPFIM95		Finnish GDP at 1995 prices, billions FIM [1a]				496.3		508.7		530.1		555.2		583.8		584.0		547.4		529.2		523.2		543.9		564.6		587.2		624.2		657.5		683.9		722.9		[Main Economic Indicators, Finland]

		1.1.1		GDP$95		Finnish GDP at 1995 prices, billions USD [1a]				80.1		100.3		120.6		132.7		136		152.7		135.4		118.2		91.6		104.1		129.3		127.8		120.2		123		122.5		-		[OECD Main Economic Indicators]

		1.1.1		GDP$CUR		GDP based on exchange rates (billions of US dollars at current prices and exchange rates)[1c]		51.7		54.5		71.3		89.3		106.3		115.6		136.8		123.5		108.7		86.2		100		129.3		127.5		122.4		129		129.4		-		[OECD Annual National Accounts]

		1.1.2		GDP$PPP		GDP based on PPPs (Purchasing Power Parity:Billions of US dollars at current prices and current PPPs)[1c]				58.2		60.9		65.3		71.8		78.8		81.9		79.3		76.6		80.9		85		96.3		99.5		105.2		112.2		117.4		-		[OECD Annual National Accounts]

		5.3		GDPCAP$		Real GDP per capita PPP US $[12]				-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		17417		18547		-		20150		20847		23096		-		[UN ILO Human Development Report]

		N/A		GDP$95PPP		GDP - billions US$, 1995 prives levels & PPP [1c]				77		78.3		82.3		85.1		88.2		86.8		77.9		79.2		83.6		93.6		100		103.2		113.6		124.1		132.0		147.7		[OECD Main Economic Indicators]

						Gross domestic product per head - US$, 1995 prices levels & PPP [1c]		16822		17274		17646		18338		19152		20063		19981		18626		17908		17618		18232		18856		19547		20717		21767		22621				[OECD Annual National Accounts]

						GDP per capita, PPP (current international $) [2]				12337		13423		15264		16963		17672		17777		17181		17340		17492		18177		19273		20033		21042		22008		23113		25154		[World Bank]

						GDP, PPP (billions of current international $) [2]				60.47815		66.01637		75.29605		83.98616		87.68721		88.6384		86.14401		87.42874		88.6128		92.5042		98.44479		102.6697		108.1536		113.4081		119.4003		130.2987		[World Bank]

						GDP - Per head,At curr. prices and curr. exch. rates, Finland [1c]		10592		11126		14493		18106		21485		23283		27436		24627		21559		17023		19649		25311		24886		23817		25039		25046		-		[OECD Annual National Accounts]





Production

								1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

				VA		Arvonlisäys: toimialat yhteensä  [MMK, 1995 hinnoin]		414465		427205		436580		453785		473259		497088		500587		468357		454094		450965		472521		490656		511863		544048		572858		597191		634781		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA1		A+B Maa-, riista-, metsä- ja kalatalous		25210		24236		22753		20830		22104		23608		24557		21520		21518		22302		24967		23642		23577		25638		24687		24519		26180		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA2		C Mineraalien kaivu		1050		1124		1218		1298		1407		1566		1618		1529		1524		1523		1730		1798		1859		2116		1740		2054		1604		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA3		D Teollisuus		93600		96843		98474		104006		108785		113202		112628		99440		100500		105868		118544		127322		131078		144018		157639		168866		189970		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA4		E Sähkö-, kaasu- ja vesihuolto		9422		10239		10384		11152		11423		11398		11623		12015		11950		12478		13155		12895		14035		14018		14180		14152		14275		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA5		F Rakentaminen		28317		28540		29013		29208		31641		35903		34903		30979		28211		24615		22095		20508		22918		25483		27294		27390		28030		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA6_1		G Tukku- ja vähittäiskauppa		46861		48904		50848		54563		57677		62378		60838		53517		45555		43757		46771		49895		51954		54999		58728		61321		63645		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA6_2		H Majoitus- ja ravitsemistoiminta		6561		6810		7063		7473		7829		8337		8585		7920		7297		6934		7187		7736		7686		7821		8947		9062		9220		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA7		I Kuljetus, varastointi ja tietoliik.		33246		34506		35083		37514		39666		42358		44439		42694		42706		43930		45610		48098		50991		54969		59632		62864		67226		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA8_1		J Rahoitustoiminta		18475		19919		21815		23608		23937		26085		27014		20891		16733		21504		18186		18788		21271		22494		21128		24401		27065		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA8_2		K Kiinteistö-, vuokraus-, tutk.palv.		57732		59197		62045		65033		68000		70623		71719		71654		71170		72655		75890		79034		82677		86375		91151		95987		100158		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_1		L Julkinen hallinto, maanpuol. jne.		25537		25856		26005		26541		27237		27688		27672		28229		27581		26494		26695		26898		27342		28352		28124		28375		28723		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_2		M Koulutus		23269		23688		24140		24889		25371		25972		26352		26446		26018		25682		25780		26630		27177		27589		28420		29008		29469		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_3		N Terveydenhuolto- ja sosiaalipalv.		39039		40500		41481		42936		44037		45238		46298		46219		44888		42238		41638		42276		43518		44288		44607		44988		45485		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA9_4		O+P Muut yhteiskunn. ja henk.koht. palv.		16269		16954		17464		17944		18503		19421		20136		19428		19326		18396		18602		19278		20380		21264		21675		22468		23465		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VA_0		991 Välilliset rahoituspalvelut		-10123		-10111		-11206		-13210		-14358		-16689		-17795		-14124		-10883		-17411		-14329		-14142		-14600		-15376		-15094		-18264		-19734		[Kansantalouden kirjanpito]

				VAA		Value added: agriculture		25210		24236		22753		20830		22104		23608		24557		21520		21518		22302		24967		23642		23577		25638		24687		24519		26180		VAA=VA1

				VAI		Value added: industry		132389		136746		139089		145664		153256		162069		160772		143963		142185		144484		155524		162523		169890		185635		200853		212462		233879		VAI=VA2+..+VA5

				VAS		Value added: services		266989		276334		285944		300501		312257		328100		333053		316998		301274		301590		306359		318633		332996		348151		362412		378474		394456		VAS=VA6+..VA9

				VAA%		Value added: agriculture, as share of total value added		6.1 %		5.7 %		5.2 %		4.6 %		4.7 %		4.7 %		4.9 %		4.6 %		4.7 %		4.9 %		5.3 %		4.8 %		4.6 %		4.7 %		4.3 %		4.1 %		4.1 %		VAA%=VAA/VA

				VAS%		Value added: services as share of total value added		64.4 %		64.7 %		65.5 %		66.2 %		66.0 %		66.0 %		66.5 %		67.7 %		66.3 %		66.9 %		64.8 %		64.9 %		65.1 %		64.0 %		63.3 %		63.4 %		62.1 %		VAS%=VAS/VA

				VAI%		Value added: industry as share of total value added		31.9 %		32.0 %		31.9 %		32.1 %		32.4 %		32.6 %		32.1 %		30.7 %		31.3 %		32.0 %		32.9 %		33.1 %		33.2 %		34.1 %		35.1 %		35.6 %		36.8 %		VAI%=VAI/VA

				VA0%		Value added: indirect financial costs as share of total value added		-2.4 %		-2.4 %		-2.6 %		-2.9 %		-3.0 %		-3.4 %		-3.6 %		-3.0 %		-2.4 %		-3.9 %		-3.0 %		-2.9 %		-2.9 %		-2.8 %		-2.6 %		-3.1 %		-3.1 %		VA0%=VA0/VA

						Arvonlisäys: toimialat yhteensä  [MMK, 1995 hinnoin]		84		87		89		92		96		101		102		95		93		92		96		100		104		111		117		122		129

						A+B Maa-, riista-, metsä- ja kalatalous		107		103		96		88		93		100		104		91		91		94		106		100		100		108		104		104		111

						C Mineraalien kaivu		58		63		68		72		78		87		90		85		85		85		96		100		103		118		97		114		89

						D Teollisuus		74		76		77		82		85		89		88		78		79		83		93		100		103		113		124		133		149

						E Sähkö-, kaasu- ja vesihuolto		73		79		81		86		89		88		90		93		93		97		102		100		109		109		110		110		111

						F Rakentaminen		138		139		141		142		154		175		170		151		138		120		108		100		112		124		133		134		137

						G Tukku- ja vähittäiskauppa		94		98		102		109		116		125		122		107		91		88		94		100		104		110		118		123		128

						H Majoitus- ja ravitsemistoiminta		85		88		91		97		101		108		111		102		94		90		93		100		99		101		116		117		119

						I Kuljetus, varastointi ja tietoliik.		69		72		73		78		82		88		92		89		89		91		95		100		106		114		124		131		140

						J Rahoitustoiminta		98		106		116		126		127		139		144		111		89		114		97		100		113		120		112		130		144

						K Kiinteistö-, vuokraus-, tutk.palv.		73		75		79		82		86		89		91		91		90		92		96		100		105		109		115		121		127

						L Julkinen hallinto, maanpuol. jne.		95		96		97		99		101		103		103		105		103		98		99		100		102		105		105		105		107

						M Koulutus		87		89		91		93		95		98		99		99		98		96		97		100		102		104		107		109		111

						N Terveydenhuolto- ja sosiaalipalv.		92		96		98		102		104		107		110		109		106		100		98		100		103		105		106		106		108

						O+P Muut yhteiskunn. ja henk.koht. palv.		84		88		91		93		96		101		104		101		100		95		96		100		106		110		112		117		122

						991 Välilliset rahoituspalvelut		72		71		79		93		102		118		126		100		77		123		101		100		103		109		107		129		140

						Value added: agriculture		107		103		96		88		93		100		104		91		91		94		106		100		100		108		104		104		111

						Value added: industry		81		84		86		90		94		100		99		89		87		89		96		100		105		114		124		131		144

						Value added: services		84		87		90		94		98		103		105		99		95		95		96		100		105		109		114		119		124
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Value added: agriculture

Value added: industry

Value added: services



Chart data

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		Finnish GDP		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		Current prices and exchange rates		54.5		71.3		89.3		106.3		115.6		136.8		123.5		108.7		86.2		100		129.3		127.5		122.4		129		129.4

		1995 prices		80.1		100.3		120.6		132.7		136		152.7		135.4		118.2		91.6		104.1		129.3		127.8		120.2		123		122.5

		Finnish GDP per capita		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		GDP per capita at 1995 prices levels		16340		20394		24453		26824		27397		30626		26924		23443		18081		20460		25313		24937		23385		23870		23690

		GDP per capita at current prices and current exchange rates		11126.2		14492.5		18105.9		21484.7		23282.6		27435.7		24627.4		21559.3		17022.6		19648.6		25311.2		24886		23817		25039		25046.3

		GDP per capita at 1995 prices levels, PPP adjusted		17274		17646		18338		19152		20063		19981		18626		17908		17618		18232		18856		19547		20717		21767		22621

				100.0		2.2		3.9		4.4		4.8		-0.4		-6.8		-3.9		-1.6		3.5		3.4		3.7		6.0		5.1		3.9

		Finnish GDP at 1995 prices; 1995 = 100		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		GDP		100.0		102.5		106.8		111.9		117.6		117.7		110.3		106.6		105.4		109.6		113.7		118.3		125.8		132.5		137.8

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Services share of total value added: 1985 = 1000		100		101		102		102		102		103		105		103		103		100		100		101		99		98		98		96

		Industry share of total value added: 1985 = 100		100		100		100		101		102		100		96		98		100		103		103		104		107		110		111		115

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Agriculture		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		4%		4%		4%

		Services		65%		65%		66%		66%		66%		67%		68%		66%		67%		65%		65%		65%		64%		63%		63%		62%

		Industry		32%		32%		32%		32%		33%		32%		31%		31%		32%		33%		33%		33%		34%		35%		36%		37%

		Indirect financial costs		-2%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-4%		-3%		-2%		-4%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%		-3%

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing		100		94		86		91		97		101		89		89		92		103		98		97		106		102		101		108

		Mining and quarrying		100		108		115		125		139		144		136		136		135		154		160		165		188		155		183		143

		Manufacturing		100		102		107		112		117		116		103		104		109		122		131		135		149		163		174		196

		Electricity, gas, water		100		101		109		112		111		114		117		117		122		128		126		137		137		138		138		139

		Construction		100		102		102		111		126		122		109		99		86		77		72		80		89		96		96		98

		Wholesale and retail trade		100		104		112		118		128		124		109		93		89		96		102		106		112		120		125		130

		Hotels and restaurants		100		104		110		115		122		126		116		107		102		106		114		113		115		131		133		135

		Transport, storage, communication		100		102		109		115		123		129		124		124		127		132		139		148		159		173		182		195

		Financial intermediation		100		110		119		120		131		136		105		84		108		91		94		107		113		106		123		136

		Real estate, resting and business activities		100		105		110		115		119		121		121		120		123		128		134		140		146		154		162		169

		Public administration, and defense		100		101		103		105		107		107		109		107		102		103		104		106		110		109		110		111

		Education		100		102		105		107		110		111		112		110		108		109		112		115		116		120		122		124

		Health and social services		100		102		106		109		112		114		114		111		104		103		104		107		109		110		111		112

		Other community activities		100		103		106		109		115		119		115		114		109		110		114		120		125		128		133		138

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		4%		4%		4%

		Mining and quarrying		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Manufacturing		23%		23%		23%		23%		23%		22%		21%		22%		23%		25%		26%		26%		26%		28%		28%		30%

		Electricity, gas, water		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		3%		3%		3%		3%		3%		3%		3%		2%		2%		2%

		Construction		7%		7%		6%		7%		7%		7%		7%		6%		5%		5%		4%		4%		5%		5%		5%		4%

		Wholesale and retail trade		11%		12%		12%		12%		13%		12%		11%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%

		Hotels and restaurants		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		2%		1%		2%		2%		1%

		Transport, storage, communication		8%		8%		8%		8%		9%		9%		9%		9%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		11%		11%

		Financial intermediation		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		4%		4%		5%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%

		Real estate, resting and business activities		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		15%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%		16%

		Public administration, and defense		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%

		Education		6%		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		6%		6%		6%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%		5%

		Health and social services		9%		10%		9%		9%		9%		9%		10%		10%		9%		9%		9%		9%		8%		8%		8%		7%

		Other community activities		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%		4%

		1985 = 100		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Population		100		100.3263973888		100.611995104		100.9179926561		101.2647898817		101.7135862913		102.5907792738		102.8559771522		103.3455732354		103.794369645		104.2023663811		104.5491636067		104.8551611587		105.1203590371		105.4875560996		105.6915544676

		Population aged 15-64		100		100.1197963462		100.2096436059		100.2096436059		100.2395926924		100.5091344714		101.1979634621		101.3776579814		101.7070979335		101.9466906259		102.1263851453		102.3360287511		102.6355196167		103.0847559149		103.6537885594		103.8334830788

		Labour force		100		100		99.499229584		99.1525423729		100.6163328197		100.3852080123		99.0369799692		97.3035439137		96.4560862866		95.8782742681		96.687211094		97.1109399076		96.6101694915		97.5346687211		99.3066255778		100.500770416

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Employed		2427		2421		2413		2420		2494		2493		2365		2196		2061		2045		2090		2119		2162		2213		2287		2326

		Unemployed		129		138		130		116		80		82		169		292		405		408		382		363		314		285		261		253

		Armed forces		40		37		39		38		37		32		37		37		38		35		37		39		32		33		30		30

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Employment rate: employed / 15-64-year-old population		73%		72%		72%		72%		75%		74%		70%		65%		61%		60%		61%		62%		63%		64%		66%		67%

		Unemployment rate: unemployed / civilian labour force		5.0 %		5.4 %		5.1 %		4.6 %		3.1 %		3.2 %		6.7 %		12%		16%		17%		15%		15%		13%		11%		10%		10%

		Activity rate: total labour force / 15-64-year-old population		78%		78%		77%		77%		78%		78%		76%		75%		74%		73%		74%		74%		73%		74%		74%		75%

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Population		4902		4918		4932		4947		4964		4986		5029		5042		5066		5088		5108		5125		5140		5153		5171		5181

		Population aged 15-64		3339		3343		3346		3346		3347		3356		3379		3385		3396		3404		3410		3417		3427		3442		3461		3467

		Labour force		2596		2596		2583		2574		2612		2606		2571		2526		2504		2489		2510		2521		2508		2532		2578		2609

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Total population [13]		4902		4918		4932		4947		4964		4986		5029		5042		5066		5088		5108		5125		5140		5153		5171		5181

		* Under 15 years [13]		951		952		952		957		961		963		966		967		970		971		971		971		964		956		943		936

		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		3339		3343		3346		3346		3347		3356		3379		3385		3396		3404		3410		3417		3427		3442		3461		3467

		* 65 years and older [13]		612		623		634		645		656		667		685		690		701		713		726		738		748		756		767		777

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		* Under 15 years [13]		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		19%		18%		18%

		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		68%		68%		68%		68%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%		67%

		* 65 years and older [13]		12%		13%		13%		13%		13%		13%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		14%		15%		15%		15%		15%

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		* Under 15 years [13]		100		100		99		100		100		100		99		99		99		98		98		98		97		96		94		93

		* From 15 to 64 years [13]		100		100		100		99		99		99		99		99		98		98		98		98		98		98		98		98

		* 65 years and older [13]		100		101		103		104		106		107		109		110		111		112		114		115		117		118		119		120

				1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Ratio of employed / over 65-year olds		1.3757725587		1.380834366		1.3866556154		1.3826446281		1.34202085		1.346169274		1.4287526427		1.54143898		1.6477438137		1.6645476773		1.6315789474		1.6125530911		1.585106383		1.5553547221		1.5133362484		1.4905417025

		15 / 47		4 / 47		5 / 47		5 / 47		4 / 47		3 / 49

		-		-		15 / 53		11 / 59		5 / 58		1/75

		-		-		2/52		2/58		1 / 58		1/75
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Current prices and exchange rates

1995 prices

Finnish GDP at current and 1995 prices
[billions USD]
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GDP per capita at 1995 prices levels

GDP per capita at current prices and current exchange rates

GDP per capita at 1995 prices levels, PPP adjusted

GDP per capita [USD]
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GDP

GDP at 1995 prices and current exchange rates. 1985=100
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Services share of total value added: 1985 = 1000

Industry share of total value added: 1985 = 100

Services and industry share of total value; 1985 = 100
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Transport, storage, communication

Agriculture, hunting, forestry, fishing

Mining and quarrying

Manufacturing

Electricity, gas, water

Construction

Wholesale and retail trade

Hotels and restaurants

Financial intermediation

Real estate, resting and business activities

Public administration, and defense

Education

Health and social services

Other community activities

Total value added - by activity
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Manufacturing

Construction

Transport, storage, communication

Health and social services

Select activities. Value added at 
1995 prices. 1985 = 100
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Labour force

Population aged 15-64

Population

Demographics (1000s)
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Employed

Unemployed

Armed forces

Labour Force
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Employment rate: employed / 15-64-year-old population

Unemployment rate: unemployed / civilian labour force

Activity rate: total labour force / 15-64-year-old population

Key shares in employment

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



&A

Page &P

* Under 15 years [13]

* From 15 to 64 years [13]

* 65 years and older [13]
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Ratio of employed / over 65-year olds
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