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Abstract

A previous study has shown that the substantially lower unemployment rate of Swedish speakers in
Finland, as compared with Finnish speakers, cannot be attributed to demographic and socio-economic
characteristics. This paper studies the role of structural factors. Using cross-section and longitudinal data
of the total population, we find that Swedish speakers benefit from constituting the local majority, but that
they have significantly lower unemployment rates than the Finnish speakers also in Finnish dominated areas.
Industrial structure and family-related factors are important determinants of unemployment incidence, but
they can to a fairly limited extent be related to the unemployment gap.
© 2005 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Swedish speakers constitute the largest minority group in Finland, as they amount to barely 6%
of the total population.1 They are guaranteed equal constitutional rights as the Finnish speakers,
and seem to manage well in the labour market. The participation rate is about the same as that of
Finnish speakers, and their unemployment rate is clearly lower. At the end of 1990, the national
unemployment rate of Swedish speakers was 2.6%, in comparison with 5.7% for Finnish speak-
ers. During the mid-1990s, Finland was hit by a deep economic recession, which resulted in a
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1 Less than two per cent of the population has a native language other than Finnish or Swedish.
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dramatic increase in unemployment rates. The language-group differential remained; the national
unemployment rate at the end of 1995 was 11.4% for Swedish speakers, in comparison with 19.3
for Finnish speakers. Also after the recession, at the end of 1998, there was a large disparity;
the unemployment rate of Swedish speakers was 7.9%, in comparison with 14.9% for Finnish
speakers.

Saarela and Finnäs (2003a) were the first to explore why Swedish speakers in Finland have
lower unemployment rates than Finnish speakers. In that study, we show that the between-group
differential in unemployment incidence cannot be attributed to age, education, gender or munici-
pality of residence, because it decreases only marginally when accounting for the impact of these
individual-level factors. Present understanding of the reasons behind the lower unemployment
rates of Swedish speakers is thus fairly limited. This paper attempts to shed some further light
onto the issue by analysing the contribution of structural factors. Specifically we are interested in
the role of language-group concentration, industrial structure and family situation.

2. Background and theoretical considerations

Belonging to an ethnic or linguistic minority does not inevitably mean that a person is disad-
vantaged in the labour market. From the international literature, one finds also other groups, such
as American-born Chinese, Japanese and Jews in the United States (Brenner and Kiefer, 1981;
Sowell, 1981; Chiswick, 1983a, 1983b), and Welsh-speakers in Wales (Drinkwater and O’Leary,
1997), which have an overall better labour market position than people belonging to the majority.
As is the case with the Finnish-Swedish unemployment gap, the underlying reasons have not been
fully understood.

It should, though, be emphasised that the present paper does not compare immigrants and
natives, as many previous studies of ethnic minorities do (see Chiswick, 1977, 1978; Borjas,
1985, 1987, 1992, 1993, 1994). Swedish speakers constitute a native group in Finland, which
has been less mobile with regard to within-country migration than the Finnish speakers. Many
Finnish speakers are in fact first or second generation of migrants into the Swedish speakers’ main
settlement area. The latter implies that the language structure of this area has experienced a fairly
dramatic change during the 20th century.

Practically, all Swedish speakers reside very concentrated on the southern and western coast-
lines of the country. Since these regions are those experiencing the lowest unemployment rates,
one may expect that the between-group difference in unemployment rates is due to regional fac-
tors. This is not, however, the case. In this area, there are slightly smaller but still significant
disparities. At the end of 1998, for instance, the unemployment rate of Swedish-speaking males
was 7.5%, as compared with 11.7% for Finnish-speaking males. For Swedish-speaking females
the corresponding proportion is 9.0% and for Finnish speaking females 9.9% (Table 1).

Table 1
Unemployment rate by gender and language group at the end of 1990, 1995 and 1998 in the bilingual part of Finland

Year Males Females

Swedish speakers Finnish speakers Swedish speakers Finnish speakers

1990 2.8 3.7 2.4 1.9
1995 11.7 18.3 11.8 14.1
1998 7.5 11.7 9.0 9.9

The description refers to the geographical area represented by the shaded parts on the map in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. The geographical concentration of Swedish speakers in Finland (1990).

Half of the Swedish-speaking population reside in municipalities where the group forms the
local majority (see Fig. 1). Swedish speakers are thus a minority at the national level, but to
some extent a majority at the local level. There are a number of studies showing that the geo-
graphical concentration of an ethnic group may affect its performance in the labour market
(see, e.g. Borjas, 1995; Clark and Drinkwater, 2002), which plausibly could be the case also
here.

The geographical concentration of Swedish speakers in Finland has, fairly evidently, favoured
the vitality of the group. The most important institutional elements of the Swedish-speaking com-
munity are political and educational, as well as cultural. These include political pressure groups,
a complete school system, media, theatres, a diocese, and a number of different co-operative
organisations.2 These elements are commonly regarded as important for the social networks of
Swedish speakers. It is plausible that they favour job search, and thus reduce unemployment
propensity.

2 O’Leary and Finnäs (2002) provide a discussion about similarities between Protestants in the Republic of Ireland and
Swedish speakers in Finland, with focus on the metropolitan regions.
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It is fairly obvious that Swedish speakers to a higher extent than Finnish speakers are bilingual,
i.e. that they speak both Swedish and Finnish fluently (Finnäs, 2000; Saarela and Finnäs, 2003a).
There exist no recent comprehensive data, however, with information about language proficiency
of the two groups.

Still, there are strong reasons to believe that the language-group difference in unemploy-
ment propensity may increase with the proportion of Swedish speakers in that area. This is
because Swedish speakers form a majority in certain local areas, and language proficiency
requirements (ability to speak Swedish, or both Swedish and Finnish) are most likely higher
in areas with a higher proportion of Swedish speakers, The labour market performance of
Finnish speakers, in relation to that of Swedish speakers, may thus suffer in Swedish dominated
municipalities.

There are a number of theoretical arguments as to why this may be the case. Potential customers
and employers in an ethnic enclave are more likely to be co-ethnics, and tastes for discrimination
against the other group consequently more prevalent (Becker, 1971; Holzer and Ihlandfeldt,
1998). Shared language and culture may improve group-specific opportunities (Aldrich et al.,
1985; Lazear, 1999). Language skills may also, besides the direct effect on economic outcomes
(cf. Grenier, 1987; Hayfron, 2001; Dustmann and van Soest, 2001; Chiswick and Miller, 2002;
Shields and Wheatley Price, 2002), benefit from the proximity of co-ethnic employers (McManus,
1990; Carliner, 1995). In the present paper, it is not possible to adjudicate empirically between
these potential explanations.

The specific industrial structure of a minority group is another potentially important deter-
minant of the group’s performance in the labour market (Brenner and Kiefer, 1981; Shackett
and Trapani, 1987). Since unemployment probabilities in general differ between industries, and
because the two language groups studied here differ in distribution between industries, one might
assume that this has an effect on the language-group unemployment differential. During several
centuries, up to 1809, Finland was an integrated and equal part of the realm of Sweden. Swedish
was then, and also after that, the dominant language of government, business and culture. Many
Swedish speakers were, in comparison with Finnish speakers, well educated, had a relatively
good socio-economic position, and owned some piece of land. They have therefore, traditionally,
worked in somewhat different industries than Finnish speakers. Table 2 shows, however, that
the most notable feature in this context is the large proportion of Swedish speakers employed
in the agricultural sector (which has to do with the fact that many Finnish speakers in the area
are immigrants from other parts of the country). With regard to the other industries, it may be
emphasised that the variation between language groups is somewhat larger at the local level than
what is illustrated by the aggregate numbers in the table (cf. Finnäs, 2003). Since the agricultural
sector amounts to a fairly small part of total employment, and because the proportion of people
employed in this sector has experienced a downward sloping trend during the whole 1990s, it is
not, however, reasonable to expect that agricultural employment of Swedish speakers could be the
sole reason behind the language-group unemployment gap. Also, it is not evident in which direc-
tion the impact of industry works in (potentially) contributing to the between-group difference in
unemployment.

Furthermore, we are concerned with the role of family-related factors, since there are clear
differences between the two language groups in this respect. Swedish speakers are generally
living in family compositions that are supposed to be interrelated with a relatively high degree
of social integration and extent social networks. The proportion of single-person households is
lower in the Swedish-speaking population and marital stability is higher (Finnäs, 1997). Thus,
Swedish speakers are to a higher extent than Finnish speakers found in segments of the population
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Table 2
Proportion of people employed in each industry by gender and native language at the end of 1990

Industry Males Females

Swedish speakers Finnish speakers Swedish speakers Finnish speakers

Agriculture 0.131 0.010 0.091 0.008
Manufacturing 0.242 0.241 0.116 0.131
Construction 0.081 0.115 0.009 0.015
Trade, hotels and restaurants 0.164 0.177 0.163 0.192
Transport and communications 0.116 0.108 0.055 0.056
Financial intermediation 0.100 0.156 0.116 0.182
Public and other services 0.142 0.170 0.424 0.398
Industry unknown 0.024 0.022 0.027 0.018

n 59,994 279,100 53,418 297,464

The description refers to the bilingual part of Finland. The Åland Islands, which are monolingual, are excluded. Industry
classification is according to SIC 1995: agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing (code 01-05), Manufacturing (code
10-41), Construction (code 45), Trade, hotels and restaurants (code 50-55), Transport and communications (code 60-
64), Financial intermediation, insurance and business activities (code 65-74), Public and other services (75-97), Industry
unknown (code 99). Source: the cross-section data from Statistics Finland, which are utilised in the analysis.

that are subject to lower risks of unemployment. One explanation to the interrelation between
family situation and unemployment is that social integration in terms of having a partner and
children affects labour market performance (Montgomery, 1992). Another could be that marriage,
cohabitation and parenthood is selective; if it is persons with lower unemployment risks that
marry, cohabit and become parents (cf. Hu and Goldman, 1990). Irrespective of the direction of
causality, one should expect to find that part of the language-group unemployment differential
can be attributed to family situation.

Our research hypothesis is consequently that, taking structural conditions into account will
reduce the observed difference in unemployment rates between the two groups, and that the
between-group unemployment differential is larger in more Swedish-dominated areas.

3. Data and methodology

We utilise cross-section data as well as longitudinal data. The former dataset consists of the
total population in Finland at the end of the years 1990, 1995 and 1998, respectively. For each
year, we have a multidimensional matrix that includes all individuals and information about their
native language, gender, age, education, municipality of residence, labour market status and – for
those employed – industry. These data have been compiled by Statistics Finland, on the basis of
the Central Population Register and employment statistics registers.

For each of the cross-section dates, we restrict the data to Swedish speakers and Finnish
speakers living in the bilingual part of Finland (this area consists of municipalities which have at
least 8% or 3000 Swedish-speaking inhabitants; the shaded parts on the map in Fig. 1). The Åland
Islands are excluded, since they form a monolingual Swedish, self-governed, county with specific
legislative practices. We have previously shown that there are no language-group differences in
labour force participation (Saarela and Finnäs, 2003a). Labour force participants aged 20–64 are
therefore studied here.

When using this dataset, we focus on the variables language-group concentration and industrial
structure. The former refers to the proportion of Swedish speakers in each municipality, where
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the municipalities have been compiled into five different categories: less than 15% Swedish
speakers, 15–34%, 35–64%, 65–84%, and at least 85%. We have attempted a number of different
categorisations of this variable, including a continuous version of it. We regard the categorisation
chosen as the one that is best suited for the purpose of the study.

Since cross-section data do not provide information about (previous) industries of unemployed
people, industrial structure is a contextual variable reflecting the industrial distribution among the
employed. More specifically, it refers to the proportion of people employed in each of the 46
municipalities in the data, at the end of 1990. This cross-section date is used, since the unemploy-
ment rate at that time was very low (3.2% at the national level). Analyses that utilise the industrial
distribution at any of the other two cross-section dates would result in basically the same results
as those to be presented here.

In order to account for differences in the sector of work between genders and between
language groups, we have calculated the industrial distribution separately for male Swedish
speakers, male Finnish speakers, female Swedish speakers and female Finnish speakers. These
relative proportions of people employed in each of the eight different industry categories are
assigned into quartiles. In the results to be reported, we utilise those variables that improved
the model fit mostly. The other estimates are not, however, sensitive to the choice of industry
variables.

Some descriptive statistics of the cross-section data are provided in Table 3. Language-group
differences in demographic composition are reflected by the fact that the proportion of older people
is higher among Swedish speakers than among Finnish speakers. In correspondence with previous
arguments, we can see that there are large differences between the two groups with respect to the
language-group concentration of people’s municipality of residence. Whereas Swedish speakers
are fairly evenly distributed in all categories, Finnish speakers are concentrated to the category
with the smallest proportion of Swedish speakers.

There are also some differences in education levels. Finnish speakers seem to have a somewhat
higher education. This is, however, an artefact of regional differences in education and the regional
distribution of each language group. Finnish speakers are heavily concentrated to the metropolitan
area, where education levels generally are higher than in more rural areas. Within-municipality
differences in education (which we are able to take into account in the statistical analysis) are
although in favour of the Swedish speakers (Saarela and Finnäs, 2003b). Descriptive statistics for
the variables representing industrial structure are not outlined in the table, since the distribution
is almost similar to that shown in Table 2.

As a supportive dataset, we utilise an extract from Statistics Finland’s longitudinal census
data file. The part used here contains linked individual data from the censuses of 1990 and 1995,
including all individuals who were residents in Finland at the time of any of the two censuses.
There is information about each individual’s native language, gender, age, education, area of
residence (in order to guarantee anonymity of the data, the 46 municipalities had to be grouped
into 15 larger regions on the basis of geographical position and urbanisation, upon completion
of data transfer from Statistics Finland), family situation, labour market status and – for those
employed – industry.

The longitudinal nature of this dataset enables us to perform an analysis of the impact of an
individual’s previous industry of work, of those who have been employed in 1990, on unemploy-
ment propensity in 1995. Unlike the case with the cross-section data, which utilise a structural
industry variable, we may now get some insights into the importance of individuals’ industry
experience. We can thus study if there, for those with work experience, are similar language-
group differences in unemployment propensity as for all labour force participants, and whether
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Table 3
Distribution of some of the explanatory variables (proportions) in the cross-section data by gender and native language

Males Females

Swedish speakers Finnish speakers Swedish speakers Finnish speakers

Age (years)
20–24 0.076 0.088 0.074 0.089
25–29 0.111 0.139 0.106 0.126
30–34 0.124 0.154 0.116 0.138
35–39 0.128 0.143 0.126 0.137
40–44 0.145 0.143 0.147 0.147
45–49 0.149 0.135 0.151 0.144
50–54 0.132 0.110 0.140 0.119
55–59 0.091 0.067 0.099 0.076
60–64 0.042 0.022 0.041 0.024

Education
Basic 0.328 0.279 0.296 0.280
Lower vocational 0.419 0.456 0.424 0.442
Upper vocational 0.090 0.090 0.123 0.124
Undergraduate 0.059 0.045 0.075 0.052
Graduate 0.103 0.130 0.082 0.103

Language-group concentration (%Swedish)
<15 0.278 0.838 0.300 0.853
15–34 0.113 0.079 0.111 0.072
35–64 0.237 0.065 0.241 0.057
65–84 0.175 0.015 0.172 0.014
85– 0.196 0.004 0.175 0.005

n 180,788 885,626 159,525 922,187

The description refers to labour force participants aged 20–64 years in the bilingual area, and is for pooled cross-section
dates. The distribution of the above variables is very similar between cross-section dates. Descriptive statistics for cross-
section date, municipality of residence and industrial structure variables are not shown. The distributions for the latter are
almost similar to those outlined in Table 2.

previous industry of work may explain some of these potential differences. Of practical reasons,
the analysis is restricted to males 30–64 years of age and females 35–64 years of age.3

Some descriptive statistics of the longitudinal data set can be seen in Table 4. As expected, the
distribution of age, education and industry is fairly similar to that depicted by the cross-section
data. The variable representing language-group concentration had to be constructed on the basis of
individuals’ area, not municipality, of residence. It is therefore somewhat more imprecise than that
used in the cross-section data. This also explains why the distribution differs somewhat between
the two data sets. In these longitudinal data, we have information about the third type of structural
variable of interest: each individual’s family situation. The perhaps most remarkably findings in
this respect are the relatively large proportion of Swedish speakers who are married and live with
children and the correspondingly high proportion of Finnish speakers who live alone.

3 In the utilised extract of the file there are some difficulties in defining labour market status for those not employed,
specifically males in compulsory military service and females nursing children at home. We avoid this classification
problem by the age restriction.
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Table 4
Distribution of some of the explanatory variables (proportions) in the longitudinal data by gender and native language

Males Females

Swedish
speakers

Finnish
speakers

Swedish
speakers

Finnish
speakers

Age (years)
30–34 0.140 0.189 n.a. n.a.
35–39 0.157 0.182 0.163 0.195
40–44 0.170 0.177 0.196 0.216
45–49 0.208 0.197 0.244 0.252
50–54 0.168 0.144 0.203 0.187
55–59 0.112 0.087 0.143 0.119
60–64 0.046 0.025 0.052 0.031

Education
Basic 0.351 0.284 0.357 0.338
Lower vocational, lower level 0.249 0.260 0.242 0.226
Lower vocational, upper level 0.171 0.203 0.175 0.204
Upper vocational 0.070 0.072 0.078 0.072
Undergraduate 0.046 0.031 0.081 0.057
Graduate 0.113 0.150 0.067 0.104

Language-group concentration (%Swedish)
<15 0.305 0.816 0.329 0.833
15–34 0.064 0.046 0.061 0.039
35–64 0.348 0.121 0.345 0.111
65–84 0.121 0.014 0.122 0.013
85– 0.162 0.003 0.144 0.004

Industry in 1990
Agriculture 0.128 0.010 0.095 0.008
Manufacturing + Construction 0.313 0.337 0.125 0.145
Trade, hotels, restaurants 0.145 0.156 0.151 0.171
Transport, communications 0.116 0.105 0.051 0.049
Financial intermediation 0.079 0.124 0.101 0.145
Public and other services 0.219 0.268 0.478 0.482

Family situation
Married with children 0.529 0.431 0.477 0.369
Married without children 0.163 0.166 0.213 0.195
Partner, with children (consensual union) 0.060 0.060 0.040 0.040
Partner, without children (consensual union) 0.046 0.075 0.034 0.056
Sole supporter 0.021 0.020 0.092 0.120
Single 0.139 0.227 0.140 0.219
Living with senior parent 0.041 0.020 0.004 0.002

n 46,092 210,368 34,453 183,563

The description refers to those employed at the end of 1990 in the bilingual area. In the data, the unemployment rate at the
end of 1995, for those employed in 1990, is 9.7% for Swedish-speaking males, 15.0% for Finnish-speaking males, 9.8% for
Swedish-speaking females, and 11.9% for Finnish-speaking females. The distribution for language-group concentration
does not coincide with that in the cross-section data, because the variable has been constructed on the basis of individuals’
area, not municipality, of residence.
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In order to quantify the effects of explanatory variables on unemployment propensity, we
use the same kind of logistic regression models as in the previous study (Saarela and Finnäs,
2003a). The same basic methodology is consequently applied in order to facilitate comparisons.
However, since there are gender differences in industrial distribution and in the impact of industry
on unemployment incidence, separate models are estimated for males and females.

A great advantage of the method used is that it is very straightforward and the results thus
transparent and easily interpreted, when also considering that the paper is based on separate
analyses of two different datasets with somewhat different background variables.

The estimation performed implies that we in principle has one coefficient to measure the unem-
ployment disadvantage experienced by Finnish speakers, which is very much like the estimation of
a simple discrimination coefficient in an employment (or earnings) discrimination analysis. This
way of analysis implicitly assumes that coefficients associated with the other variables are equal
between population groups. We have, though, tested a number of interactions between language
group and the background variables, in order to check if there were differences between coeffi-
cients. With the exception of gender and language group, there were no significant interaction
effects, neither any systematic or interpretable pattern in this respect.

Since we seek to establish important relationships between the variables of specific interest,
rather than attempting to quantify the contribution of each component on the unemployment
differential (in terms of, for instance, a decomposition), the results outlined here should be regarded
as those most easily accessible to the reader. Irrespective of the model and method used, the results
would also remain basically the same.

4. Results

The estimation results are provided in Table 5 and Table 6. They are reported in a number of
steps, in order to outline the impact of each set of variables on the language-group difference in
unemployment propensity. Standard errors of the estimates are also included, in spite of the fact
that, since we use total data, significance testing is in principle irrelevant an issue.

The first model includes the individual-level variables language group, age, education and
cross-section date. The subsequent one adds the language-group concentration of the municipality,
whereas the following accounts for the interaction between language group and language-group
concentration. Model 4 incorporates industrial structure variables, instead of those related to
language-group concentration. The final model includes both sets of structural variables. For
males, we use the industrial variables representing agriculture, manufacturing and construction,
whereas for females manufacturing and public services.

As can be seen, the language-group difference in odds for being unemployed, when accounting
for the impact of age, education and cross-section date, are substantial higher for males than for
females; 42% against 13%.4 This difference between genders can to a large extent be attributed
to the fact that the overall unemployment propensity for females is higher in municipalities with
a higher proportion of Swedish speakers (Model 2), which also explains why language-group
differences in aggregate unemployment rates are smaller for females than for males (see Table 1).

Even more interesting, though, is to study the language-group unemployment gradient in
municipalities with different linguistic conditions, i.e. in areas that differ on language-group con-
centration. According to the interaction terms in Model 3, the language-group unemployment

4 1 − exp (−0.549) = 0.42 and 1 − exp (−0.140) = 0.13.



J. Saarela, F. Finnäs / The Journal of Socio-Economics 35 (2006) 498–513 507

Table 5
Logistic regression results for unemployment, males in the cross-section data

(n = 1,066,414)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Native language
Finnish 0 0 0 0 0
Swedish −0.549 (0.010) −0.409 (0.012) −0.308 (0.018) −0.490 (0.012) −0.322 (0.025)

%Swedish speakers
<15 0 0 0
15–34 0.111 (0.011) 0.124 (0.012) −0.130 (0.015)
35–64 −0.164 (0.012) −0.144 (0.014) −0.129 (0.025)
65–84 −0.203 (0.020) −0.160 (0.030) −0.191 (0.037)
85– −0.423 (0.023) 0.009 (0.053) −0.037 (0.060)

Interaction 0 0
Swedish × 15–34% Swedish −0.148 (0.033) −0.027 (0.038)
Swedish × 35–64% Swedish −0.144 (0.029) −0.207 (0.036)
Swedish × 65–84% Swedish −0.162 (0.041) −0.155 (0.046)
Swedish × 85–% Swedish −0.595 (0.060) −0.519 (0.063)

% in Agriculture
Q1 0 0
Q2 −0.201 (0.021) −0.160 (0.023)
Q3 −0.385 (0.021) −0.206 (0.029)
Q4 −0.330 (0.026) −0.051 (0.037)

% in Manufacturing
Q1 0 0
Q2 0.381 (0.011) 0.414 (0.012)
Q3 0.219 (0.013) 0.287 (0.016)
Q4 0.103 (0.015) 0.251 (0.021)

% in Construction
Q1 0 0
Q2 −0.032 (0.017) 0.053 (0.021)
Q3 −0.142 (0.018) −0.059 (0.023)
Q4 −0.118 (0.025) −0.067 (0.028)

Constant −3.452 (0.013) −3.447 (0.013) −3.452 (0.013) −3.458 (0.021) −3.543 (0.025)

Log likelihood −322,444.663 −322,113.102 −322,058.859 −321,452.979 −321,308.112

Cox & Snell R Square 0.068 0.068 0.068 0.069 0.070

Nagelkerke R Square 0.138 0.139 0.139 0.141 0.142

The numbers outlined refer to unexponentiated coefficients. Standard errors are in parenthesis. The variables age, education
and cross-section date are also included in each model, but the estimated effects are not displayed here. The reference
categories used for these variables are “40–44 years”, “lower vocational, lower level education” and “the end of 1990”.

gradient is larger in areas with a higher proportion of Swedish speakers. The geographical con-
centration of Swedish speakers thus seems to have a favourable impact on their labour market
position in relation to that of the Finnish speakers. This pattern is especially marked for males.

Industrial structure is important for overall unemployment propensity, and the model fit is also
clearly improved (compare Model 4 with Model 1). For males, including the industry variables
reduces the between-group difference in unemployment propensity somewhat, whereas the dif-
ference for females is even emphasised.
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Table 6
Logistic regression results for unemployment, females in the cross-section data

(n = 1,081,712)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Native language
Finnish 0 0 0 0 0
Swedish −0.140 (0.010) −0.352 (0.013) −0.288 (0.020) −0.368 (0.012) −0.388 (0.022)

%Swedish speakers
<15 0 0 0
15–34 0.481 (0.012) 0.494 (0.013) 0.114 (0.015)
35–64 0.299 (0.013) 0.279 (0.015) 0.045 (0.019)
65–84 0.315 (0.020) 0.402 (0.029) 0.035 (0.030)
85– 0.468 (0.022) 0.667 (0.045) 0.393 (0.050)

Interaction 0 0
Swedish × 15–34% Swedish −0.126 (0.037) 0.039 (0.038)
Swedish × 35–64% Swedish −0.003 (0.032) −0.006 (0.034)
Swedish × 65–84% Swedish −0.200 (0.042) 0.037 (0.046)
Swedish × 85–% Swedish −0.303 (0.054) −0.233 (0.055)

% in Manufacturing
Q1 0 0
Q2 0.530 (0.009) 0.503 (0.010)
Q3 0.365 (0.012) 0.312 (0.015)
Q4 0.720 (0.017) 0.660 (0.020)

% in Services
Q1 0 0
Q2 −0.239 (0.022) −0.146 (0.026)
Q3 −0.232 (0.023) −0.135 (0.027)
Q4 −0.083 (0.022) 0.005 (0.027)

Constant −4.329 (0.016) −4.415 (0.016) −4.418 (0.016) −4.387 (0.027) −4.482 (0.031)

Log likelihood −281,568.717 −280,574.736 −280,546.761 −278,834.488 −278,768.669

Cox & Snell R Square 0.058 0.060 0.060 0.063 0.063

Nagelkerke R Square 0.132 0.136 0.136 0.143 0.143

The numbers outlined refer to unexponentiated coefficients. Standard errors are in parenthesis. The variables age, education
and cross-section date are also included in each model, but the estimated effects are not displayed here. The reference
categories used for these variables are “40–44 years”, “lower vocational, lower level education” and “the end of 1990”.

Finally, we can in Model 5 see that, when accounting for both the impact of language-group
concentration and industrial structure, there remains a substantial difference in unemployment
propensity between the two groups. In municipalities with a low concentration of Swedish speak-
ers (less than 15%), the difference in odds is 28% for males. It increases with geographical
concentration and is in municipalities with at least 85% Swedish speakers as much as 57%. For
females, the pattern is not equally strong. In the most Finnish dominated areas, the language-
group difference in odds for unemployment is 32%, whereas in municipalities with at least 85%
Swedish speakers it is 46%.

It may also be pointed out that we have tried to analyse whether the depicted language-
group difference in unemployment propensity differ between cross-section dates. Since Swedish
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Table 7
Logistic regression results for unemployment, males in the longitudinal data

(n = 256,460)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Native language
Finnish 0 0 0
Swedish −0.223 (0.028) −0.203 (0.028) −0.147 (0.029)

%Swedish speakers
<15 0 0 0
15–34 −0.136 (0.030) −0.197 (0.030) −0.082 (0.031)
35–64 −0.358 (0.020) −0.406 (0.020) −0.274 (0.021)
65–84 −0.454 (0.057) −0.498 (0.057) −0.482 (0.058)
–85 −0.233 (0.106) −0.239 (0.107) 0.048 (0.109)

Interaction 0 0 0
Swedish × 15–34% Swedish −0.202 (0.072) −0.119 (0.073) −0.182 (0.074)
Swedish × 35–64% Swedish −0.135 (0.043) −0.048 (0.043) −0.063 (0.044)
Swedish × 65–84% Swedish −0.218 (0.079) −0.128 (0.079) −0.118 (0.081)
Swedish × 85–% Swedish −0.744 (0.119) −0.603 (0.120) −0.698 (0.122)

Previous industry
Agriculture −0.440 (0.049) −0.445 (0.050)
Manufacturing + Construction 0.386 (0.016) 0.437 (0.017)
Trade, hotels, restaurants 0.207 (0.019) 0.285 (0.020)
Transport, communications −0.317 (0.024) −0.297 (0.024)
Financial intermediation 0.241 (0.022) 0.303 (0.023)
Public and other services 0 0

Family situation
Married with children 0
Married without children 0.319 (0.020)
Partner, with children 0.601 (0.027)
Partner, without children 0.728 (0.024)
Sole supporter 0.930 (0.038)
Single 1.394 (0.016)
Living with senior parent 1.341 (0.033)

Constant −1.553 (0.017) −1.741 (0.021) −2.438 (0.024)

Log likelihood −98,524.978 −97,710.565 −93,049.880

Cox & Snell R Square 0.043 0.049 0.083

Nagelkerke R Square 0.078 0.088 0.149

The numbers outlined refer to unexponentiated coefficients. Standard errors are in parenthesis. The variables age and
education are also included in each model, but the estimated effects are not displayed here. The reference categories used
for these variables are “40–44 years” and “lower vocational education”.

speakers have a more favourable labour market position than Finnish speakers, one might assume
that they also would be less sensitive to changes in the business cycle. We did not find any
clear evidence in favour of this hypothesis. However, the impact of language-group concentration
on the male language-group difference in unemployment propensity seems to have become more
emphasised over time. Similar effects can be found for females only with respect to municipalities
with at least 85% Swedish speakers. There are consequently some, but not convincing, evidence
in support of a time trend.
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Table 8
Logistic regression results for unemployment, females in the longitudinal data

(n = 218,016)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Native language
Finnish 0 0 0
Swedish −0.185 (0.034) −0.199 (0.034) −0.187 (0.034)

%Swedish speakers
<15 0 0 0
15–34 0.020 (0.037) 0.009 (0.038) 0.111 (0.038)
35–64 0.208 (0.022) 0.206 (0.022) 0.305 (0.022)
65–84 0.020 (0.062) 0.010 (0.063) 0.091 (0.063)
–85 0.347 (0.096) 0.386 (0.097) 0.563 (0.098)

Interaction 0 0 0
Swedish × 15–34% Swedish −0.216 (0.091) −0.152 (0.092) −0.169 (0.093)
Swedish × 35–64% Swedish −0.218 (0.050) −0.124 (0.050) −0.112 (0.050)
Swedish × 65–84% Swedish −0.217 (0.088) −0.109 (0.089) −0.113 (0.090)
Swedish × 85-% Swedish −0.558 (0.113) −0.450 (0.114) −0.459 (0.115)

Previous industry
Agriculture 0.066 (0.055) 0.158 (0.055)
Manufacturing + Construction 0.730 (0.020) 0.722 (0.020)
Trade, hotels, restaurants 0.905 (0.018) 0.894 (0.019)
Transport, communications 0.365 (0.033) 0.339 (0.033)
Financial intermediation 0.565 (0.022) 0.573 (0.022)
Public and other services 0 0

Family situation
Married with children 0
Married without children 0.296 (0.022)
Partner, with children 0.369 (0.037)
Partner, without children 0.475 (0.031)
Sole supporter 0.700 (0.023)
Single 0.668 (0.020)
Living with senior parent 0.777 (0.138)

Constant −2.118 (0.020) −2.529 (0.023) −2.882 (0.025)

Log likelihood −74,768.938 −73,334.557 −72,554.017

Cox & Snell R Square 0.032 0.044 0.051

Nagelkerke R Square 0.062 0.086 0.100

The numbers outlined refer to unexponentiated coefficients. Standard errors are in parenthesis. The variables age and
education are also included in each model, but the estimated effects are not displayed here. The reference categories used
for these variables are “40–44 years” and “lower vocational education”.

In order to see if the similar pattern is the case when restricting the analysis to those previously
employed (five years earlier), and to study the contribution of industry in terms of an individual-
level variable, we have analysed the longitudinal data in a similar manner as the cross-section
data. The estimation results can be seen in Table 7 for males and in Table 8 for females.

The conclusions made on the basis of the cross-section data are to a great extent confirmed.
The language-group difference in unemployment propensity is higher in regions with a higher
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proportion of Swedish speakers, but again the pattern is not monotonous. Gender differences
in this respect are now smaller, which is a consequence of restricting the data to previously
employed persons (the impact of gender differences in underlying factors, such as for instance
labour force participation, should be reduced). When having controlled for the impact of age,
education, previous industry and family situation, the language-group difference in the odds for
being unemployed is 14% higher for Swedish-speaking males than Finnish-speaking males in
regions with at most 15% Swedish speakers. In regions with at least 85% Swedish speakers, the
difference in odds is 57%. For females, the corresponding differences are 17 and 48%.

Previous industry is important for overall unemployment propensity. Males employed in agri-
culture are the least likely to be unemployed five years later, whereas public services experience
has the similar effect for females. Previous industry contributes, however, to a quite limited extent
to the language-group unemployment differential.

With regard to the impact of the family situation, we can see that this variable has a substantial
impact on unemployment incidence. People who are married and have children are the least
likely to become unemployed. The variable also helps somewhat in reducing the difference in
unemployment between language groups, specifically for males. Noteworthy is that, adding this
variable increases the language-group unemployment gap between municipalities with different
language-group concentration even further. This points to a latent relationship between factors
determining family/marriage market success and labour market success, and suggests that they
may be interrelated with language-group concentration.

5. Conclusions

It has previously been shown that the difference in unemployment rates between Swedish
speakers and Finnish speakers in Finland cannot be explained by individual-level factors such
as age, gender, education and place of residence. In this paper we have investigated whether
structural determinants have any effect on the unemployment gap.

Our results suggest that a population group benefits in the labour market from constitut-
ing the local majority, which is in line with some of the previous research on ethnic enclaves.
There is thus some correspondence with traditional views on majority-minority relationships. A
caveat in the present case, however, is that Swedish speakers have significantly lower unem-
ployment rates than Finnish speakers also in Finnish dominated areas. There consequently
remains a difference in unemployment propensity, also when having accounted for language-group
concentration.

Industry experience and industrial structure are important determinants of overall unem-
ployment propensity. In spite of some differences in industrial distribution between the two
language groups, these factors have only a minor impact on the between-group unemployment
gradient.

We have also studied the contribution of family situation, which is a variable that is highly
interrelated with unemployment propensity. It also helps somewhat in reducing the language-
group unemployment difference. As family situation is assumed to reflect potential differences
in social integration between the two groups, we believe that future studies on this topic need
to utilise much more detailed longitudinal data at the household level. That might provide some
further (indirect) evidence about the importance of social networks. Furthermore, we believe that
also data on language proficiency would help to explain differences in labour market outcomes
between the two groups, but no such information is available whatsoever.
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